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Preface

’ . .
3

The work described in this report,,undertaken under the terms of Contract
R s ’ *

.
————

Number 20-11-77-18, was a joint research effort by The Urban Institute and the
Although the primary responsibilit§ for pre-

Amefican Institutes for Redearch.
paring this report fell, under the contractual terms, to The Urban Institute,

the contribution of American-Institutes for.kesearch stafﬁ was important enough

to merit joint-authorship. 'ié | ' ¢ :
) More specifically, Herbert Rnbenstein'of the American Institutes éor .t
Research was responsible for the work summarized in Chapters.II and VII;

Harold Sheppard of the American Institutes for Research supervised the work

-
of Rubenstein and had primary responsibiliry for the work summarized in

Chapter III; Melvin Jones of The Urban Institute was responsible for the work

in Chapter 1IV; Charles 0, Thorpe, Jr. of The Urban Institute was responsible

for the work in Chapter V ,and Chapter VI was prepared by Alan Fechter of The
As Project Manager, Fechter also was responsible for Eﬁh

Urban Institute.
overall coordinatiou of the effort and for' the quality of the final report.
The size.of this zeport required a rather unigue nethod of pacgaging.
The eight chapters of the report are prganized into three volumes. Volune I
| Volume II

3

contains Chapter I, an overnieﬁ and summary of the entire report.

contains Chapter II, a long chapter vhich'describes methods and detailed

findings with respect to activities, their job-dreation potential and related

‘ characteristics. Volume. III contains the remainder of the report, Chapters III
through, VIII which describe out findings with respect to priorities among

projects, indirect employment effects, skill imbalapces, administrative and

operational issnes, and a concluding chapter, Chapter VIII which summarizes

overall findings, conclusions, and recommendations.
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. deveioped hs part of this project and could be made available to those who

. less flow of chapter revisions in the process of completing thisjreport. Tha

i

In ;ddigion to this report, the following series of papers have been .

A

_are interested in.the more technical details of this study: . -

Melvin Jones, "Direct and Indirect Employment Effects of Public '
" Employment Programs: An Application’ of Input-Output Models to :
Assess Employment Effects by Skill," Working Paper 3619-3, Wash- .o "
ington, D.C., The Urban Institute, 1978; ’ .

Herbert Rdbenstefh, "Administrative and Operationmal Barriers to
Public’ Job Creation: Evidence Based on Pield Visits," Working
, Paper 3619~5, Washington, -D.C., The Urban Institute, 1978b; and

Charles 0. Thorpe, Jr., "Target Groups to be Served by Public

Job Creation Programs: Their Characteristics and Their Cyclical
Sensitivity," Working Paper 3619-4 Washington, D.C., The Urban -
Institute, 1978. to :

. Theéé papers will be available through ‘the National Technical Information

«

Servicés ‘as well as The U;gin Institute. A large number of peoplé have been

instgpﬁental in maki;é this ;tudy possible.’ It’is difficult to begin to
?cknowiedgé our iqdebtedness to the large number of public officials, employees,"
and representatives in’ the hundéeds of public and ?rivate organizations and
agencies we visited %ﬂé cooperated with us and provided us with tﬂe 1S?eration

Our failure to do so should in no way be construed
{

that .was used in this study.

as minimizing their valuable contributions; rather, it should be construed as our

-y R

'deference to pragmatic andjlcgistic reasons in trying to keep the Preface within

manageable proportion. -

A
Particular debts of gratitude are due to Albert Mapou and Thomas Bruening

of the.Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, Office of
Policfhﬁvaluation and Research, for their contihual guidance and support through- T

out the project and for their hqlpfuL comments on what must have seemed an end-

authors are also grateful for the constructive comments on early draft material

in this report by Wi;liam Barnes, National Commission for Manpower Policy; Lee”

’ -
‘ ) .

viii ‘ ' ' ’
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Bawden and Robert'Harris of The Urban Institute; and Howard Rosen, Office of o
. Policy Evalu tion and Research. Assistance in the field efforts.ng'proviHed .
T by Tania Romashko Larry Passarell, and Andrea Chasen, American, Institutes for
Researoh. Earl Wright, Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, provided use-
- ful advice on how'to strugture our field‘visits. Research assistance and copy
; eéiting were provided by Alime Wade, Qrbeh Institute. Computer assistance.was” o
proyiied by Tito de la Garza and Roger Kohnm, Urban Institute. Robert Haveman
and Irwin Garfinkel, Institute for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin,
were helpful in artanging for,the use of the Golladay-Haveman simulation model.
Hichael Watts, Institute for Research on Poverty, worked closely with ¥1vin
. Jones in modifying the simulation model to sult our- requirements and in produc- :
ing outputs.from this model. George Chow, Urban Institute, worked with Charles
Thorpe in generating the estimates of target group populations in Chapter V.
Penny Rbsenwasser,'Urban Institute, assisted in the preparation of the refer~
ence section. . .
Last, but by no means least, a special acknowledgment is due to Yuri
. Maradas«who typad the many drafts of each chapter of this report,es we
) . attempted to give a multig}e-author product éhe appea;ance'of consistency: | ‘
It is fair to say that this report Qould not havekbeen possibleﬂ;ithout her.
Her tireless, patient, and conscientious efforts ﬁere truly above and beyond *

N

the call of duty. , . - ‘ - -

i *
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- . I Executive Summary )
« " The purpose of this study was to assess the feasibility of largé-scale,

countercyclieal public job-creation. A major concern was with the assertion
that a public job-creation program is limited in its potential capacity to .
expand by the amount of meaningful activity. The central issue examined was:

How many activities could be undertaken7 ‘ . .

A\

An additional conce‘rn was with the characteristics of these activities. .

We wanted to’ estimate the number of jobs that coyld be created and the costs
of these activities.
studies of the relative merits of public jobrcreation activity to determine )

We also
examined other diménsions of the activities\-their labor-intensity, their’

This information’ was expectéd to be useful in ‘further <
'whether such activity was indeed "better” and therefore desirable.

skill-mix, their degree of political acceptability, etc.-~which might contri-
bute to a more thorough analysis of the benefits. and costspexpected from these

. ~

activities. ' ’ .
In estimating the job-creation potential of these activities, -an attempt
was made to. be more comprehensive than past studies by considering both onsite
and offsite job-creation. The latter is expected to arise from onsite pur-
chases’ of nonlabor inputs and through second-round expenditures induced by
the onsite labor and nonlabor purchases. ’ ; ) .
Consideration was also given to a particular aspect of indirect costg==the
_potential inflationary preSSure that could be generated as a Tesult oﬁjlabor
shortages that might emerge as a comsequence qf these-activities. To assess.
these sho;tages, estimates of ghe aggregate number of jobs created and the )
distribution ©f these jobs by skill (major occupation group) were compared with
estimates of the aggregate supply of labor. available to £111 these jobs and the
distribution of this supply by comparable skills. - ‘
Finally, general administrative and organizational issues thatr might pose
significant barriers to implementation of these activities were reviewed and
attempts were made to link some of these to partigular,t?pes;df activity.
Information was gathered by means of field visits in Washington=~with
numerous federal.government officials and rqpresentatives of over 50 nationalx‘

‘organizations, ranging from .Goodwill Industries to the National Education

Associationr-hnd in 24 counties located in eight of the ten federal regions.

In addition, correspondence was conducted and/or meetings were’ held
;ith federal governﬂ’nt officials and representatives frbm a large number
of national organizations. : -

-,
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o - ‘The meeting both in Washington and in the local commnnities, focused .

R on w identifying accivities €hat might provide meaningful work, (2)-deter= °
_ mining priorities among -these activities,:and (3) identifying curreat or’
T . expected problems in (a) implementing PSE projects, (b) running the projects,

v 7. .7 rand (¢} phasing out the project:s. ‘~ o : : . .
f{;'_ .o \', Data were also collected during these visits on the costs, labor intensity,
KRR skillsmix, and job-creation potetial of the public;se“}ce and public works ‘

e j activities identified as likely candidates for large=scale expansion. Secbndary'

. sources, such as PSE project data_ smmgries, various government

‘ - : budgets, program planning documents, and evaluations, prev yésuch as'

* ; the National Manpower Survey of the Criminal!Justice System, 8
Afﬁ' surveys conducted specifically for this research project
"~ % organizations, also provided us with useful data.

) . ~ - *
e « Major, findings are summarized below. w
L . 1., The study identified 233 potential job—creation activities in 21,dif=-

ferent program areas. -This list of activities, sogether'with the summary of
4(/~,<; their characteristics contained in this study, should provide valuable guidance
‘to-prime sponsors and other program administrdtors charged ‘'with the respousi-’

bility fpr developing ‘such activities» The la est number of activities were
_' in the following program. areas: public works (37), environmenthl quality (31),
® .education (27), social services (27), and criminal justice (24). -
£ \\Estimates of onsite “jobs and costs could be generated;for llstactivities;
- * These 115 dctivities were estimated 3393213 ‘of generating 3 million onsite jobs
e at a budgetary cost of $46 billiom, or slightly moré than $15 000 per onsite

NI cluding museums and phblic librariess to,as high as $41,000 for public works.
’ A lsrge ‘umber of addirional onsite Jobs could have been created by the 118
-3 \Epgogects for which estimates.could pot be generated- ‘These estimates of poten-
S . tial job-creation.presented here should, therefore, be eonsidered quitd” conser-
1N vative on’ this account. However, while both the 115 and the 233 ’aétivities -

Xre technically faasible, they may not be the best’ way to allocate scgrce ¥
Tt e government resources. The value of -some of these activities may npt be suffi-
' * cient to justify their cpsts. And, £0r other activities, the costs of trying

to sarisfy the enmﬁqidemand might prove.to be prohibitive. The estimatas

presented in this study Yage likely to be biaged ug@ard and therefore to be -

. liberal estimates, on these accounts- . :

. .
(9 .- A . y
A - . *
- 3 . . .
. } . . .
N ’ v . .

job. These per-job :ﬁtg ranged as low ag $8,000, for cultur,al activities (in- &

eport§ program'

hY

A

-
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23 The estimated numberqof onsife’ and\offsite jobs that couli be gener-

. ated-varied acgording to tje assumption adoptea about fiscal substitution and

whether the resourcﬁf by such substitution are ultimately spent., The
most reasonable asst ion--that, régardless oﬁ,whether or not there is any
fiscal s ‘stitut on, all the funds are eventually Spent, yields an estimated

74, { ;"? The effect of these additional jobs is £o, lcwer thégcost

~-';:the characteristics of jobs created offsite would differ notice~

’ ably from jobs éreated onsite. For example, while low-skill jobs w?uld consti—

.tute over 40 percent of the ongite jobs, they would represent only 15 percent

" of the offsite jobse. Thus, one effect of offsite job-creation would be to lower
the percentage- of jobs~ that could be filled by low-skill workers ‘from over 40
percent to only 25 percent. The actual number of low-skil] jobs capable'of
being generated increases from 1.2 million to over 1.8 million. ,A major con—
clusion to be 'drawm from this findingfis that, becausa.ﬁbe offsite emplogmgg_

effects of these activities {s substantial and because theseaipbs differ in

characteristics from onsite fobs, inferences about thé average costs and

targeting effectiveness of job-creation progr should not be drawn from -

.

onsite site job-creation and cost data alone. .
' 3. It was found that the markets for white collar workers--both ) ‘

professional-managerial and clerical-sales--and service workers were most

likely to experienge bottlenecks even in a situation of rough aggregate balance.

However, these skill-specific bottlenecks were not considered serious hindrances
to the feasibility of implementation of ‘these acﬁivities since they ‘could easily
be alleviated by drawing on additional supplies available from unemployed and
underemployed white collar workers who were not members of the target group.
golicx implication to be drawn from this finding is that targeting restric—
tions and eligibility criteria ought to be flexible enough to allow for some

selection from outside the target groups or populations of eligibles specified

for the program. Such flexibility will tend to minimize potential skill bottle-
necks. | ) ]

We found that labor-intensime, low-skill activities could serve as a’
reasonable basis for national job=creation in a'structural program. Additional
:labor-intensive activities could be added to meet the needs of a countercyclical

job=creation program as the occasion warranted, g .

4. The process developed to identify'priority areas consisted of several
steps. First, areas idéntified as areas of .excess demand by at least 20 percent
N 1 o

:ﬁa ) "




of’officials and representatives were isolated. Then, from among those areas,
. .the ones selected by at least lO percent for increases with ‘additional federal
’funding and the ones selected by a large number of officials and representatives ‘
‘4 for increases rather than for decreases were isolated. The areas that met all , '
Zof these test vere defined as priority areass ’ . . ”; ‘ :«?'; _1
, The area of environmental quality met‘ghe test for all local area public
officials and repres tives contacted. The following areas met the test for -
all offfcials and repﬁentatives except elected public officials--housing, * . . Y 1 “
- ‘ health, and crimiual justice. These areas pnﬁvide roughly one-sixth to .
one-fifth of the 3 mdllion jobs created by the activities ideéntified in thig _ o
study. e i . !~;? - . o
5. Administrative and operational issues were examined on the basis of
an extensive literature review and from information acquired during the course-
» ] of our fieldwork. The following issues were identified as potential barriers
o ' - to effective implementation of activities funded under a large-scaie public .
' ’ job-creation program: - .. 5 2 ‘

*e

e ambiguous. program goals, ’ . v
- £ s » N i

e red ‘tape, : ) o -
e inadequate time for plamning, |

~

° targeting,

-, . . inadequate resources for training; supervision, '
' “and materials . R . J T,

v . z*lfo pressure group problems (e.g. unions,'competition — - .|
in private sector),. . ; - e .

T, - . e transition requirements. - <
v Each of these issues can render a project (or groups of projects) infeasible.

Two issues—-inadequate time Eor planning and- inadequate resources for

. training, etc.~~ware singled out as amenable to nolicg,aetion that would mini-
mize the difficulties they now produce. The former'ban be alleviated by more _ '
stable funding patterns. The latter can be alleviated by liberalizing the y
.. current requirement that no less than 85 percent of the funds be spent on the .
“~\\age bill., While this liberalization may reduce the onsite job-creation ‘per= ‘
' £ormance of the progrmn, it would increase the range of feasgible ‘activities and '

it may improve the long—range benefits accruing to program participants by
providing. them with better dun~the=job training experience. These improvements
oay t be purchased at the cost of more fiscal substitutiom, however, unless more
effective constraints are imposed on how funds will be utilized and greater
effort ig made to assure that maintenance-of-efforts provisions are honored. ’ ,
xiii . S . Lo
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III- "ESTABLISHING PRIORITIES AMGNG TIVITY‘AREAS
v f s /.\/\/ ¥

Approximately 233 activities were identifieg in, Chapter II as poten‘tial

candidates for & public job-creatiou program. it should be obvious that these

" -
] ,} activities are not of equal importance. Their importance depends on a number

-

. :9 ‘ " of factors that n@y be summarized “ag a scale of social priorities. Priorities

are determined by a complex process involving the political interaction among

many different interest groups;a with; widely differing social agendas. ’Elected
po!.itical officials generally decide what share of a community s resources are

" 13

_to bhe spent for all activities and how these resource‘s aré to be allocated
among activities. Génerally, the priorities established by this process are

the result of a delicate balancing o,n the part'of political decisionmakers, .
\. 4€

P conf;;onted with a w,ide and frequently conflicting ‘array of demands.

‘\ Actual expenditure on public versus private goods and among public goods '

represents the outcome of this balancing and is generally a compromise among

. . the conflicting claims on these resources. The priorities represented by these
“, x ’ -
clai.ms will clearly vary among™ interest groups' they will also vary from com-

, 'munity to, comumnity according to cmnmxnity—Specific factors, such asg poli?:ical

>

,it is obvicus.ly difficult to identify them in advance. We can only observe

.

_the outcome of, this process--the actual allocation of public resources among
% - - - ? ;
N B I
A ' ~act:!.vit::i.es. Thus, the task. of eatablishing social priorities among the various

.= 13

activities identified in Chapter II becomes a difficult (if not an impossible)

- . S . . 1
ongs  .'% ’ =

In principle, ome” might be 'able- to infer these priorities from an éxami-

nation of how successive budgetary increments are allocated among projects.

. ) . . . .
- ’ i " T .
AV - .. .
- ) ! n ¥ .
¢ N z 1
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- and fiscal circnmstances. Give,g the complexity in det‘emining these priorities, “



~
Y . -
G . Y } . N .

ff‘ "“In practice, since\these are hypothetical new resources not yet dommitted,
A . " . . o . .

one must turn to other methods. Community representatives-—elected officials,

e admiﬁistratdrs: membefs of community“organizations,‘Etc.;-were asked directly,

Cam ; . e PR

during field visits to local regions, ‘to obtain. infbrmation from which high—

T:g’ . priority hrojects and activities céuld be identified. ‘ . R

Unfortﬁnately, the conclnsions reached mnst be heavily qualified‘ The -

- Y -

sample is not representative of all community representatives. A.wide variety
gg agencies and organizations were visited in’ each locality Visits with some

officials and community leaders led to further leads and subseqﬁent visits with

1

others.’ While gome ,agencies and organizations were contacted in all localities,
1 i ~
others were contacted only when time and circumstances pernitted. Eeuce, even

{ .-
though fhe site selection techniques were reasonably rigorous, the mumbers of

. - .respondents or the mix of organizations to be visited ‘at. any particular sit
N7 > . . L
.could not ‘oe determined in advance.l . : . :

Moreover, even if the sample were representative,-the.dataurepresent only

-
N . -
- . .

the views about priorities of the different groups of community representativesJ

. visited. Since no particular official or community representive necessarily
régreéents the views, of the entire community (or even all-memhers of his or’

s - : X )

her particnlar gréup), it would be,unwise ‘o generalize from their responses.
. © Also, aggregation of ‘the responses for all the different kinds of offdcials “~

‘¢ » 7  and commmity representatives would create an 1llusory and erroneous sense of

consensus. .hence;'the data presented hefe are by the type of representative

or organjzation visited. . ! ' ' T

oF
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-
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: v\ .; . il ‘: . ’ . ., ., ) ' Lo ’ IR
. Discussions were held with fiva types of cemmunity representatives classi-
I .o . v -
>, - i fied into three broad groupings: . Lo PR .
) 1 ‘ ’ ‘ ) ' .‘ [N ' ’ '> .
. - Elected officials -~ e.g., ors, -members of‘city councils and
O i community commissions; scho l\board members, etc. ’\
_ - ‘ Won-elected officials -~ (a) th%se without specific program or
A agency responsibilities suchy as city managers and ,itheir assis-
L]

h., N .tants; executive staff in the of ices of the mayor, ¢ity council
T ¢+ or county commission; specidl assistants to a governog or other:

' elected ‘official, etc. 1 - . , ' '

.0 ’ - [ 8 i %y :

Tes . (b) those with program respdasibility, e.g., heads of agencies
’ for planning; housing; urbag renewal; social services; correc~ 3

Ty . ‘ tions and other criminal jidtice agencies; economic development v

" ., progragms, etc. - , ) .
. P ‘
) Staff Membhers of.communitv-bésed organizations -~ (a) -those
~ without specific project res onsibitities; such as minority

A =

- group leaders; officials of the local chamber of commerce; Lot
Uhited Way; League of Womeg oters; and culturaL organiza=-
e ' " s tions.: .

(b) individuals directigﬁsg;ponsible for delivery of services)
© eege, staffs in upported community centers; services
. for the elderlyy training and vocational -facilities; youth
ofganiza ons; Goodwill etc. o :

Diﬁgussion centered on (1) identifying unmet public needs; and (2) de~
R ] ¢
scriE;£g program changes that would be desirable in the event of increages

yr;*decreases in federal- funds. The materiak acquired was used as input to

o

f»ﬁ a multi-dimensional analysis to identify projects and activities that might

-
[ W
1Jffa be considered H%gh priority. This Chapter presents the tesults ofr that ‘
7~ .
s,,_p analysis and identifies activities that might be considered high priority
% §
& ) areas for an expanded public job—creation program. - L
~" ’P?N T " ' ’ )
LA Ummet Needs : . . ' .
S . Do e : ' '
Wé* *  Officials and representatives were asked about areas’é% public needs
hal . that remained to be met in their jurisdictioda. Nearly everyone identified

N . . * ¢ '/" '
, at least one area and, in most cases, several areas. Table 3.1 summarizes,
hY . . . “\‘ . ’
[ . - o 0t
» ./
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3 - o - TABLE' 3.1 . .« S
S - .. AREAS IDENTIFIED.AS HAVING UMMET NEEDS S ) .
- ' .
- te * ’ ¢ L +
i : L. ,
‘ Major Area Specific Examples . 3 )
5 Education == special education (bilingual, disadvantaged,
’ : etc.) teacher aides; school building main-
o ; tenance; o ’ / . T
- . e "Energy’ , —  insulation; winterization; )
Environmental -- imprqvements of water treatment and storage;. ’
) ’ severage and solid waste disposal; flood .
control and. drainage, o
- * Community — street repairs, clean-up and beaut:ification,d'
. . Improvements ,  neighborhood, revi:alizatioﬁ‘ . " )
- i . C . VR *
fo ' Criminal - ., - rénovation, rehabilit:ation, maintenance of.
7 . , Justice correction facilities, st:aff support for ‘ v
- L police activit:ies, . . !
_Fire Prevention/ ., ==  staff support for departments, fire hazazd . 3
S Protection - .o inSpections' \ ~
’ ' v . v ’ , i . . ) L
& ’ [ Health - - == staff gupport (inclfuding paraprofessionals)
) : for hospitals, EMO’s, commumity health .
clinics; mental l;yealt:h programs;
i . * . ' ¢ -
Housin - —— rehabﬂ.it:ation, clearing land in blighted - - ’
‘ . areas; - .
Lo "~ ~» " Local Govt. . -~  build, expan*d'-;‘ renovate), or’ maintain admin- B
S Buildings . i,st:ra;:,iVe buildfngs, c:bric centers, auditoria;
. . ¥ - ) -~
e, Parks and - maintenance and landﬁcaping, P&R supervisars
g, Recreation " and aides; . , *
; . Private Sector- - =-— ° indust:rial parks; ocent:ral-city commercia.l
e . . Related . area improvement:s, 3
N Youth Social T scaff support: for day-care services for ./ ), \ .
~ Services " infants; pre=school; and after-school oo
s \ ’ children’ ‘ {
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TABLE 3.1 (continued) - .

staff support for senior citizen centers ‘ e
for transportation;”and home health and \___}
other ‘at-home services; . q,\ R

staff support for crisis intervention; for

outreach services to disadvantaged;" CETA . X
t:raining ccunseling, etc, for special . .
t:arget: populations' family counseling, . .

.bridges, highways and roads .Z ' .
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the areas identified "linking major areas, comparable to the 21 program

.+, areas described in Chapter II, with more specific areas, comparable to the ' -

Q

233 activities discussed in Chapter b

]

.« .
s

.C ' Table 3 2 shows the percentage of each of tﬁe five types of commnnity

4

representatives who mentioned any particular area or areas.1 The frequency
- .
with which particular areds were 1dentified varied,by type of commnnity repre-
> .
sentative. To illustrate, while about one-half of the qepresentatives from

[ 2

community-based organizations identified education as a major area with -ynmet

‘needs, only one~tenth of elected officials made such a selection. A major
. reason for this finding may be that these representatives typically have .

different sets of responsibilities and are sensitive to differing kinds of

-
)

community pressures. For example, representatives of community-based organiza—‘.-

-
a

‘tions may have identified social services as an area oé unmet needs more

? - ”

freqnently than other commnnity representatives because many community—based z

_organizations are social service ‘providers. In addition to the variation

L
among different types of community repfesentatives, there was considerable

.

variability ‘within any )iven type. For example, the fact that forty-four

" “. 4 . . ‘ ‘ -

Percent of the eleqted officials identified'commnnity improvements as an area

* s of unmet needs also means that fifty-six.percent of' these officials di& not. :.
Only three areas were cited by ‘more fthan half'of any group of community

representatives as areas with unmet needs. Thus," there does not appear to be

much consensus even .within agy group of representati%es; . . -
‘ r = .
gl There are many{possible reasons for the variation within and among types .
~ . . a
&f commmity representatives summarized in Table 3.2. Among these are dif-
ferences in responsibilities; preferences, fiscal conditions, and'political ?

i 1. The response rate to this question wag 100 percent. Not one respon-
dent indiecated thaﬁ there were no unmet needs. .

= »

-

3 : N

e~




-~ - LA | 4 ’
e ' ( ) .
- \ s
. ‘
. . 7 '
< ' ’
N

. B - TABLE 3.2
: - FREQUENCY WITH WHICH ARFAS WERE IDENTIPIED AS HAVING
e . © UNMET NEEDS BY TYPE OF COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVE™

: . / , ; .
- . . - ) . <N . . . .
e, ] Non-Elected __CBO Staff
. . s + With *  Without % * Wicth - Witb.out
Elected Res‘n_onsibilitv Respongibilitv Responsibilitv Responsibility
« - N=438 N=121 © K=41  N=64 o7 N=29
. Community . R g
- Improvements . 44 - 21 ’ 27 b 13 24
’ Criminal- : X £ L ) o .
Justice 46 21 ; 20 8. 28
. -n - ‘
Education - 10 36 . 24 ] 47 . 52
Envirommental 67 48 39 25 . -, 31
Transportatiga 33 26 oo 20 . 14 10.
Housing 3 38’ ’ 37 - ~ 27 .28
° Social Services . o - . LA
for Elderly; . ) . . ’ )
Handiéapped . - 15 31 w7 39 31
+.”  Youth Social ' o . . . :
Services .. 13 T17 s 17. 56 21
L4
General Social . ? i ) BN
Services 19 .26 7 48 » - 34 .
Health / e .. 22, . 20 38 21 -
» Cultural ) 4 4 . - v 13 , 7-
Energy ; -— . 12 3 5 ' 6 10
Fed. Govet. ig ) i ’ - - ’
St:a.ff:!.ng’k ) _— , = . % -— L -
Fire Preven- R , ‘ ,
tion S 6 . 15 -— -
i Private:Sector- . - . .
- related  ° 27 Q16 - .20 17 10
~ °, Parks and < o 7 : ) _ ,
Recreation - 23 26 v . 22 * 8 R X1
. Local Govt. ‘ : . N .
"% . staff , 4 tF: I A Y 17
Local,Govt. . . e ’
i ' Bldgs. 23 11 - 24 — -— ’ 7
. . Food; nutrition ® T - «. 5, . .7 o
. \ related . - = o/ S .8 &3
.?.‘ ¥ - E' b i &
‘ Columns total move jthan 100 percent becduse of hultiple ansvers.
\*Less than 3 percent.’ ER— s
_x E/' Linhd - ) - ’ ,"‘
= 00 § » -
- i - ‘ ',1r. . .
* 22. b Mv_ y
z ” o + -
- ' . *, 4
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orientation. To seome extent, .these differences in responsibilities have

accounted for.by tabulating our findings by type of community represen

7 However, even if each type of community representative clearly identified partic-

</
ular areas-for example, by having over ninety percent identify them-tfégther

-

anglysis would be necessarykto determine how far these éhoices reflected the : . 4
' .
. perceptions of the entire community rather than those of particular interest
o : ¢ |
groups. This issue is probably most relevant in the case of representatives ., . 1
|

from ccmmunit7~based organizations andris proEably least relevant in the case

of elected officials. One might even argue that, because of their reSponsibi- '
. SN

v lities, elected officials come closest to reflecting,the priorities of the.

entire community. But, for purposes of this analysis, we assume thag no .

4 < e .
particular group of community representatives fully reflects commnnity pref-

-erences. Instead, we assunie that projects and activities identified by most

. groups have the widest base‘of support in the community. "
To acquire a clearer sense of priority, we have ranked areas according to
I\

the.frequency with which they were identified by each\group of community

representatives. Table 3.3 summarizes these raniings. It clearly shows that

»

only thrge areas are identified by more than a majority of the respondents.
2%

. . Thus, even areas ranking near or at the top for any group of community repre-

" . sentattvea reflected the choices bzwijyeak pluralify. - .
Gonsiqtent withh the notion of b oadly-based‘comnnnity support, three

L] B ) > = - - . .
arjas--éduc'ation, environment, and housing-~ranked in the top five areas

1

- \‘l‘.':" v .- ' “ 2? . _‘~
e SR ) |




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. b
h S b3 ! . e
- . ' . ,
s s . TABLE 3.3 '
z . . : » ] ,
- - RANK ORDER OF AREAS IDENTIFIED AS HAVING UNMRT NEEDS BY FREQUENCY CITEDI—I
; ) (percentages in parentheses) :
. Non-Elcetéd . CBO Staff :
Elected s Hith Responsibility Witliout Responcibility With Responsibility Without Responsibility
1. Eavironmental (6.7) 1. Environmental. 8)] 1. Environmental {39) § 1. Youth Soc. Services (56)] 1. Education 52)
, 2+ Ciiminal Justice (46)] 2. Housing (38)] 2. Housing (37) | 2. Gen. Soc. Ser'v!ces. 1(48) }. Gen. Soc. Services (34)
3. Comaunity («4)} 3. Educatioy (36)| 3. Comunity (27) | 3.- Education (1| 3. Soc. Serv. Elderly/ (31)
i Improvements - Improvements ) Handicapped
4. ‘Transportation (33)} 4.° Soc, Serv, Elderly/ (51) 4. Education (24) | 4. Soc. Sqxv. Blderly/ (39)] 4. Eavironmental (31)
R Handicapped . ' ) l!andicgpd ’ , .
. 3 5. Housing . '(31) 5. Purkslz Recreation (26)] 5. ?vt. Buildings™ (24) § 5. Health 8)] s. ilousing :(28)
4 -
’ v 6.’ Private Sector (27)] 6. Gen. Soc, Services: (26)] 6. Parks and (22) § 6. Housing (27)] 6. Criminal Juatice (28)
~ Related ) : ' - Recreation - . - ..
T+ Government Bldgs. (23)] 7. Transportation . (26)] 7. Prtvate Sector (20) § 7. Eavironmeftal” (25)] 7. Community Improvk. (24)
8. Parks and (23)] 8. Heslth (22)] 8, HMealth (20) § 8. Admin. Staffing , an]es. Youth“8oc, Services (21)
Recreation « ¢ . L -
9, Fire Prevention/  (21)] 9. Cosaunity Improve. (21)} 9. Transportation '(Zd) 9., Private Sector an| 9. -Healen (21)
> Protection « ' . ) - - / ' :
3 - 7 * EE . . '
10, Health (21)J10. Crimindl Justice ; 20, Criminal Justice (20). J10. Transportation - (14)]10. Adoin, Staffing a»n
. 11. Gen. Soc. Services (19)]11. Aduin. Staffing (18)}11. Youth Soc. Services (17) §11. Community Improve. (13){11. Parks and 14) SN
' } SR / . . Recreation
. ° - : ¢ ) »
12. SocialySer.- (15)J12. Youth Soc. Services (17)[12. Social Serv, (17) J12. <Culcural (13)j12, Energy _ (10)
) Elderly/liandfcapped . o : Elderly/llandicapped . .
-1'3. Youth Sog¢. Services (13)§13. Covernment Bldgs. (11)]13., Pire Prevention/ (11"’,, 13. Private Sector (10)
. . Protection ' - . ~ .
. 14, Zaeréy (10) J . , 14, Transportation ' (10)
. , . s
Ne48 : . Nel21 Nedl - Hegh Ne29 I
- ‘ : .
. 'l/Need areas with less than 10 percent not included. . ’ (‘ ’
> . - . 7’
2 ' ) 25
. 14
Q . ﬂ ) d * ' k ’
ERIC " 24 ~ L f RO




top five areag for three of the ‘five.g¥0ups.’

) 25 percent of all five groups.

. capped, and general social services.

b,

for four of the five groups of community representatives. .An additional area

——social servicns for the handicapped and the elderly~-ranked as ome of the .
£
However, two of these three

groups were representatives of community-based organizations aﬁd this area’

ranked . only thh out of the 14 areas summarized for elected officials. If .

representatives of community-based organizations are least likely to reflect T

total community preferences and elected officials are more "likely to reflect

-~

these preferences, this finding way not necessarily indicate widely based

community support. \ - .

Another way of assessing community si:port is to examine the areas identi-
fied as having unmet needs by a substantial proportion of several types,of

community representative, regardless of'ranking. Table 3.4 summarizes thése

- . -

findings. ' : .7 -

» . 4 4 -~

Environmental and housing needs were the only areas @entioned by at least

At least twenty-five percent of th:ee gronps
identified the areas- of education, social services for the elderfé‘and the handi-
Again, social serVices are identified by

representatives of community-based organizations; but not by elected officials.

The explanation may be that representatives of community-based organizations
’\

are in direct contact with target groups in need of services.

The ‘choice of a 25 percent cut—off poiat, of course, is arbitrary and -

¥

- L

can result in the omission of some critical areas:

For example, health«

related programs weré mentioned by at'least 25 percent of only onefcommunity‘r .

. group, but ‘the reﬁaininé four groups cited this agea at a 20-22 percent rate.
— . ol . o ’ ’ C e * - . - e
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L / '« AREAS IDENTIFIED AS HAVING UNMET NEEDS CITED BY 25 PERCENT - -
By -/ .. ~ ORMORE.OF A GIVEN GROUP OF COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES -
L e BY NUMBER OF GROUPS IDENTIFYING THE AREA ;
"’j / . ) ® - ) ) .
- . i- - = .
= P ) . . -
’ - - H ‘ *
. All Five ur Three Two - One ' :
\ ’"':( N » ’ : 4 q ’j T .-,
- Efivironmental . * None Education Criminal Justice Youth Social
SR S : oo e -Services - -

- - , e y .

; Housing Soc. Serv. for Comfrunity Improv. Health ¥
I . Elderly and . : s
DT R ' - Handicapped . “ ) .

) , . N - Transportatton "~ Private Sector
- N @. ) .‘1 : /'
w~ “General Social ’ ) . -
‘ . " - :+Services K Parks and
L : . ¢ Recreation,
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, ences of the more gemeral electorate, are more likely to be aware of these

ST . 2 - . . -

:Crihinal Justice needs were cited'by 20 percept or wore of four of the groups.l

Pa—— * ) r\
Moreover, political or community consensus is only one way to assess prior-

—

ities;‘“Some infrequently-identified areas may nevertheless®offer épportunities

for effective pnblic investment. For exanple, the area of private'sector

o ‘\\\\\zevelopment was identified by at 1east 25 percent of only one group of respoﬁr_
; .

ents, t elected officials However, the development of induétrial parks or:

tﬁi improvement of cen;ral city commercial areas may have more far-reaching )

- I

private-sector employment payoffs Ehan many of the public-sector activities y

discussed here. And elected officials, with their sensitivity to the prefer-

th.

- paydffs than the other officials and representatives. - ' .

-
-

Program Choices in the Event of Funding Increases or Decreases

Another way of analyzing priorities is to examine how respondents would
deal with changes in funding. Presumably, they would use additional funds for
/ »

activities which, given their current spending patterns, they consider their

highest priority. SimIlarly, they would react to a decreased level of funding

. by cutting back on activities vhich, for current distributions of expenditures,

are considered least important. ‘ o ‘ - .
- £
) Officials and representativeé were asked which activities they would in—

s

rl .

- e =

crease or initiate given 25 percent increased funds and which activities they
‘would decrease or eliminate given 25 percent decreased funds. The hypotheticaI
"‘ * .t " R ’

s

questions were asked as part of an effort to introduce a -gense of resource

; < g, ,
v 1. If a 20-percent cutoff is used, we find that there are three programs
cited by all five.community groups: environmental, housing, gnd hedlth; three
programs selected by four grougs--criminal justice, community improvements,

e -

and education; and three progrdms cited by three groups=-services for the
elderly and handicapped, general social services, and parks and recreation. _
In a subsequent part of this sectign, We nevertheless make use of the 20 per-
cent cutoff as one component of t e mylti-dimensional approach designed to
"zero in" on a sharper identification of priorities.
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constraints to the setting of priorities.
large are unlikely,

that might followain the event,of ﬁunding/changes.

[

/,‘ . B ‘o - N
Of course, an analysis of actual behavior would have~shown priorities
. o

more reliably than the responses to hypothetical responses presented here.

.

l

’

’/'

.

¢

Since increases or decreases this

the hypothetical questions get at the extremes of priorities

-

v An-analysis of actual decisionmaking, however, would require an ambitious

modei/ing effort beyond the scope and resources of this Study. The‘main

purpose of the field visits was to acquire information\pn new projects and:

activities.

costless addition. .

The.hypothetical'responses about priorities were a relativgiy

-

-

]

Sizeable proportions of some groups were unable to answer either ques-'

)-*
tion. Only 17 percent of the elected officials gave no response to both
J ;

‘ouestions.— Ghrresponding proportions fog the other three groups were: ‘37 ——
percent of non-elected with responsibilit;; 39 percent of non-e'lecte; with— .
out responsibility, and 59 percent of the two groups of CBO staffé“combined.
These contrasts in response rates reflect, no doubt,'differences in the .
decisionmaking responsibilities and experiences of the different types-of
respondents. Representatives reflecting the hroadest base in‘the community °
(e.g., elected officials) had the highest response rates and those reflecting

the narrowest (e. . representatives of community-based organizations) had

-

the lowest. r ponsa rates. However, the CBO repres.tatives selected the

. [}

largest number of specific areas as'candidates gor‘additional funding-fa
indication that they may be less aware of fiscal constraints.
The responses to the hypothetical"d!gstions covered a mide range. They

were,classified according to the same need-aréas discussed earlier. Because

" s'only small numbers of CBO officjals were able to answer the questions, CBO
u - B : I e [} ) ‘
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. staff with.and%ﬁthut prbgram responsibility are combined. Thus, only four
e T ; “ a . & i * - .-

’ ;7,:types of respondents are compared. - '

- -
-

AAreas selected ipr increase are summarized in Table 3. 5 Similarly, areas
selected for possihle Ieduction by those who responded are summarized in Table 3. 6. ' -
Fj-;.; A comparison of the two_ cables reveals that more areas were selected for increases
;Qd :: vC17) than for decreases (8). However, a substantial fraction of each type of com=

o munity representative-dluer one—fifth—-replied that they w0uld nespond to decreased
".. federal funding by reducing all activities (across-the-board) It is interest-

ing to note that nbne of ‘the community representatives chose to use additional

£ederal funds for across—the-board increases. This suggests that many "of these’

e 1. ¢

TR

" representatives have clearer ideas of areas ‘that are likely candidates for expam~ _ .

[ A . .

. sion than they 'do of areas that are likely areas for contraction. An altermative’

RN I
e %

(and perhaps ‘more cynical) explanation of this finding is that the community

*

N representatives visited did not believe the scenario involving a reduction in

federal funds. Henck, they chosge a response-fcutting across~the-board--which,.

E

in practice, would be equally unrealistic. ] s

Elected officials were ‘the only grdups mentioning more 3reas forfreduction

s than.for increase, This may be becanse they are more sensitive to the fiscal

-

constraints faced by local government, while other types of oﬁficials are more /

. - B - - -
differencesxdeserve ﬁurther exploration. .

0 - €

}; ) aware of needs that qpuld be’ met By new or increased programs Again, these

P . .

: Also, the most f:equently selected areas for expansion by both elected and
.. .t

non4ele/ﬁed officials--community improgements and housing-were areas requiring

types o£ activity which could be expected to be of finite duration.and could be -

- .
« v
; . s . L
. L] 4

. 1. It is not.clear whether these activities refer to all local government o
- activities or all federally funded government activity. An argument can be made

in favor of the former interpretation on ‘the grounds that federal funds are ulti=-

mately -highly fungible in the local budget process so that tradeoffs bétween

federally funded activities and non-ﬁ\'eraliy funded activities may be feasible.
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. TABLE 3.5 N ' .
L # AREAS SELECTED FOR INCREASES .
: N BY T‘,IPEA OF COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVE
p (percent in parentheses)
1’ v & ) ' T ' -
. " - - » J x
‘ ' Non-Elected- Officials - )
. . . With" Managerial Without Managerial °~ .-

Elected Officials Responsibility’ Responsibility CBO Staff
Community . "(18) | Housing (35) Communf%y 4 '(35)] Gen. Soc. Services (61)
Improvement ’ Improvement i . s »

- C s Education - .(28) T Edﬁcgtion - (50)
Environmental (18) Criminal Justice &) .. L.

. ) ... | Environméntal 27) . . Soc. éerv}ces for (39)
: . - Transportation €23)] Elderly/Handicapped
s 4
Community (26) rote . T
Improvement Environmental (19)| Youth'Soc. Services (34)
l " | Parks & Recreation (24)| Health <. 7 (19)} cultural - "’(21)
' Criminal Justice (22)| Housing " '(19)| Local Goyt,. Staff . (18)
‘ Private Sector (19)| Fire Prevention (15)| Health ~(16)
“" Related 31 . -
’ : " Parks & Recreation = (15) Parks & Recreation (16) |
N Soc. Services for (18) -,
Elderly/Handicapped +| Brivate Sector " (12)| Private Sector . (13)
- * X Te T
T /ﬁ General Social (14) ], Local Govt. Bldgs. - (12){ Environmental (13),
. Services - ‘ . L o
‘General Social (12)| Housing (11)
T y . Health , (11)}| Services . .-
Lo ; T . C:iminai (11)
. Youth Soc. Services £11)| Youth:Sde. Services (12)] Justdice < : '
> t z - JA
o s R, . - e o
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) ./ TaBLE 3% ] - , .o
' ~ ARéQDSELEE"EED‘Fo DECREASES, .~ -, A
BY TYPE OF COMMUNITY ‘REPRESENTA TN\ .. s
N " (percent -in parentl}eées)
d , | ‘//' - - i ’ - [ )
/-/"/ N ) ‘ 4 ! ¢ ‘.. -
. ’ > Non—ElecM;ials . 3 - '_
;- i With Managerial . Without Managerial o T ,
, Elected Officials Responsibility ' *[ . Responsibility CBO Staff
. ' L, ‘ . . . ' ! N ) ’ C - ~ay
Community -+ (23)-] Parks and "/(32) | #cross-the-Board  (27) {“Across-the-Board « (21)
Improvement | Recreation . o ' . '
- 7 \ g Parks and . (19) General Social ~ ™ (16)
Across~the-Board (28) | Across-the-Board ' (27) | Recreation .+ | Services s
- . = N i’! . . - [«
General Social \ (15) | Community . J 16y ;Housipg . @azy Education - - (13)
, |-Services : > Improvement MR I . T o _
. ' i wad, Environmental (;2); Parks and - - (1)
Local Governmept (15). | Housing : (148) R .| Recreation
Buildings - ‘ . -
o ' Environmental - a2y | . . - e ) -
Criminal Justice (10) ' ‘ /
[ / L3
v . F . ;, N
’ f\ ’
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... Were. examined.

 dome on a 'projéct basis. 'I.'his suggests chac\ local o.fficials will be reluotant

’l:o commit additional federal resources to support ongoing actjvities because .
of the adﬂnisuaﬁve and polit:f.cal problens they would encountier in 1aying off

staff if the federal funding were reduced or term.inated. 2 -

LY

Only two areas were selected by more than 'oalf of any group of connmnity

13
rajresentatives-general social services and education, which were selected

for increase by fifty percent or more of the representatives of conmmity-based

organizations. These relatively low proportions miean that large fractions of

ghe represantat:!.ves visited chose not to select any particular teed-area.

This finding is another indication of the considerable variability in ranking

\.\

by level of prgrity within any -group of representa.tives and reinfo;ces the

earlier impression that there is little consensus about what these rankings

"should be. This l‘ack of consensus reflects conmxnity-gpecific variations_in

f£iscal, econdmic, and political conditions, and differences among groups of
I3

community representatives in pre{erences and percepatio,ns of their constituen-
. . .

cies. Further efforts to isolate the effects of these factors might prove

valuable in providing a clearer picture of priority—setting. . ’

.. .To derive some notion of the broadness of the base of these findings,

r

‘reas selected by at least “three ‘of the groups of coutl(nmity represantatives

Only one area=—envirommental--was selegt or increases

Vet e o -

_Seven additional areas were selected for increaSes by

by all the groups .

three of the groups:

. ! ' Community Improvements Housing \ '. '
. N General Slocial.Services Youth Soejal Services ’
. ) "*Parks,and Recreation ’ " Health e T ;o
Private-sector- Development — : : R

[ - \'N. -
Thus',';only eight of the seventeen areas selected for expansion can be gaid to’
? ‘ v . -

have some broad base of support in the community.
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, related tp local unemployment levels.
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. On the down side of this(exercise, all groups opted;for acrogs-the~board-
. - -
deereases in expenniture in response tg
1
fundihg. However, tbyee of the four t§pes of respondents-the elected and

a hypothesized decrease in federal

both types of non-elected officials and representatives of communitynbased

organiza;ions-rsingled out Parks and Recreation as a candidat* for budget
. P * b -
cuts, . This suggests that this, area may have the broadést base of support )

in the community as a>likely’ candidate*forrcontraction.
The finding of a broad base of sufport for both expansion and contraction
. . . Al L
T . , . 3 ‘ . )
of the Parks and Recreation Area is not necessarily inconsistent.

ular area may represent a

%

" This partic-

truly marginal set of activities, primarily of the -
N ¥ A ' ~ )

service—providing type, which are supported with additional funding and—curtailed

as funding is withdrawn(- Many instances were found in which an area selected by

a commhity representative as a candidate for expansion was also selected by

i

the ‘same representative for contraction.

.

Apparently, for these representatives,

£illing unmet social needs in these areas hinges critically on.the availability

" .

- s

of funds. - ' \\ 7 l ~ .

Non—-elected offitials in COmmunitaes with lOW'unemployment were most R

likely to diSplay such selection behavior. This suggests thaﬁ availability

of funds nay affect priority-setting most strongly in communities in whioh

e -

there ‘are relatively. few pressing unmeg social needs. If, needs were urgent, _

representatives would strongly favor them for e;;zniion and be reluctant to,

recammend any contraction. Another 4mp1icstion is that represkn atives in

?

communities with low unemployment should be less likely to select essential

7

areas for expansion--and would therefofe,be more likely to seleaﬁ,the same

marginal areas for expansion and contradtion.~ ’ . .
q -
Responses reconmending acrossethe%board“ cuts-also were apparently

h)

.

}reliminary'anelysis suggests that




v\p‘ersons in areas with relat:ively low unemployment are slightly more iikely , g

to cut: acros’s-che-bqard while 'those from' high unemployment: areas are more , k

- Ano'ther way of judging priorit:ies from the answers to these quest:ions - e

£ - a

J’.s to courpare the fraction selecting each area for expansion with. the fract:ion

S L likely to target cuts in specific areas.

K

. selecting each for contraction. One might index the relative importance of -
‘an area by t:he difference between the fract:ion select:ing it for expansion and

— <

.the fract:ion select:ing it for cont:ract:ion. However, classlfying across-g:he- g L

.

* board decreases raises serious problems. Failure to allocate these decre"as_seS' )

< . -

in' some way among the relevant: need areas would underst:at:e t:he fract:ion

selecting any part:icular area, for, cont:ract:ion and would t:herefore overstate ‘
the '1mport:ance of the unniet: need. ,On the ot:her hand to- add' t:he full across-=
] ’ J

- the-board peréenra'ge to the percenat, feyoring reduct:ion in each need-area would

N

probably underst:at:e unmet: needs since an a.cross-t:he-board cut would reduce

.

.y expendi,t:u.re in any given area by some fract:ion of what: would have happened had

. 1

the choice been made t:‘o cut only in t:hat: part:icular area. A cﬁnproniise with

-

v Y

“«A

~

t:hese two extreme methods was chosen b,y allocating the percent: who elect:ed the -

14

. SN . .
- . . across-t:he-board cut equally among -the areas’ ident:ified. Lo e T Ty
e .. 'Table 3.7 summarizes the result:s of ‘this ‘gnalysis for elected officials.
. o ¢ Columms (1) and (2) describe the percent, of,,ti]jﬁa‘_officialg who selected ' -+ ..

each area for expansion and cont:r'a‘ct:ioné’respect:it"rely., Column (2) also in-

< cludes the percentage who opted for- acrogs-the~board cuts. QQImn (3) adjusts

[
W

the percentage in columm (2) to reflect the reallocation of _acroés-t:he-board .

- > s . —_—

re;spondenis‘. In this case, since.twenty percent of the elected officials had:

-« ’

A}

to be allocated among ten areas, the adjustment:"consist:ed of adding two per-" ° .

N . a

. cent:age point:s to each area listed. Column (4). summarizes our index of relat:ive
- N - .

. import:ance. Only four areas-_-environment:, housin_g,, priva\t:e sector development,

. R ¥
v

4 -
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s “ ) - W

[ I ‘4 AREAS SELECTED 'BY ELECTED OFFICIALS FOR Cos
A I - R " INCREASED AND DECREASED FUNDING -

percentages) . IR

"‘_ »’_.4.‘-' .’- - R - . » A R (in

1

——

A

| : . : - om0 T - e w
. (1) (2) (3 &y :
‘ . ‘ T Adjusted = Difference . '
R Major Area Increase Decrease Decrease (1) = (3)
. . L . - I .
Yo ~ , L
. _Envirommental 4_:;;‘!218“::' . - 8 10 | ~ 48
' SR ' ; . . SN
, Housing ~. 8. : - b2 ., 6
“ . ) (s ' t o - R
“ Private Sector Development %5 ) - ) 2 - +3 !
Social Services for Youth’ ‘5,\‘L .- 2, ' T +3
. ¥ tu .
& " Tramsportation |, | 5 5 7, a -2 B
- Social Services for Elderly. 3 . 5 7. -4 .
and Handicapped : .
., Community Improvements- ' ’ 18 " 23 ‘?5 -7
. .Criminal Justice - 5 10 12 -7
General Social Services 5 5, 17 -12
“Local Govt. Buildings 315 7. -4
e l'éféss'-'thé-'ﬁoafé Decreases - .20 T . R e Rt e
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and social?services for youth-had more officials opting for increases than.

for decreases. . e S ' ’

Tables 3.6-3 10 summarize the results for non—eleeted officials and

i

representatﬂives of community-based organizatious- In contrast to elected

. . . . '

, . A
officials, only two areas--parks and recreation and social services for the
AN . .

" elderly and the‘handicapped-had fewer officials or represeﬁtatives opting °

for increases than for decreases. e
B

o~

Table 3.1l summarizes the top five areas (ranked in terms?of the differ-
ence,between percent opting for expansion and percent opting for contractioni
by type of community repregentative. Environment is the only area that -

appears to have a wide base of support, appearing in the top‘rankings of both

. elected and non-elected officials. It is also interesting to note that the

range -for elected officials is considerably Iower than thoge of nonrelected

officials or representatives of community-based organizations. A possible

implication is that elected officials tend to be more condervative than the
¢ . o :

-

other groups of officials and community representatives in considering expan-
sion of public services. lhis conservatism, also reflected in earlier findimgs,

could be rationalized as the result of their heightened awareness bf fiscal

4

fe Y N ~ kY “
constraints faced by the public sector and their greater semsitivity to

~

o

.. gengral voter-preferences (which ‘would place greater weight on .private sector

consumption made posdible by lower taxes) rather than specific interest group

preferences. . ' ‘ ‘ - .
. ) LN

.

4

A Hultidimensional Approach to Program Priqrities '

Each of the~approaches to program priorities discussed above (i.e.,

v

asking about unmet needs, and activities that would be selected for changes
in expen&itures in the event of chénges in federal funding) has its limita="
. » : ¢

tions. Nome gives an adequate picture of priorities.
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ARE’.AS SELECTED BY NON-ELECTED OFFICIALS WITH .- o
PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITY FOR INCREASED AND DECREASED FUNDING - . .
" (14 percentages) ' - -

- . ..

.

N=74 -

o L | @ @, RO . (4)

) . Adjusted - Difference-
Major Area Increase Decrease ' . Decrease (Ih=- (3)

*

I 2
. . . A
. - o . . . I

+Education - 28 . 2" a7 . $34.3

’

Hous1ing . ‘ 35 MECSEE T T +19 3

"
>

Criminal Jus;:icia/ . <22 T 4 . 5.7 - +16 3
Private Sector Develiopment:‘ 19 - 2 3.7 "+15.3 . )
Envii;onmental i 27 . 12 - X 13.7, .~ +13.3

Social Services for Elderly T . o
and Handicapped ’ © 18 ST 8T ter Ty 4943

~ ) -

Community Improvements , 26 T 16 . 12.7 +8.3
[ ] ‘ . - o

| Health = e 11 2 LT #7.3

-

~

. - . " - h

Local Govt. Staff 9 - - TS, +7.3+

Energy 7 e - 1.7 . 45.3

Social Services for Youth L1 .5 6.7 43

. . . : ¥ - N - - i . . . * . P '
General Social Services ) . 14 .9 10.7 +3.3
Food; Nucéit:ion ) ' . s ¢ T -, 1.7 ‘2-3;3.,
Fire Prevention Protection. " s 2 3.7 . +1.3 .

p—— . fed . N 5t -

s

Local Govt. Buildings =~ - 7 S R 0.3

Parks and Recreation T 32 33,7 . =97,

. . ’ .

. 1 . .
Ac¢ross~the-Board Decreages - : 27 L <,
. . B .
. ¢ . .
.
s
Y -~
. i ~
. 9 + ® 3 - P
. 40
» . ‘ . .
¥ * . P :...
L] ?:‘ - s ! A ¢ * »
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e - ARFAS SELECTED BY NON-ELECTED OFFICIALS WITHOUT
e PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITY FOR INCREASED AND DECREASED FUNDING , ——
T (in p&cent.ages) -
S o %g . ’ o ‘N=26 o N
A% S o 1. - (2) 3) . 4y .
= — ¥ Adjusted . Difference
" _~Major Area ° Increase Decrease Decrease L) s (3)
. PR ., . , . * .
) , Community Improvements 35 4 6 +29
) ~ Criminal Justice . ° ‘ 31 - 4 .6 T +25
- R !{' ) ) , s
" Transportation ‘ 23 4 v -6 " +17
] ’ - T - .
Envirox'ment:al . / 19 4 ' -8 g 413
. ‘ - lr * . N .
» Health S 19, 4 -6 L~ H13
~‘ ' ‘ 14 i N ) "
Fire ?reyen'cion; Protection 15 - -2 +13 *
. | - .o -
B :P_riva‘t:e Sector Dgvelopment 1 4’ 6 +6
., * . 4 ~ / -, ' N
t» ' Loecal Govt. Buildings 2 - % -6 N ' +6 ,
) ‘ ‘ G ) e
. s " Rousing L 19 12 14 +5
" General Social Services'’ ’ 12 - 8 T 10 2
.Social Services for Youth . 12 . 8 10 . +2
Lo Soctal Services for Elderly 8 T8 10 =2
“. ', ™. and Handicapped - B b ' ) ,
T~ B N ’ ] > - ' -
* - Across-the-Board Decreases - , 27
. ., . £ . - A¢ - »
N ‘. .
L 4 -t [ . R ; ¥ ! =
- g . ”\ . : . '
@ ‘ . ) . .
« ' - .
o ' ‘ \
K ) : N ) < , . T
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TABLE 3.10 S ’

AREAS SELEGTED BY REPRESENTA‘J@VES OF ‘COMHUNITY-BASED
ORGANIZATIONS FOR INCREASED AND DEC'{EASED FUNDING
(in percentages)

.

o ’ %.. y
_‘ LT . ' . N=38 < . . i . r
' ) (1) (2) N &) (4) =
. ’ ) o % Adjusted = Difference
Major Area ’ Increase Decrease "Decrease (1) - (3) ;
. 'S | ‘ ;,
General Social Services 61 » 16 17.2 +43.8.. o
. N ~
Education > 50 . *J 218.2 +35.8
. Social Servives for Elderly ¥ o ’ _ :
and Handicapped ©39 &! 3 4.2 +34:8°" e
Social Services for Youth . 38 5 - 6:2 +27.8 -
e - ‘ » . . '
Cultural , .2 Lo - 1.2, ©+19.8 ol
Health . 16 - 102 +1408 ;
- ’ 13 @ . -
: Lo;:a]: Govt. Staff é 8, 3 4.2 #1348 .
Private Sector Development ’ 13 ~ - 1.2 +]‘.l.8“ B
Environmental [ . 13 - 1.2 . 7+ll'.8 o
: .Egousing - 11 - 1.24 +9.8
Conumunity Improvements - 8 .- 1.2 +6.8 .
Crimtnal Jjustice - =~ 11 5 6.2 +4.8 ’
Parks and Recr@ionf < 16 11 12.2 4+3.8
Social Services for Women 8 3 4.2 +3.8
. Social Services-Other ’ 8 . 3 o - 4.2 , +3.8
Food' ‘Nutrition & 5° - 1.2, +3.8
<z B 3:‘:0 . ~
- Transportation - 5 -% 3. 4.2 . +0.8
B r v R . T -
Across-the-Board Decreases - . .27 .
v ¥
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= ‘ . TABLE 3.11 S ~ ;
S ! - RAHIC[NG CF, AREA.S BY INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE AND . )
) TYPE OF COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVE , ,,
» . K o -
. E [ Non-elected Officials S | Representatives of
Elected Officials | wWith Managerial | Without Managerial | ' Community-Based
L | Responsibilitv | Regponsibility’ | Organizations
. - .. I Yo ’ . . = .- ot
1 | ’ - = I
Enviromment (+8) | Education (+24) | Community | General Social T
- o . | Improvemgnt (+29)- | Services (+49) -
Housing (+6) | Housing *19) |, . ) | T
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community representatives those categories of unmet needs cited by at least 20

*F* increased by l9 .percent of that group if ad.ditiona.‘!. =federal funds were avail~

- pe-ree&t-——é‘:eeond——we—identified—from—tha&list areas whicH (a) were selected

by at least 10 percent of the grouptfor increases with additional funds and

- - ,@ : -
-

(b) by a greater proportion for increages- than for decreases. For example., ‘

housing was cited by 37 p cent of nog-elected officials without managerial .

- s

responsibilities as an’ area of unmet needs. Housing activities woﬁ,ld also be

- s

able, and decreaséd by only' 14 percent if federal funds were taken away. By4

, all three criteria, housing-related programs would be deemed a high priority

-

v

activity for this group of officials. - ) . _ . .

Table 3.12° shows “the areas thet met: these tests by type of communit'y
v 4 Ly

representative. 'J:he results are our best overall estimate gf priority areas.
Environment (usually meaning water treatment and storage, sewerage and solid. _ ) .
waste disposal, flood/gdntrol and drainage) Jmas the only area meeting the

] ’@‘ = - .

tests for all four respégndent groﬁ@s qu‘using, Health and Criminal Justi;e e

qualified for three of the four grdups (alL but elected -officials). Education,-

. L3
s General Socia.L k ces, and Social Services for~ the Elderly/Handicapped were

each identified by. two of’ the” grc%-, ‘Yo‘uth Social Servigies, Cobmunity

Improvements, Transporration (primarily roads) and Local Government Buildings

(primarily renova.tion and meintenance) Mere selected by one group. In%ell,

F .

Yoo § . .__.4/‘/-)-

eleven of the 18 need or program areas, ‘were selected by ag least ~one group, and
“a # ' '
'* seven were p.ot.w’.'“ . . } -' .- , -
¢ L - _
o Ve N 4 ,
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: TABLE 3.12, - ‘
. AREAS® QUALIFYING FOR . - ° . s
£ EXPANSION UNDER LARGE-SCALE PUBLIC JOB~ . f )
‘ CREATION ON THE BASIS OF FULFILLING UNMET NEEDS .
-‘; *
) s, 3 " . Y
L ' Non-Elected Officials : ) e
) ' Representatives
- . ) . With - Without of ,
. . Managerial Managerial " Conmunity-Based )
! I Major Areas Elected .0fficials | Responsibility | Responsibility Organizations ]
2 | Bnvironment . }'{5 X X ) R "
» . |Housing i X . X X
‘; * ¢ ‘ t ! < » » N
" ltealth X X . Ve ~
: Criminal Justice % o X - X X
= - Géperal Social Services coo X X .
! U Soc. Serv. for Eldérly/Handicapped a X - < X ) -
" |Eddcation - A J X . D SV
“e ¥
N : | Community Improvemeht, . i X
.* |services for Youth - N X '
" |Transportation ‘ N L X .
. e
Local Govexrnment Buildings ° N - X
. ¢
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. . . ¥
o Pa{E_gr all of these may be taker to represeht local priorities, depend-

ing'on the number of groups we take as signifying tommunity consensus., The

fonr areas endorsed by at least three’ groups--environment, housing, health,4

-

14
. and criminal justice-—are surely the strongest candidates for selection on

the basis of these criteria. These.projectS‘are capabIe of creating at

AT

H

1y

Ieast 618, 000 jobs at a cost.of $7.3 billion and constitute slightly more

“9
than 20 percent of the total jobs that could be created by all program areas.

In addition, the four are§3 selected by two groaps--general social services,

social services for the\e:je:¥§ and the handicapped, education, and community

improvements--might also" b€ co

idered as possible additional candidates LA
for selection. , .
\ -~ - . .
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. Introduction A R : .

IV. ~ESTIMATING .THE OVERALL EMPLOYMENT EFFECT * -
> . OF PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOTMENT PROGRAMS L

o T
. .
. . . kX

3 '; » % : .
-The job=creation potential of the projects/activities identified in’,~\

‘Chapter lf-defies'simple analysis. On one hand, it can be more tban‘simoly “

-~

L effects. On the
other hand, it can be less than these jobs because of fiscal substitution. !

é;ternal or offsite employment effects arise for two reasons: First,

-

expenditure of resources on noulabor inputs can create new employment-directly
in industries and firms that produce those inputs and indirectly in industries

and firms that are supBliers of these industries and firms Second, expendi-

»

tures by workers newly-hired, either onsite or in other industries or firms,

can induce still more new employment opportunities.
R i
Fiscal Substitution, by using the public jdb-creation Tesources to ‘under~-

take projects/activitieq that would otherwise have been funded locally, can :

) attenuate the onsite, direcz and indi;ect employment effects-of these projects/

activities. However, it is impossible to determine how it will affect the

>

induced second-round employment effect without knowing more about exactly how

‘)

the displaced funds are utilized by the local governments.l' 1f, for example,
t : .

\they are used to reduce local taxes, tnen,the result will be a. larger induced

‘e

employment effect (arising from the additional expenditures of taxpayers) than

x

would have been the case’had there been no tax reduction. Thus, given substi-

rl

tution, the employment effects of the public job—creation program might be
more similar to those that would have been experienced had ‘there been*a genersl

tax cut.

Y

!

1. Pechter (1977, 1978); Hamermesh and Boruss

x
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This -Chapter seeks to shed some light dgn exactly how many jobs can be

cteated through expenﬂiture on the projects/activities identified in Chapter 1I.

e

 We desc;ibe: 7 ‘ o B

e the anquéie used to estimate the overall job=creation effect

by skill (i.e., occupation and education),

e the metho&s used to allocate the nonlabor costs of ,thesea °
. . projects/actiyvities among supplying industries and to___ -
~ . gemerate crude imates of the rate of fiscal substitution;

e the nine sets‘of project/activity clusters “which .served as

_icinput to our analysis; and )

o the job—creation effects of the project/activity clusters by
skill. .

The major implication that emerges from the findings’of this ChapterFie
that one canmot look only at the direct onsite job=creation eftg:fs of Zﬁese

[ 4 . 4 g -
projects to fully understand their employment impact. ‘A substantial amount of

*

of the employment impact of a public job—creation proiram will be felt £hr o

directly through offsite employment effects. Our findings are as follgws.

~
N
A

. ® Depending on assumptions made about the impact of fiscal substi- -
tution, total jobrcreation (both onsite and offsite) from the
114 projects used in this analysis can range from 3.5 nillion
to 7.4 million jobs. Of thése, roughly 2.2 million to 4.6
million would be offsite jobs.

e The cost per job éreated ranges from $5,800,to $12,100 erending“
on the assumptions made about the impact of substitution. ' These
costs are about 15 to 30 percent higher for labor-intensive ptoj-
ects. .

- N
L

e Employment multipliers for these projects average 1.69, suggest-
ing that 169 total jobs can be created for every 100 new onsite
jobs. This multiplier varies substantially .among project types; .

" ranging from a low of 0.5 for Jabor-intenaive, high-skill projects,
such as staff support in the education and criminal justice areas,
to a high 0£f'5.23 for nonlaborbintensive, high-skill projects,‘
Such as public works. -

e The rate of substitution assumed for all-projects waejO.SZ. It
ranged from a low of Q.43 for nonlabor-intensive low=-skill proj=-
ects to a high of 0.57 for labor-intensive, Low-skill projects.

%.‘3:-;: - .‘ ‘Sﬂg . =
. « . . .

[ 1 YT

of these projects as well as the distribution of these " Jobs o

o
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/ ) N L T . Projects utilizing relativeéy 1arge amounts of 1ow-s1d.ll labor §
PR < " were able to prcvide 1,2 million to 2.5 million onsite and off~
& T, . ‘'site johs. - -

» . Al
sl . -~ . » »
B . - R - . -
- - . .

. . e About one-fourth of the jobs created in all projects could be ]
I ) filled by low-skill labor (3.e., laborérs and service workers). o -
L - However, the skill distribufion of these jobs, measured in terms ST

== = of occupation, differs betweéen jobs created omsite and jobs . -

. 7 . cgeated offsite. About ome<third of the omsite jobs, but oni_y ' L

—, . upercent—of—the—cffiste—jvbs—can—be—fﬂied—by—iw-sidji—]:au

. ) « ) The skill distribution of tf{ese jobs, measured in terms of edu— .
. ’ o - catiom, does not differ quit;e 80 dramatically as in the case of
o ) LV ‘occupation. Approximsately 35 percent of the jobs created both
. ) . onsite and offsite can be fjlled by workers.who did not complete

o high school. However, there is a ngotable difference in educa-
B . tiom distribution between onsite -and offsite jobs created for

: jobs requiring more than a high schosl education; approximately

: ) one-third of the onsite jobg, but only one-fourth.of the off-
Lo <~ site jobs can be. filled by workers with this amount of
: , : education. NN , . ‘.
" \ ] . , f . . . - - - .

. . . et . . .
.. .. s .

- An Overview of the Model .' . o : i

EstmatmLOffsite Employment Changgs. As discussed earlier, offsite em-
ployment effects can be decomposed into ﬁ\'#o ccﬂ:ponents' (1) direct and indirect
v ., )0‘

employment effects arising from the purchase of nonlabor inputs, and (2) “induced

employment- effects arising from second-round expenditures by those newly=employed

?
(l;o.th onsite and offsite) as a resul‘t of f’the projects/activities. He estimate

. "both sets of effects-on the basis of a particular model, the Goll:'aday-aavan

v model.’ This model is used to derive estimstes of the dirbet.and indirect

b4 -

o emplayment effects (from an input-output mode1)= and Jnduced employment effects A

L]

[’
L

1f(from' a ¢onsumption-expenditure model).

YT N 0

”

- - T 1. Originally, the Golladay-Haveman Input/Output’ Simulation Model (G-H . ~
model) was designed and developed to simulate the effect of sets of alter-
) native tax and transfer policies on the regional distribation of earmings and
, employmegt in the\United States. A sequential simulation model ‘based on a set v
of input/dutput modules, this hodel is composed of five primary submodules:
. the tax-transfer module, the consumptiop expenditure module, the gross output
! module, the factor employment modulé and the income distribution module. The
" tax-~transfer module estimates household income changes as a result of changes .
. in federal tax or transfer policies. The,consumption expenditure module ..
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‘i’§{ ) 4‘_~ -The input-output model, based on the work of Polenske, accounts for inter-

. - mdustry and interregj;? production trade flows for the ,production of 7§

‘ classes of commoditiesh

»

JHe input tQ this model nenlabor expenditures of the
IlS’PSE projects classifted by the 79 industries in 23 state regions to genérate' o

’ estimates of the value of material, supplies, and equipment required to support

~——

¢" -

‘these expenditure;. . ' . ¥

.

-

- 3

‘.

The skill rfquirements for producing this output are derived from an employ-

o v e e

(1) Jan array of employment-output co- ' —

.

ment model with two major components-

efficients (to translate the output generated by our projects into aggregate

[

employment requirements), and (2) an array of occupational-employment Coeffi-

cients (to allocate the aggregate employment demand amogg;ﬁkillsj The rorner

% AP §

coefficients are detemined by labor productivity, the lattier coefficients .

>

el

*

1. (p. 78, continued) ey . s
estimates the consumption responses by households caused by changes in their
disposable income. The gross output module estimates the grosg output, sector
by sector, ‘for 79 sectors and for 23 state regions required to produce the v
final demand generated as a result of income changes’ (and thus changes in
consumption patterns). The factor employment module estimates the labor
requirements by region and industrial sector to produce the output estimated,
from the gross output module. These estimate the distribution of the changes
in earmed income resulting from changes in the demand for workers for 15 ! 4
earnings classes. A more detailed description of this model can be fopnd in .
Golladay and Haveman (1977, 1976) and in Jones and Thorpe.

1. This model is based on a Leontief production technology; thus, it is

R based on the standard input-outpuf model assumptions of linearity, additiv&ty,
- . and nonsubstitutability for each of the 79 industrial sectors. It also assumés
' stability in the interregional trade flows. Model parameters are derived from .
. five -gets of data: }
1. 1963 interindustry flows;
2. 1963 interregional trade flows;
3. base=-year final demands;
4. 1970 projected final demand; and
5. 1980 projected final demand.

¢ 2. HNote that this value consists of two.compoments: (1) the value from
industries that are direct_suppliers of,resources to the projects; and (2) the
value from industries that supply the suppliers. The total value ‘0of these
‘resources is often called "direct and indirect"- expenditure requirements.

.

&
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summarize the distribution of skills (indexed by occupation) by industry. J‘It:

is asSumed that these coefficiencs have been stable implying stability in both .
P N

labgr productimityﬂand the occupational distributions of employment.

"y  The assumbtion of stable labor productivity is clearly suspect and probably

serves to bias upward ocur estimates of the direct and indirect employment'effect.l

‘There are two reasons for suspecting this bias. 'First, while the model lncoro

[ v

porates changes in labor produccivity to tthe year 1973 1in its coefficienca,

oA

further changes in ‘labor’ produc tivity have dctually occurred since that time
and probably bias our estimates of employment requiremencs upward by abouc five
percent.l, Second\ while che assumpcion may be defemnsible when simnlacing small

changes in dfmand, it becomes more tenuous when confrqntigg large changes,;euch

"~ as the o contemplated in this study. The reason is that such large changes

- below: )
. Year ) Percent change : . : .
-1974 -2.8 . *
J975 . . 1.8 . '
1976 : 4.2 - ’ o ) »
© 1977 2.4 - .

are likely to alter the relative cost of labor inputs2 and, over time, this is
likely to indgce anp'loyers to substitute nonlabor for labor inputs in their

production processes, fqrther raising labor productivity from its assumed 1973
level: ‘ - SN . : A -

The employmeqr model is further. augmenped by a set of coefficients whiﬁh

‘allow us to transform the occupational requiremencs into educational require-

ments. These coefficients are assumed equal to the 1970 distribution of the

*
F

employed work foreé within each occupationfby education. . No attempt is made

LI

1. Annual charges in laborlpreductivity from 1973 to 1977 are summarized

See, §conomic Report of the President, Januagz, 1978, p. 300. ’

. 2.+ The basis for thiSaspeculative scenario is the presumption that the

-elasticity of supply of labor is smaller than the elasticity of supply of

materials and capital in the long runm.

- 53
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., force.

’ 'to adju%t these coefficients for the rising educational levels of the work

A

Our estimates of the educational requirements are theref ore probably

. Jbiased downward.

The bias appears to be mogt serious for professional and
madagerial occupations and for nonfarm laborers ,. each of which experienced a

rise of over one year in the educatiopal attainment of, their employed labor

. l " . -
forces. X .

-

~
by

Induced second-round effects are derived from a consumption model which
distributes hougsehold demand generated by the increased earnings among 56 com~
modities.

from two parameters for each comﬁodity: (1) the marginal propensity to consume,
. . - 7 B

and (2) the marginal response of budget shares to changes in income: " The first

parameter negs \out savings and derives the total expenditure effect and the

’ L

second parameter allocates t.he incremental expenditure among coumodities. - —

A T
. Golladay and Haveman base their analys/i; o the 1960-61 Survey of Consumer

-

Expenditures. They explore a nuftber of consumption models based on altor"native

assumptions labout (1) the definition of income and (2) the behavior of the
marginal budget share with respect to income change.

7

parameters of the model which defines income as normal (rather th’an- current)

-wé have selected the.

.

.

.

.

1.

The median number of years of school completed for the employed civil=-

ian labor force by occupation are summarized below for the years 1970 and 1976:
?, Median years :

f
4 .

. &~ Qccupation T 1970 1976

_Professional, and . \/
. , managerial . ‘ 14.9°  16.0 %
. * Clerical and sales 12.6 ° 12.7 .

Craft and kindred 12.1 ° 12.4

Operatives 11.6 12.1 . v

Laborers (nor:t/rm) - 10.5 12.0

. Service qo‘rkers ’ I1.7 '12'.1'
\

The sensitivity of these expenditures to changes in income is derived

»

L

/
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“and'whiph assumes that marginal budéet shereg are invariant with reepect'to

normal income changes.™ ’ o . T et

‘Estimates of the number of jobs'greated onsite apd directly and indirectly

are disaggregated into 15 earnings classes and 23 regions in order to generate e ‘;_i,?

' : - ot o

- . ' . , ) -

estinates of induced employment .effects. These induced effects arise from . . x

» [ - LT
secqnd-round expenditures resulting from the incremental earnings generated - SN

-/
by onsite and direct and indirect employment effects. these expend;turee are

assumed to be ¢ fumction of family income. . In order to projeét the distribution

K4

of incremental enrnings by family income class, the G-H model first estimates , f_f-\;
the size.distribution of incremental earnings'by individual earnings.class,’and

then maps changes in the distribution of earnings into changes in the distribu-

tion of disposable family income.2 ' : ' %

£l - -

Accounting for the Effects of Fiscal Substitution. .In principle, funds

for puﬁlic job=creation should be used to prnVide aqditional public services.
In practice, however, this objectiée can be subyerted by substitutdng theSe

funds for loecal funds tp provide the same amount of services as would have been

.~‘

provided even if there had been no public job-creation program. This typ

~ » - A

subversion has been labeled "fiscal substitution." Existing evidence suggffsts_

) ” . . -

°© LI ’ —_—

1. The latter assumption is equivalent to assumiing that the income - |
elasticity of demand. is one for all commodities. Hence, this model will bias )
upward (downward) expenditures om commodities with Jow (high) elasticities of

%  demand with respect to normal’income. Golladay and Haveman, pp. 31-38. - .-
. 2. To accomplish these tasks, the model uses a relative frequency distri= -«
bution of 114 oécupations in 23 regions by 15 earnings classes. ‘This distribu~
s tion is derived from the 1970 Census 1 in 100 sample tapes. Incremental. earnings

are first allocated to households by assuming that new earnings accrue to housé= *
f*\\ holds with members employed in the affécted occupations., Income is mapped to

earnings by assuming that income distributions for workers with new jobs and , )

earnings distributions for all workers within occugations are the same, imply~. " -
ing ‘that income accruing to holders of new jobs will be the mean income of

workers in that occupation in 1970. See Golladay and Haveman (1977), pp. 44=~45, T

and Appendix J for further details. - ) - A SN

[
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‘that such substitution‘mayrhave been quite large,in such public job-creation

programs as PEP-and earlier versions of C_E'IA.1 However, mauy speculate tﬂ!%
) e \/ - e .

" substitution may be less prevalent under the current CETA program, with.its

.2

e

i%sreased emphasis in targetin§ on prgjects.z !

2 “The lohg-run implicatiou of fiscal substitution for our estimates of job-'

creation is difficult to pin downywithout knowing how the 1o

fis;al substitution are ev ly utilized. 1In principlef they can be used

-

« :
to fund other public services,vto reduce taxes, or tosFeduce debt (or build up

R Y
6 . »

* <
surplus) im the loc budgpt.

-

payers who, Y ?firtue of local tax reductions, have more after-tax income.

available for spending-thep,ﬁét is likely tpat the number of offsite jobs
O :-- [

created é%ll be larger and the number of onaitg.jobs will be smaller than they

would have been if there Qad been no substitution.3 Since onsite and offsite

- ., v . . . )
job—creation effects change in offsetting ways in the face of substitution,
p ' ' ! ) c . 2 N
total job-creation may not differ substantially from what would have occurred

"'.‘

. R -
' N . o

1. Estimates of the rate of fiscal substitution rang? from 20 to 100 per-
cent. However,,they are neither precise nor robust in the‘face of alternative
assumptions. Fechter (1975),. National Planning Association, Wiseman, Johmsoun,
and Tomola. For a critical review of these estimates, see Hamermesh and Borus.
For a detailed summary of this literature, see Fechterd(l978)

2.. A recent study suggests that the rate may be as low as eight percent
on projects and twenty percent on other activities (Ngthan, et al.). However,
there are reasons to suspect that these estimates areYased substantially
downward. . *

3. Obviously, the greater the Yate of fiscal substitution, the -smaller
will be the number of new jobs created onsite as a result of the program. In °
the extreme, complete fiscal substitution (a rate of 100 percent) will mean
that no new onsite jobs are created. Instead, the funding burden of existing
onsite jobs is shifted from local to federal sources. If the freed funds are
spent for other public services, ‘then both the number of offsite jobs created

irectly and indirectl.‘and (as-a resukt) the number of offsite jobs creared
*ﬁrough induced sgcond-rougd expenditure effects will be larger. If the freed

funds are use redGee, taxes, then, while the number. of the offsite jobs
created difectfly and indirectly will be smaller, the number induced by second-
-rdund expenditures by taxpayers will be larger. v

.

. ,

. . L. % . R
' ’ i f 7

funds freed by
) *r

1

-
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=T had there been no subst:it:ut:ion. However, the distribution. of these Jobs by . . i

_ occupat:ion and/or education may differ from what would ha;ve been obt:ained in

v ¥

A ' t:he absencél.Qf/such subst:it:ut:ion.J:.:- , A * . H

i P

. . Y te
1”

) . t:ut:ion might be without furt:her research into the fiscal behavior of trecipi,ent:s
A L \

. of these job-creation funds, a task beyond t:he scope of This st:udy, we simply ’

R L

'@ '’ offer a range of possible effects. ’l‘he largest: possible

T “ <

effect assumes t:hat:

noane ‘of t:he resources freed as a consequence are spent--rather, they are used
b to bnild up B’udge:t: surpluses. Under this assumption, our .est:imat:es of all .

’ relat:ive employment: effect:s (i.e., onsite, dir'It: and indirect, and imiuced) )

-~ - -

o are redaced by an_ amount: equal to t:hea rate of substitution. The smallest '
. . & . . C

possible effect assumes that all of the freed nesouvces'are spent, eit:her as
P I a result: of reduced local t:axes or increased expenditures on ot:her s,ervices,

Al

‘and t:hat the dist:ribu‘tion of these e:pendit:ures is exactly the same as would

have occurred had there been no subs titution. Under Lthis assmnpt:ion, our o

2

“* , estimates of 411 emoloyment: effects are t:hj’s;ne as those generated under the

' &ssumption of no subst:it:ut:ion. Existing evidence suggest:s t:(at: the former

oW

@gassmpt:ion (which we label t:he pessimist:ic 7ssumpt:ion") may be more realist:ic

. }fo}"“est: ting short:-run employment:" effect:s2 while the latter asg,uinpt:ion (which

’
-

, 1. gﬁe differences would arise . if local t:axpayers differ significant:ly in”’
- their consumption behavfor from federal taxpayers.' This behavioral difference
\might: imply an altfered distributdon of induced expepditures by indust:ry and
. région and, to the extent that there are indust:rial and regional diffeérences
» - skills, con&quent: differences in the skill mix of t:he induced employment: /
fect:s. .
* * This assumpt:ion will Be most tenable when t,:he job=creation funds come
., ds a surprise to local officials, so that t:hey do not have the_opportunity to
* . build thed: into their budgets. Such ant:icipat:ory budgeting is only pogsible when
. loéal officials khow well emough in advande that they can expect these funds so
that they can reshuffle sofie of their own funds to™other uses. Me have found «
. '. . one study of fiscal behavior (Gramlich and Galper) ‘the findings of which suggest
t:hat: most freed funds ‘are not spent:u as long as one year after they are received. '

]
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we label the "optimistic assumption") may be more realisti& in estimating long-
:‘ a - . . .
run effects. LT o ¢

-

-

e

At the time we were ready forlzhis analysis, only 114 of 115 projects for

=~
.

which 6nsite employmen't estimates were generated in Chapter II were available.
Our estimates of onsite employment are, therefore, not strictly comparable

with ﬁhose reported in~Chapter II on this account.I' In addition, revisionsi

a I5]

‘were made in onsite employment estimates for some projects subsequent to this

-

analysis that were incorporated into Chapter Ii but could.not be incorporated 4

into this analysis. OQur estimates are, therefore, not strictly oomparable to
L P

-

those reported in Chapter II on this accpunt also.2 Theyonsite employment CL

* and cost estimates used for this analysis aré roughly®ten percent lower than

those reported infChapter II.3 Thus, as a rough guess, we might suggest that
the estimatés of offsite and total job-creation reported in this Chapter are

biased downward by, a roughly equal relative amoudt.

Allocating Nonlabor Project Expenditures Among IndustPies oo

In order to be able‘to estimate the direct and indirect employment effects

r L .
of these projects/activities, we first had°to allocate their nonlabor purchases

to specific industries. We used several studies to allocate nonlabor project

-

expenditures to industries (Stern (1975), Vernez,

"al. (1977), and BLS '

(1975)1. From/these studies, we were able fo estimate fdr each type of project»

C e

1. Project 1606 which required 13 000 omsite jobse was not included in 'éx.

Chapt .1s based on 2 741 million jobs, a difference of 0. 260 million of which
0.192 million are accounted for above. . '

-

- »» “ S 7' i

T O . — - - - = .- e

this analysis. i - o
- The following revisiohs vere made: ' . . s - -
" Estimates ) : ) ,
S - Project Initial Revised™- ° Differemce .. ‘
0300 18,000 . - 50,000 32,000 - .o
< 7. 1004, 1,504 18,000 . - 16, 496 - 4
2 0426 16,000 160, 000 *144, 000 . . T o
3. -Chapter II reports 3.001 million ondite jobs; the analysis in this 7
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“the percentage of expenditures for supplies, equipment, and materials used to

purchase prdducts ‘from each‘of 79 industrial sectors. From the Stern study,
Ty §
‘ .we used nonlabor expendi:tures for functional ac;:ivities. 'l'he Vernez, et al.

>

,A - ,study pr,ovided data. for 22 public projec;s. The BLS study. provided estimates
K - -~ &= ¢ i
of direc&% requiremenx:s pej dollar of gross output for 129 industrial sectors.
e ‘J.'hege we;g used.to allocate expenditures for projects that functioned and pro~

ot 'duced services and materdals similar to any of these sectors. By using findi:ngs

from’ these three studies, we were able to allocate expenditures for 89 of the
A
o . 114 projects. *The ranaining 26 projects had their expenditures allocated on a

’ -
judgmental basis. The process of matching projects to studies was based

S @ ¢ /

. on expec\t\e;i_ similarities bet:ween the projects and, programs studied by BLS,
.V_ernez, a'nd Stern and our’ 'proj ects. The pro.jects 3were judged to be similar ]
. ~ o . s, r‘j:.,, -
v / if: (1) their basic program objectives and/or functiodis coincided, (2) the.\. T
. ._.-.\ . . .

types of supplies, materials, and equipment necessary for the execution of

-

the program onsite could be. ‘assm’éd to be analogous or similar. ’ !

-

A detailfd description of projects and the corresponding studies uged to /

alldcate nonlabor expenditure may be found in Jones. In both the BI.S study and

[

the Stern -study, the coefficients used 'to construct our expenditure distributicn

- ’ H
o 'S ’,

A (See Jones for details on the type of data provided by this study for distri-
. - buting nomlabor costs.) . .

. 2. See Appendix IVA for a summary of proj ects by study used t:o allocate -
. 'nonlabor expen&itures. ,

SR 1. THe public works projects'arg: oL R . .
© : 1) private gne-family hous'ing . 12) ‘'shall. earthfill damse.
- . 2) public housing , o, 13). local flood protection CLTy ‘
. ' © - 3) schools - . 14)pile’ dikes .: - e e
- . ) 4) hospitals . " -7 15) levees I B S S
: . 5) nursidg homes 16) revqtnients : 2 S -
) 6) college housing, © 17) powerhouse construct:ton
T e . S f) federal office building *18) medium’- concrete ‘ dains
' ) highways : - 19) lock and “Goncrete dams .-
. , . 9) sewer lines ~20) large nmltiple-purpose projects
= i * v 10) sewer plants ' - 21) dredging: - |
Tt . 11) large earthfill dams - 22) miscellaneous civil works

Wi

. gt
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" Es imation ‘of Rates of Subgtitution . :5‘

'_ were based on the structure of the-U.S. industrial economy in 1953. Theé data in

the Vernez, et al. study are based on a variety of BLS surveys\taken duriqg the )
-, — *

petiod 1930-1969. N s oo

hd - - . . T
N N -

A3

As noted garlier, estimates° of fiscal substitution averaged over all loecal

‘ gcvernment, activity are quite ipprecise, ranging from 20 to 100 percent. Our

— +

knowledge about this form of behavior is even more ambiguous at the activity~ o

~

level. Lacking firm eétimates, ha.ve developed crude procedures for develop-

ing reasonable guesstimates of the rate of fiscal substitution by project ’ .

in order to examine--albeit in a _very unxcientific way-plausible )ensitivity

- -5 ‘;‘
lsr

of .our estimates of job-creationm to alternative assumptions about this rate.

.

We' a.ssumed that no activity. experienced either absolutely no substitution *

X —

’

or complete substitution. Instead, activities were cha&acterized according to .

.

vhether the rate of substitution was "low " "medium, " or "high." The rate of

N
,substitution associated with these characteristichere' -
. N ’
‘. low: 25 percent™ : : e =7
. ‘ - « 7 ¢
medium:’ 50 percént > ‘
. P . .- high. 75° percent .
. % v

‘Ihe esti%ted rates of substitutiozr were deyeloped according to t!he follow;f.ng

'characteristics. {1 whether the activity was relatj.vely new (as opposed to a \ 2

continuation or e:pansion of ing activity), and (2)»the scale of any

) ong‘oing (activity. Other things equal substitution was hypothesized to be~ -

- ‘ - - . - * . .
L3 ‘ N = . T
= 4 - ) <3 N :
14 = . . =
2 . . . ..
U4 . . . . NN )
= *5 . - "' \ M B
. s" o ’60 ' ' ‘
. ] . * -
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[

andAEarks and Recreation to a lcw of .25 for Energy Conservation,’aousing,
Biaae % 4

sﬁailer fof new activities and smaller'activitieé-l Table 4.1 %Pmmarizes .

these, rates ﬁy'program area. Rates of substitution vary comsiderably among

program areaa, ranging from a high of .75 for Fire Protecti%p and Prevention

+
o

" = -

and Private-Sector Oriented Activities. Rates by activity,are described in

14

Appendix 4B. ‘ ' , NN o AR .

- . . . .2 " N
~ - ’ R N ! * ¢
E . P
. , ] -

Definine Activitzkclusterh

. Ideally, we would like to estimate Lthe employment effects of each of .’

the 114 agtivities séparately, however, the cost of estimating these for each

were pro&ibitive. Therefore, we grouped activities into "clusters. The cri-

‘-

;er;ghqdopted for’ g;pupigg,were-at;nqtu:al,charac:eristiéa of the individual
i , % 4 A )

.

[ B 4
A D.

1. For example, the rate of substitution for prdﬁects providing staff
support for public service activities thét are already omgoing and operating
,at a realtively high level, such'as law edforcedent and public educationm,’
were assumed to be quite high. Project 0221‘\Staff Support for Law Enforce-
ment Agencies, Policé’and Sheriff Departrents, Including Dispatch Operators,
Cohmérc131§8ecurity Aides, Field Aides, etc.,“which provided an estimated

168,000 onsite jobs, and Project 0421, Staff ‘Support to Expand the Number of B

Teadhers to Achieve a Lower Student-Teacher:Ratic, which provides an esti-
ma:ed 363,500 jobs, were both assumed to experiedce rates of substitution of
" 75 Percent.

these projects, 132,875 jobs, were assumed to be new jobg; the remainder were

@ _.assumed to<be jobs that would have been] supported by local money even' in the

absence of a public job-cration program.’

On the other hand, projects providing new services or tending ‘to expand
existing activities engaged 1in at relatively low levels, such as energy con-
servation or envirommental projects, werg;assumed to have relatively low
rates of substitution. Project 0501,
(i.e., Insulation, Winterization, and Wedtherization), providing an esti-
mated 28,000 jobs, and Project 601, Labor Intensive Recycling Systems for
Glass, Paper, Aluminum, and Other Materials, providing an estimated 25,000
jobs, were both assumed «o experience rates of gubstitution of 25 percent.
In other words, 75 percént of the 53, 000 jdbs provided by these projects,
39, ZBO—jobs, were assumed to be new jobs* the remainder were assumed to be
jobs that would have been supported by local funds even in the absence of’
public job—creation program. . ' M , ‘ -

£

C e

In other words, only 25 percent of the 531 500 jobs provided by \h~-

Related Comstruction Activities .

B
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, TABLE 4.1 | o
T RATE OF SUBSTITUTION BY PROGRAM AREA . = = ° A
-7 , h : S
/ N

_ ' ; . . . Substitutiod .
:y+ . ~ [Program Area S - . Rate - e

-4 Community Developient : - W71

. Cr;'iminal Justice _ : ] . .7‘1 . IR
i . — . . L
i © Cultural Activities . ; . .50
. ( Education ] : . 46: . ‘
) : _énergy Conservation = .25 - | g
Environmental Programs, . . ‘ EELE I i
T RS Fedeél»Gove&menc: S . L o= ‘ . ;
:{ -, %‘ire Protection and Prevc;_ﬁéion
| Health Care * SRS .
< Hc?using ., . 1:

T, L Local Goverment Supported Buildings , . . ’
: ' - - apd Public Works . t ) N . Y
Parks and Recreation o - . .75 " a

- . 'Private (for*Profit) Sector,Oriented S ’ 25

C ) Activities i; .

- Social Services for Chi;,cg:en and . - o ) W31
e ~ Youth a .

2. _ Social Services for the Elderly and . - . S50 e o
- . Mentally or Physically Handicapped : \ , ( -
SR S ‘ ' y e “
NG Social Services - .General | .. B .62 o
B £ T | ,
‘- \ )
“~a ‘e
; ) 4 - - . ) s '
N ' . S \_’-‘
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'activities.

‘ be no more- than three majorkclusters.l

characteristic.

‘ emplayment effeﬁis of 1ow-skill activities.

' of the number of activities by type of service delivered.

- ’ e
. .. )

These were: ¢ the distribution of expenditures for materials,

supplies, and’ equipment by industry. (2) labor in:g“sity, and (3) skill require-

-
» : .

»ments.‘ A e l o o

’

_ The stratification process is:displayed in Chart 4.1. Three major

clustersqwere7constructed under the a priori constraint that there sbbuld
We used the ﬁistribution of the
expeuditures for’ materials, supplies, and equipment by industrial sector as

the major criterion for defining the three major clusters.’

use of this
distribution as a clustering criterion enhances our ability to d cribe the

A P Y

nature of the ‘services provided by the activities within a cluster. tﬁe were

able to ascribe qualitative descriptipns of the clusters on the basis of

® \ - % o+ o

éétivit' mix 3ud common objectives and services within clusters (as will be

~
[

seen later in this section) ’ .

. - - ’ "

The labor intensity criterion was adopted because we expected to get

sigpificantly different employment effects from activities classifiéd by this

Whether’or not to target on labér intensive activities is a :

tical policy issue. It is, therefore, important that policymakers have

-

some .idea oN:he ﬁf{ermces in overall employment effects between these

~. el

and nonlabor,_intensive activities.j . i L0

ékill'requiremént is the .third criteribn for stratification. By adopting

this criterion, we hope to provide poliéymakers with information gn felative
. T - o

~

Table 4.2 shows the three major clusters with a categorical breakdown .

This criterion

N . . -
# . 4
B . . N

l.. This restriciion was developed, in part, because of bndgetary con=-
straints. Ideally, we, would have preferted to undertake this analysis at a
more disaggregate leVel. - . ]

e
£0
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D TABLE 4.2 . _

] : <

- .

TYPE OFSERVICES RENDERED

S S 4 - : *, ' . No. of Activities
R ) ) . ‘ ) rf
- 51

fluster- 'l == Staff Support & Educational Services - *

= - - Educatiopal -Services
' - Office Supplies for Staff Support:
D Police and Guard Protection Services
. Social Services
- “ Health Services

wpu;a’;

3 Clugter 2 — Building and Heavy Construction ' 38
N ' , - .
- Office Building Construction ’ Buflding ’ . 1

Public Housing Comstruction- Construction

- "7 Highway Construction

Sewer Line and Plant Construcciop
Large Multiple Purpose Projects
Pams, Leveeg, Dikes, Flocod - Heavy
~ . ., Control Structures Cons cruction
" -Dredging
' Powerhouse Construction 7 .
Local Flood Protection

[l B I i
'

1
1
1

wr

- Cluster 3 — Maintenance and Repair Comstruction

Maintenance and Repair Comstrud¢tion
' " Material Handling Machinery Equipment: .
% - Apparel ’ .
. Motor Vehicle Equipment : )

. . Miscellaneous Manufacturing - s
s Food & Kindred Products . )

- Health Services - e

o o b
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- - -

)foffclugﬂering is quite crude, even though we are able to salvage some quagi< -

- ) descriptive names for these three major clusters.

=
-

- T
T . Cluster 1 may clearly be described or interpreted as a public servic

cluster with the basic objective of the delivery of educational, social,/ -

health; and protective services to the public. We call this clﬁster éﬂév ) )
. : "staff support-educational services" cluster. Cluster 2‘may begt be degctibed ‘
as a set of public works projects which consist of'hqgvy and building ¢onstruc-
tion projects; therefore, we label_fhis cluster the "pdbiic works" cluster or
the "butlding and heavy construction” cluster. Cluster 3 is best dgscé;bed,aa
a reéiduaf get of activities wgose allocation formulas are assigned: on the
basis of what we believe to be the more important supplying industries. Most
‘,ére co;cégtrated in maintenance~and repair cgaﬁtfuction~industries;
- ; Given the three major clusters, wé further stratified by labor intensity
- and skill require;ent. ;able 4.; shows the resulting twelve clusters gedﬁraté& ,
, by this ;;iatificatign scheme. An activity that required more th;n 50 percent
of its onsite jobs to be f£illed by unskilled laborers or service workers was
. . .
defined as low-skill. A labor-intensive activity was defined as one with at
least 20 percent of its total wage Bill spent for materials, supplies, and

equipment. A more deﬁgiled description of the resulting clusters is gdiven in

Appendix 4C and in Jones.: com ¢ L
/ . : -
N - ) ] 7 / o N
. . . Findings . . . .

~  As noted earlier in this Chapter, the net employment effects of these job~

>

_creation projects/activities will depend on: the size of the offsite (i.e.,
{ . . t- ' o~ .

‘-direht;rinﬁirect, and induced) .employment effect and the rate of substitution.
Table 4.4 summarizes our findings according to the labor'intensity and the N

skill intensity of the clusters. Details appear in Appendix 4D.
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Cluster 1

Bigh-Skill Level

LowiSkill Level '

‘Cluster f

High-Skill Level

Low-Skill Level

Cluster 3

»

High=-Skill Level

Low=-Skill Level

63

TABLE 4.3

48

22

26

O

47

Labor Intensive

N

3

NUMBER OF AGTIVIT;ES;BY-TYPE OF CLUSTER

- 38

24

- 14

<

-

L3

Nonlabor Intensive * Total.
Nonifdor Imfemsris n =&

tsab,
25

26

(38}
24
14

(261

19
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- : TABLE 4.4 ) ) . ‘
. ¢ SUMMARY OF“TOTAL EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS AND DETERMINANTS , ‘
©oe OF THESE EFFECTS BY TYPE OF CLUSTER .~ *
- ) 5 ) s N et ‘Jobs Created i N
, - * "Number of Jobs Created - Ratfo (R Offsite Rate of , thfmis’tic Pesgimistic )
. ) Onsife Offsite " to Opsite Jobs Substitution Assumption <« -Assumption ’
- @) @). (3) . w .. -6y T e, v
< = - RN » - . .
T * ~ & ﬂo ! ® ) »~ " ’ ‘
All Clusters 2,741 4,631 1.69 .52 ° 7,372 © 3,539
Labor Intensive < =~ 1,856 1,344 0.72. 54 - 3,200 1,474 .
N - . ’ ) ‘ \ . % i " ~ . - .t . . 5 -
ST ow~Sk111 - 725 194 » 1(.10 .57 1,519 653 ¢ ®
‘: . H ’ ) . ’-.-, | , * ’ *
@ High-Skill 1,131 " - 549 ‘ . 49. Sl 8 1,680 . 821
, . ° - 7 -~
. ..' . o * . L - ) ' ’
‘ ' ﬁ . v ‘ * 0 . ‘ - b
Nonlabor Intensiv 885 3,290 3.1 49T 4,175 +2,160° -, -
’ IS Y . ¢ - - ' ’ * i ’ W ? \ ‘ , ~ ‘
, Low-Skill 372 608 - LT 1.63 45 2, 980 539’
, * gHigh=Skill .+ = 513 2,682\~  5.23 BS1 .- 3,195, Lpis | oy
’ ‘ “ T~ ’ . .- ._'\ ..
. é - ) ; e ,fy .‘ N * ‘ ’ ( e 3
£ - . o i . )
; ] A 34 x * * R -
Source/Jones. . . : . . . _— ) \,_.\/-' ‘
. ’ '_“ » ~ - . ., . /
. Note: Totals may not<add because- of rounding ‘error. L . , ‘
* [ - 3 , ] ~ 7 :‘
- TR T e L ke o o :
Q = 89 . ’. .’ .. * ¢
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Gnsite employment is presented in column 1. This statiStic'is derived
from the data on activities summarized in,Chapter II and represents the number .
of jobs t:hat wodld be createdQ ite in the absen\:e of £iscal substitution.
Similarly, the offsite (f.e., direct, indirect, and induced) employment ‘ o
summarized in column (2) ‘Tepresents the number of‘jobs that would e crzated o
, offsite by these clusters in the absence of fiscal subst,itution.l Tﬁe

- W

rgtio of o§£site to ousite,jobs (R) summarized in column {3) indexes the

) -

v,

employment creation potential of these clusters in%tbe absence of substitution.

L8

From this colummn, it is apparent “that the employment creation poEential o£ an,

onsite slot varies systematically among clusters. Oth&r thingg equal, tbis
potential is.higher for nonlabor-intensivé“clusters'and for given labor
intensity, for high-skill clusters. The jobaereation poﬁiﬁﬁial of onsite jobs

I ¢ \
in nonlabor-intensive, high-skill projects is particularly s;:i&;ng, each

) onsite job created is capabie of generating an adgitional 5.43 jobs offsite. -'

4

. o 5 :’ -
This is somewhat bigber than similar eﬁployment estimates derived‘by other

studies for similar typeg of projects.2 Column (4) sgmmarizes rates"ofk

fiscal substitution among the.clusters, Examination of‘this column reveals

that our estimate~of substitution is 52 percant when averaged over all clusters,

T it ranges from a low of 45 percent for low-skill, nonlabor*intensive clustérs

. to -a high of 57 perceut fot dow-skill labor-intensive clusters.

.
SV . . . . ?"gk -
! . . - . v

. , ‘ :EL “i L o .
. : ", LI .
1. It is interedting to note ‘the systematic vay in which the offsite jobg

are distributed among -clusters. (Appendix IVD.) Over ninety'percent of the
offsite jobs .for qlusters that are laber intensive;are induced (rather than'
direct apd indirect). The comparable figure for' clustérs that are not labor

intensive is slightly more than forty,percent. This is not surprising, con-, )

sidering that direct and indirect employment effects arise from expenditures
on nonlabor inputs. . ‘
. 2. Vernez, et al., _report employment multipliers ranging between 3.7 and -
Y 0 for three particular types of public works projects-—sewer plants, glood )
- »protection, and federal office buildings. Vernez, et al., pp. '157-162,

- -
. = . . . R
= .: = . . 13
. -t . i - M
« - . P
5 o » . g * I
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'r The total job—creation potential ‘estimated under the most optimist;ic

assuntpcion (i.e., either that there iscno fiscal substitution or, if there o \' e

. is fiscal substitution, that the freed local funds are ulthately spent througt T
Co- la v y—_ ‘;
R - cuts or upenditures on other activities) is produced for each cluster by '

“ : multiplying colum (1), onsite job-creation, by (l + R)c This number is ,sum-

e - marized in column (5, “ i - - h ' S P

v

Under this scenario, we estimatg that a total of 7.3 million jobs can
VS ultimately be createc\by the 114 activities used in this analysis (column 5). 'e

OE these, the largest \number, 3.2 million, vill ultimately be created'by .
. . . » - AS . .
* labor-intensive, high-skill proj ecics even though-they produce the next-to~"" .
= p.. ’ - B x -
i lowest number of onsite jobs. This reflects the unusually large value of R L \

found for this cluster. Labor-intensi\ge activities that use low skills are

— 3

of particular interest to po.licy analysts ecduse of the increased targeting .
emphasis given to low-skill workers in public job=greation programs recently. .
‘They ultimately produce 2,5 million jobs.

o . 2

Total job—creation potential estimated under the most pessimistic assump- :

'S A
T

tion (i.e., that there is subst;.}b.t.ion and that the local funds that are re— -
.. & . - -
leased do not get spent) is summarized in colu;nn (6. This number is derived

. 4

-by’ multiplying column (5), the total job—-creation estimate under the mosJ:

g . optiﬁxistic assumption by colunil (4), the rate of fiscal subat/itutioxi.l By ‘:a.d.- ot
. ~ : .
justing for fiscal subs::itution, we find tha't, even under the most pessimistic o

J
. - 3 -
- . - > P .o ., . . ~- -

.

’ T 1. In using this method of adjusting our emp,loymen,:: Eigures for substi- o {
‘ tution, we are implicitly assuming that labor and nonlabor, inputs dre reduced
equiproportionately and that average wages do not vary much among” clusters.rzs
. The latter. assumption is most questiona."ole, particularly for clusters classi- o
'-‘S"p fied by skill trequirements. High-skill ‘projects will have higher’ average Y

wages than low-skill priojects. Thud, thig method probably overstates employ- oo
. ment po,tential for high-skill proj ects and understates it for low~sl<ill R

.
projects. y . . . .
L - . . . s . R
.
. * B v - . =
* . ] : © -y ) ca
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!‘ asysumption, total job—cre’atipn will rEach 3.5 million. Of this number, approxi-

mately 1. 2 million jobs will be created by clusters containing projects that

;’ I

rily use low-skill workers.

)

-, .o - -

estimate of’ the total number of jobs crea.ted under aIternative

Given o\{r

,.not labor {ntensive.

.

assmnptions about the impact of fi.scal substitution, we can, derive estimates of

the average costs of j\b-creation (i.e., the cost per job created) for each cluster._

3

These average costs are summarized in Table 4. 5. The cost averaged over all

- .‘b

clusters ranges between $5 800 and $12, 100 per job created depending on' the

-

15 to 30. percent higher for labor-intensive clusters than for clust.ers that are

' ’

-,

The cluster that produces;jobs at the highest cost is

" the labor-intensiw}e cluster using high skills.

AVerage costs. of job—creation

*

v 3
a

I

«

by eeeiv—it—ies—in—ehis—e&uster °Fange from $8,000 toq 6 500.
.Table 4. 6 smnmaz:izes the occupational distribu®ron of the jobs cteated/b;
these 114 A,projects. The distributions are presented for all jobs and separ,ately

for onsit,e and offsite jobs. Offsite jobs .are, furthef.‘" disaggregated into off—

h site Jobs created by direct and indirect expenditure effects and offsite jobs <

PEERY
*

= created ‘by induced expenditure effects.  * . e \

« ‘ .

We f?nd that 18.2 percent of the jobs created both ousite and offsite are

=

professional jobs, 17 5 percent are service jo?s, 15 9 percent are jobs for

operativ.es" 13.8 percent are clerical and 12 8'percent are crafts jobss Only

¥

one-fourth of the combined onsite an‘j offsitexjobs can bE‘)filled ‘by the

’

~

<

are distributed by occupation.

B Y

'?-

T relative‘ly low-sld.ll laborers hnd servige workers.

'
. T .

o ¥

L]

Almost one-thir

There is ao “notable difference between onsité’ and offsite jobs in how r.hey

of the onsite jobs, but only

L4

-

. _\7
. assumptiotn mthe :l.mpact of £iscal substitution. These c&ts are about C

ten percent of the offsite jobs,“ are professional jobs. ,Simila.rly,x a.lmost

/irty per t of the onsite jobs, but only ten percent of the, offsite jobs,
= 'K . \ i :.-.

N ..o A\
. A=, ’ % - - . . Y
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- " ESTIMATED COST PER JOB CREATED BY TYEE OF CLUSTER
_ ~ ", ’ Q. ' - ,\b L g . -
:r Number of Jobs Created
N > (in thousands) -
o = N Total Costs Optimistic Pessimistic
. (in billions of dollars) Assumption Assumption
-4 . * . ) . ) ’ - )
S , _
. All Clusters, . 42,830 7,372 3,539
. “Labpr Intedsive < 19,932 ’ 3,200 1,476
) : .Low-Skill . 6,409 ’ 1,519 ¥ - 653.
N High-skill - 13,523 1,680 821
. 3 \ . ‘ . . , ) ] ) R "
S thlahor;lnxgng%{f ' 22,898 . 4,175 2,150
T LowsSKi1l " 5,541 980 © 539
[ ’ - . Lo
. High-Skill 17,357 3,105 - 1,614
v o . . [~ ‘:a .
‘§\ o TTe T " ~ A
. . Sources: . . e . . ‘ .
\ - L3 " - x *
C - (Total ‘costs: Rubenstein, ,Appendix C
- Jobs ‘created: Supra, Table.4.4 . - N .
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‘Optimistic:

-

Job Created 3
‘Pessimistic -

.
Asgumption

Al

. Cost per

Agsumption

L

5,810 - . 12,102
6,229 13,522
4,219 . - 9,815 .
PO s [\ T
8,049 16,471 .
5,482° . 10,650 °
5,654 10,280 ‘
N 4 \
5,431 : 10,754,
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are for service workers. Lov-sld.ll occupations (i.e., laborers and_ service
Py worke:s) compriée over 40 percent of the onsite jobs, but only fifteen )

percent ‘of the/ offsite jobs. Given the difference, it e¢an be concluded that

-

igfersnces about targeting canmot necessarily be drawn from information about 4 «—\

. L. . v
- -

. onsite skill distributions. ~ .

: . Iable 4.7 summarizes the educational distribution of the jobs created hy
v ) .

these acti‘eities- 'rhe distributions are again presented for 411 jobs and i )

-\
L]

s’eparately for onsite and offsite jobs. Offsite jobs ase ag‘;l.n further dis-,

aggfegated into offsite jobs created by direct and indirect expenditure - ¢ 7

efﬁects and offsite jobs created by induced expenditure effects.

Since the education distributions are derived from the occupation distri-

s~ 4 -

P ' butions, it is not surprising that our findings are similar to those sunmarized

above for the .occupati.onal distribution.l- We £4nd that 36 percent of the jobs *

created both onsi[ and offsite caa be filled both by workers who have not com- ’ o=

pleted high school (hereafter referred to as "high school dropouts"), 35 percent
. . by high school ,graduates, omnd- 28 percent of the jobs requireiat least some post=

L

~

high school education. : . - . . -

€

There is again a uotgle difference between onsite and offsite jobs in

how they are distributed by edncation. Fully 39 percent of tHe onsite jobs ‘

- but only 36 percent Gf the offsite jobs can be filled by high schoo:l dropouts'

¢

30 percent of the onsite jobs, and 39 percent of the offsite jobs can be ,J
o N f£illed- by high school graduates, and 31 percent’ of the.onsite jobs, but only

- * 25 percent of the offsite jobs requirc workers, wlth some post—high 'school .

i % - .
education. Again, given these differences, inferenc s’ aboufs . takeqﬁrg . - ¢
. Y e,

v

. effectiveness cannot necessarily be drawn *Fron information about oqgite : Lo '> .

oy . . . N

TR education distributiods. - e ) D T N
. [ . . R s / Py - .- € ..
. 1. Appendix IVF contains the distribution of education by occupa.tion used |
to generate ‘the education distr/fbutions summarized in"Table 4.7, v
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) . / " DISTRIEUTION OF JOBS CREATED BY.EDUCATION o
- : AND SOURCE OF JOBsCREATION , - -
= ’ - ¥ L . E
: ¥ . S
B L Offsite o
B . Years of School Direct and Ousite Plus .
. o _._Comnleted Onsite Total Indirect ° Induced Offsite
5 . , B , B £ R
Less than or] equal 18.2 15.1 15.7 14.8 | . 15.9
‘ to 8 years :
g L o N
7 9-11 years 20.9 20.6 ©  21.2 20.1 20.5
" 12 years’ 29.9 39.0 40.0 38.4 - . ¥ 35.5
1315 years 12.6 13.8' 13.4 1.1 13.5
. 16 years or more’ 18.3 11.5 9.9  _ 12.6 1446
- % - \ ) - N
- '. L
Source: Appendices IVF, IVG. - I ) )
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h'énnne‘
Torestimate the total job=creation potential of the 115 projectsndis-
V cussed in Chapter 11, we had to augment onsite employment with jobs created
. offsite through purcbases of nonlabor materials apd through second-round
"effects induced by further consumption expenditures by those employed (both
onsite and qﬁfsite) as a result of the ftotal. expenditure on the job-creation
erograms. We,also had to‘adiust the job-creation-estimates for the possible
effects of fiscal suhstitution. We were able “to make’ these two sets of ad-

justments for 114 of the 115 activities identified in Chapter II.

Offsite effects were estimated using sequential simulation model based on

a set of imput-output modules developed by Golliday and Haveman. The toral

job-creation estimates were classified alternatively by occupation and by

. - _ - b~
education ih order to assess potential skill imbalances that might arise from
/

LY
1

implementation of these activities. -

We allocated the nonwage costs of each activity among industrial sectors |
(in order to derive offsite job=¢reation estimates) and we made crudi activity=-
by-activity estimates of the rate of fiscal substitution.

The 114 actiézties were aggregated into nine clusters,’classifiégfaccord-

“ing to the industrial distribution of nonwage expenditures, labor intensity,
and skill intensity of the projects.‘ The analysis in this Chapter focused
on the labor intensity ard 'the skill inténsity dimensions of the clusters.
Tltal employment effects.were generatéd under two alternative assumptions f‘
" about the impact of fiscal substitution., (1) that there<ans ejther no f
fiscal substitution, or if there wasg, that the resourges.freed by fiscal

substitution were ‘gpent (through tax cuts or other pubMe expenditures) as

they would have been if there had been no substitution' and (2) that thefe

~ - ~




is fiscal substitution and the freed résourpes are not spent.’ The former

‘assumption was dubbed the "optimistic assumption” and the latter the "pessi-

mistic assumption.” ~Our findings are as follows:
. . e Depending on assumptions made about the impact of fiscal substi- v .-
R R . " tution, total job-creation (both dnsite and offsite) from the -
- 114 projects used in this analysis can range from 3.5 million
. T to 7.3 million jobs. 'Of these, roughly 2.2 million to 4.6 ° - 3 L
e . million would be offsite jobs. :

e The cost per job ‘ereated ranges from $5,800 to $12,100 depending
. on the assumptions made about the impact of substitution. These
costs are about- 15 to 30 percent higher for labor-intensive
clusterse. " .

Employment multipliers average 1.69, suggesting that 169 total —
jobs can be created for every 100 mew onsite jobs. This multi-

plier vaties substantially among cluSters, ranging from a low of

0.5 for labor-intensive, high-skill clusters, such as staff sup~ ’ -
port in the education and criminal justicé areas, to a high of. ~

. 5.23 for nonlabor-intensive, high-skill clusféf§““Bﬁch“ag—pubtic—*"-———“_ —]
wo ks~

The rate of substitution assuméa for all clusters was 0.52. It ;
- ranged from a low of 0.45.for-npnlabor-intensive low-skill clusg,

-t

-

ters to a high of 0.57 for labor-intensive, low-skill clusters?gg? (

Activifies utilizing relatively large amounts of low-skill labor
wére able td«pravide 1.2 million to 2.5 million onsite and off=-

job's. o4

»

" About one=fourth of the jobs created by all activities could be )
filled by low-skill labor (i.e., laborers. and service warkers 5\\‘ . «
However, the.skill distribution of these jobs, measured in terms™
*of occupation, differs between jobs created onsite and jobs
created offsite. About two-fifth.of the omnsite jobs, but ounly
15 percent of the offsite jobs can be filled by low=-skill labor. -

ihe skill diétribueibn of these jobs, measured in tefﬁé of edu=

cation,.does not differ quite so dramatically.

Approximately

35 percent of ghe jobs created both onsite and offsite can be

 filled by workers who did not complete high school..

However,

*

?

" theré is a notable difference between onsite and offsite dig ri-
butions in percentage requiring completion of high school. only
30 percent of the onsite jobs, but over 39 percent of the offsite'
jobs, required completion of 12 years of schooling. ' :

S
=
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V. THE SUPPLY OF SKILLS AVAILABLE |
FOR NEWLY-CREATED PUBLIC'JOBS

Introduction

-
The feasibility of public job—creation programs depends in paft on whether

~ the skills required by the ‘jobs created match the skills available from the

l. - - - a
target §roups at which these programs are aimed.

(3

" The pdtential for rapid job~
creation without extensive training becomes less feasible when skills required

exceed skills available. Under these conditions of excess demand, upward
pressure may be exerted on wage rates that may ultimately result in upward

- > ‘ i
pressure on prices. This type of inflationary impact would constitute an addi-

tiogal cost of a public job-creation program that could reduce its feasibility.
Chapter IV described methods and findings from our ana:lysis of skills required
by the project‘s/actiyitiﬁs identified. This Chapter summarizes findings from

our study of skills available.

. Estimates of skill availabilify are presented in the form of the size of

alternative target groups for job—creation programs. In the case of the unem=

-
-

ployed, ,the numbers in these target group$ are further translated into full-

year-equivalents of jobs required to meet eir anployment needs on the basis

]

of estimat% of duration of unemployment “to make them cqmparable to the est::l.-i

mates of job-creation displayed "in Chapter IV.

(WS
we cannot present similar es«timates of job-creatioq

Lacking such information

for other target groups,

* %

demand for them without making arbitrary assumgﬁions.

S *

To develop such esti-

nates, we arbitrarily assumé that one job will be necessary for each two
. ‘ § I

members of these other targetf groups.

a

1. More details about methods and findings discussed in this Cha’;Xer msy
be und in Thorpe, 1978.

-
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Scope and Methods - . -

-

The charaeteristics ot the workers -to be pleced in.these jobs depends'
critically on the type of targeting envisioned for the public job-creat‘ion
program. Examination of the recent-history of such programs reveals a schizo-
phrenic policy in which the emphasis has shifted back and forth between struc-

7 turalzand countercyclical objectives.l Recent changes in the CETA legislation

and new policy initiatives, in the form of the jobs component of the Program
for Better Jobs and Income; the Carter Adndnistration’s welfare reform package, -

have shifted the existi;;sizhd proposed) job-creation programs, reducing the
emphagis on countercyclical objectives and strengthening their strﬁoturel oojeo- ”

‘ tives (Fechter, 1978). -

P .

fa

. To distinguish between structural and countercyclical programs, we pre=

.gent estimates under alternative ag§regate demand assumptions, épproximated\by

e

aggregate unemployment rates. The structural scgnario {s represented by the
year 1973, when the unemployment rate was 4.9 percent. " The countercyclical

_scenario is bagsed on the year 1975 when the unemployment rate was 8.5 percent.2

4

»
s

N . . A .‘ b v ‘ @ .
i 1. The countercyclical program aims at providing joBs for the ungmployed,
regardless of skills and labor market handicaps, whereas the structural program
aims at providing jobs for thoge workers ‘“who, regardless“of employment status,
are believed to have significant and 3evere labor market handicaps because of
their lack, of skills. . - - -

2. The nearest peak of the business cycle for the period was November l97¢’
the. nearest trough was March 1975. Because of resource copstraints, we have éon*
fined ourselves to only one countercyclical scemario. In principle, alternative
scenarios can be estimated for years in Gnich unemployment rates were less than
8.5 percent, but more’than 4.9 percent. .~
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We have aged these estimates £61 1978 levelsl to control for trend effects-. ' ; ,'
o ' We first focus Qur attention on the unemployed as a)target group and . o
P . . ) L ‘9 ! & . . o .
T ,xpresent estimates of both the number wt}o are unemployed. t an¥ time during" , i
‘14 4 * ) ' " . ' 1Y . * . - ) ": " °. - ;
. the preceding year and the amount of job-creat@on/required to meet their T I
- - 2 “ L e
T, .emplloyment needs. ‘Specific estimates afe also presented fo: thq long-t"erm .,

s o ’
" < / unemployled. Our estimate of the long-term unempl.oyed-chose who .were memployed )
for 13 weeks Qr. more, on average--consj,ders a characteristic of unemployment . /,j

O - , - Ve - q b 9 ct
b A * - - , 1:/ ) g .
) ' . . " . ‘ a ) ~ ’ ”I -s — P
. 1. . Initially; we used age—sax speciﬁic popule,tion multipliers for 1973 and R 5,/\
’ , 1975. However, in our final ana}.ysis, we, use an average ‘multiplier. for gach yearg
o [ - POpulation Multipliers for Persons. . : Mo |
~ v st 14—65 Years Old in the U.S., from 1973 | & -
‘ ., r, and 1975 to 1978 by Sex ‘ o ,
- : o, ) ) Male: -. Age Wt . . , . . -
¥ R L , 14-24 years old - - 1.067. 1.024 e -
- - ¢ . < 25-44 years'old . . ° . }.147 .1.086 L
N = 45-65 ydars old © 1'.008_ ... l007 . B
‘. ~':e . . .&E ' * . l . . PN ‘ ’
A 1424 yedrs old. | / ‘1-, .085 - 1.024 .
) 25~44 years old . | ] . 1.085 . :' i
L s ;4565 yearsgold e . . Le 017 o /71,006 - : S
- ' Source: U 'Se.s Bureaﬁ of the Census Current "opuldtiod%orts Series P-ZS N.601, t., ’

. "Projectiomspf. the Population of the United States: -2050," U.S. Goyermment :

o Printing Office s ‘Washington, D.C., 1975, Table 7, g@. 4l-44. U.S.”Bureau pf-the .

- Censu$§, Cur¥ent Popylation Renorts, eries P=25, No. 381 "Projeations of khe Pdp;gj\

. lation of the United States by Age’and Sex to .2015 " . gxeoggggent Prig_}fing -
T Office, Washington, D.C., 1967, Table-8, pp. 70=75. _§ +

« 2. Estimates of. unemployment based on this, definition are expected to be ) .
..~ +f  larger than estimateg based on cémmonly-used %finition of unemployment, which __ .
.. " 1is based on ldbor market experience in the weék preceding the,survey,/because :

o, of ‘the consfderable amoynt pf turhgrér experienced in"’labor markets duritg a - .

.year.: The former estimates are generally three to ‘four éimes lérger than the
R s, latter estima,tes. Since the job-d.reation und.ex\éstudy in this report is aimed - 2
» in part meeting %he anployment reeds ‘of membérs ‘of ;patticular uhemployed ° * . e
¥ ‘ target ps who experience', unemployment, we Uél‘ieve that . estimates of jobs
"N " - required ‘to meet these needs .shoald be based on prior-year estimates df uge .

e employment since they include all persons who experience sqme unemployment T
\; + . 'and since they a.]é.bw us to determine thé duration**of 4 completed spell of un- ST
,e,m:i]:me?". RN .  — ~.‘- e e ' L
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,\(duration) that id, exﬂlicitly incor?oraeed in current' public job-fcreation : _

F ‘ LR .-
i&‘ of skill (i.e., educgtion and o“ccup'ati:on) in omder to gi\r'e *the reader some'

»

legislatiOn.1 ‘The’ jobs required to meet the employment needs of unemployed

. ) . - .
. workers are also displayed by skill "level (proxied’ by education and occupa-
'. M ,1 e‘ i .

-

been considered but have no plicitly incorproated ﬁn current puhlic

-

N job—creation programs*-the "hffden” unemployed and the underemployed.g Esti~

.pates for these target groups are displayed only in tefms ,of. gumbers of workers

since available data do not permit us to translaté these nunbers into appro-

- . M 4 xq .
priate job estimates. Estimates of these numbers arejalso displayed in terms °

-
- . » - -
—_ N

t
» ]

1, The curreant criteria for eligibility under Title VI of the Compre#
hensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) include individuals who
+ * are membefs of households which have Current gross family .income (adjusted to '
' ad anpualybasis) that is less than' 70 percent of the lower living standard
«  1income level, or require that the fndividual:
(1) has been rece&ving unemployment compensation for fifteen or;aore

. WQEkS" . * ) "
. (2) is not-eligible for such benefits and has been unemployed for
: 'fifteem or more weeks; A
’ (3) has exhausted ‘unzmployment compensation benefitsy or “a B
s # '(4) {s part of a family which is receiving aid’ to families with R
dependent children. - ST CAT .

Lower liwing standard income level is defined as *the tncome level determined
.the Secretary based upon the most recent "lower living standard
i sued by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department: of Labor.

b out of the labor force, rather than imemployed, but who would be wi%lipg to
take a job if onelwere offered to them. This group oj,vorkers--frequently

L)

referred to as "discouraged workers" because their motivation [ leave the
labor force stems from poor job prospects--~is generally inel - in principlé, .
'if pot in. practice, in most definitions'of target ‘groups for puBiic Job= o

-creation programs.
3.  The underemployed are defined a8, workers who were employed part—time .

T for economic reasons in the. prior to "the survey, This group is not mutu-
ally exclusive with our prev

skill availability. However! the overlap of i&
these two fypes ‘of workers is small amounting to a,little more than 6 percent.
in both employment scenarios, implyi%g that«uﬁe bias is relatigely small,

> *

» e

1tion) . » M * N T oA o ".' : ,-' .' . o
‘ . ’ - b § - ' ;-
. We then turn our attenti n to her possible target groups that have .-

The ‘hidden unemployed Are defined as workers who report themselves‘to _'

s groups~-that is, those who wefe.unemployed for -~
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,sense.of the types of jobs that will be necessary to m,eet the employment needs T
. of these target groups. ﬁooking to the future, _we then present egstimates of ’ .« 7

- the number who would, in'1981, be eiigilﬁe for, and willing to accept, low-wage o

4
' . jobs under the Carte.r Administration s Program for Better Jobs and Inco”me. . W
-, ~Findings ’ A . e S .o .o .
o “ ~ I3 - . (- > . . . ) ‘ L. .
Ve Table S. l summarizes key 'aspects pf our findings. the amount of job- . o
. . . o '
g - . creation required and the sensitivity of this job—creation requirement " - ’
v labor market: ionditio_ns for the following selected 'target groups: -'— R
v . . . -. .’ -7; - . J g
ST e fhe unemployed, Fo . . N> . .
. ‘ e the  "Widden" unemployed, -t * T * 0 ' I
. ] . . .
N ) . . . . I .
"‘ e ) the tmdzremp‘]:‘oyed S T s s e e s e e R e s —
. ) S o poteutial welfare“ reform participants. ) . o ¢ ’
Y ¥Job-cr.eation requirements are expressed where feasible, in terms of ~the num- '3 . “
- . R - . 4 - L - ) : .- 5
' ! “ber of year-round full-time equivalents to make them consistent with the N .
L4 - PR Y ‘
: * .estimates of: jobs created summarized in Chap&ar IV, Major conclusions that °f ,
. sy - , P
. . . Lt ‘ . ‘_"r///‘ i '. . RN v - *
. .'can_be drawn from this table are: " e s ; - ot 4
< . : . ¢t ! L ' . - ' . N .
= - ' " e The toeal unedxpfoyed the single mogt important target group, .
o . numbers’ frog 12. 4 to 17.9. milliqn, deﬁending on the ‘ratg of | -y
. . % unempl oyment. ;. ) . ) /
K,/ » e - - - . s T v
T et v o The number of jobs aecessary for these workers would jrauge be= -
" S . * tween 2.5 and 446 million jobs. N . * '
s, "' = ’ R (RN M . \ LR ’ o
2 ) w 0 1f targeting ig, restricted to the ong=term unemployed, then the » B
L, .o *size of the targgt gRoup shrinks dramatically to a range of 2.4 - |
Ty - : o0 td 6. 0 million workerss J . i) B
» v ' :’ it . - » oot | 31 B & #
N o '&‘ o The number of jobs necessary for ‘these wotkers would ,range betweeh . U
¢ ot T L3 ’and 3.1 million jobs, depending on the.rate of unemplayment. | _” )
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- » -7 .Size of Population - o equiyalents? ! /

-

Y - .

I v o . R - ) .
Tazxget Group . ) 4.9 percent 8.5 percent ¢ ) 4.9 Eerﬁ'Ent y 8.5: percent i

. o . . . [EE — . % . N .
?nemplged,. ; " . L ) L L o ¢
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) Iiong"fcem ZQ;S > 670 }32 “ 3.1 ‘
"§1dden" Unemployed’ BIE T R W SN 0.65 . 0.8 |
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Notes: a.

- . -
Uﬂemployment rates are annual averages ‘of monchly races,’based on 1973

and 1975 experience. . ‘ el Rt

In fillions. - : . ;,T_‘ o]

: c. - Includes unzmployed workezs wit:ﬁ more than 1.3 weeks of upemployment ia o
’ prior year. ; ) m\\b N R
o Yo de Defined as workezs, who are not: in the labor force because i poor eu&play--
) ment prospects. 4 .
% ¢, Defined as part-time employed workers whq would like to wozk £ -time. .
. _Escimates are for the year 1981 and assume an unemployment rate'fof 5.6
? - percmt. . .'\ . . .~ . ‘:.‘ N
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-9 In additiom to the unemployed we estimate that there are approxi— ] v
mately 1.3 to 1.6 miliion.“hi,dden" Gnemployed who could constitute
a target group for publicly-created jobs.l " ) 3 .. . .

e We also estimate that there are 2. 8 to 3. 5 million workers who are
involuntarily employed part=time because they are not able to fi L
full-time jobs. These "underemployed" workers could al so be d \ . =
target for publicly-created jobs. T . s '

3

o If we estimate that onf public job will haVe o be created for evefy
- two workers classified|as "hidden" unemployed or underemployed 2 then - .
an additional 2.0 to .5 million jobs would have to be created to’ ’

e _meet the employment needs of these target“groups. Lo o R
. . Pinallg, we estimate, based on Labor Department tabulatious,3 that = 4
in 1981 .there wo be about 3.2 million persons woyld be will- :

ing to work in 2pproximately 1.8 million publicly—create minimum— -,
. wage 1obs. These\persons would copstitute the target grogp for
publ{cly—create& jobs under the Program for Better Jobs and® Income.

Table 5.2 smnmarizes characteristics of a “structural" program. We hagve " '
1 . 7 —_ . L.
arbitrarily defined these characteristics as d:he amou,pt of public job-creation ;

required and the c,haracteristics of the target groups at an unemployment rate ) '
of 4.9 percent. .Such a program “would have the following chanacteristiCS’
"o It would have/ to creatg 2. S;nillion jobs for 12.4 million yn- 7
employed workers, if all unemployed were comnsidered the farget <
T . group. 7' . ] _ w § / .
/ \:* . 3 ;* ? ’ - * : ’ ! - ’

. CiCSo 4

ve

1. This estimate 4s slightly: higher than comparable estimates derived -

from the Consumer Populati®$n-Survey and published by the Bureau of Labor Statis-
gh% BLS_estimate was 0.7.million in 1973 and 1.1 aillion in 1975-<foughly f‘.

"6 to 50 percent below oyr estimate. The difference can-be attributed to differ- ~
ences in methods used tp "derive the- .&stimates. .BLB bagas its, estimate on a ,e;‘,zf
respounse t9 a survey quidgtion., Our estimate fe bpastd on "the parameters of an - "4 °
econometric model. See Thogpe, 1978, for further details. » .- .o B

2. This estimare assumes: (a) the hidden unemployed have about’ the same S

. durdeion,of unemployment as the lomg-temm unemployed (L.e., 37.5 weeks); and

(b) the tmderemployed work' an average half-time (20 hours per week) for 52 - -
weeks but would like to work full-time (40 hours’ per week). The jog=gr reation’ o
requiremenn for the under loyed therefore only £{11s in the gap between theiz?
actual work experience their derived work experience. .
- &3. " We are indebted to Gary Reid Departmeut of" Labor,. ASPER £or providi‘n.g
us this tabulatiom. . .
4e Existing estimates.of the minimum rate of tmen’ployment attainable N

. through macroeconomic measuras without causing an intolerablE acr;eleration

in the rate of inflation range upward from 4.75, depending on assumptions - ' ) N
about the daqnographic composition of the. labor force. - . (
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L ) JOB~-CREATION REQUIREMENTS AND SKILL CHARACTERISTICS . < T ,
. . Co OF SELECTED TARGET GROUPS FOR A STRUCTURAL® ~ “Sews= . .
' PUBLIC JOB-CREATION PROGRAM IN 1978 ' € P
. ’ TR
s LI ’ . - . <
,‘ ) ' . . J‘. - ’ . b ’ -t ,.’\ ‘\/@ - ‘ [
] . , ° - . |Percent : Percent “Percent - Percent
" . Number of - Number of High S€lool  Percent = Semiskilled: White~ - Service _
- ¢ ’ -t : Jobs®  iHorkers? Dropout a“ Unskilled® and Sk:ll]fed%, gollard  * Workers y-- .
\ .- © e - : ’ . ’ e T : ) 4 ’
Target Groug : ’ y ‘ R ' .. .
; themployed Ceen R ’ . ' i . ' P .
-, L te . . 3 ’ . ~ X -
Al . . 2,483 *hv 7 12,249 39 <. 1T I 36 . 33 17, . . ,
Long-Term ©1,238° 2,492 T 40t - w0 36. 3 18 o
e Lo 35 e g
;o "um@"'m{mployend 10626 1,253 ° 39 S 51 .+ 36 33 w2 -
] ) * . ’ ‘ f A . M . 8'\‘ .
' AN o ) . - e v ) € - ’
’ ‘ . e g / X ”l. .‘ v . ~ R . *
( Underemployed’ 71,416 A 2,831 47 ' .9 37 25 18
- " , . . R o, . * [y ’ , . ¢ ¥ 4 N
DU R S I S
.. > Welfare Reform- 1, 3,232, 49 n.a. n.a. Neas n.a. :
. ' Participants . S . “r s T ® . Rt o \( .
-’ . N . . . - . - ' r . 3 7 . . : . : .
. \ . — - . ‘ * . ) R L . ' ’ ' . ~
. Notes/ L ) - L. e SRl ~ )
' a, i Based on ur'lem'p]éoymeht rate of 4.9 percent in 1978.+ T X ) o7 . B
A bi +  In thousands.. ‘ . . h . . . .
y c-f. See notes, Tgble 5. 1. L ot s SR TIRNLLEE o .
Tt 8™ ,Incll\iea about 6 percent in) xperienced wérkers. { o ._( : I -
© he Defined asg the Census major occupation clage non~farm laborers. . ) ’ ¢ o Y‘ .
) 1. .Defined as :he two Census majjor occupation classes: bperatives, and craft qnd kip.dredf workers.k
3 s -3 Defined as The four Cengys’ mijor occupation class;s. profeesional and technical managers . .
-, . " and administraters, sales workers, and clerdcal wirkers. v . . . RN
C n.a. HNot avﬁlilable. : .o : . . ) ‘ N
N ;! A . 8 9 s
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workers, 1f t:argeting was focused on’ the long=-term unanployed.

'o Assming one public job would have, tq be created for every two
.hidden unemployed or underemployed workers, dn .addi tional’ 2.05%

‘e It would have to create only 1.2 mill\ion jobs £6r 2.5 million .

, million jobs would have to be created to.meet the employment ° f

¢ R 'needs of the 4.1 million workers in these carge,: groups.

t A

.0 Roughly two-fifths of the nnemployed and the hidden upenployed
" would be’workers who had not compleced high school. . g
. ® A slightly 'larger fra)cion (bne—half) of the 1m'deremp oyed and
- those'who would be willing .to dccept minimum-wage job would be'

-wrkeYho had not complet:ed high school. 2,

¢ Only one-tenth of the unemployed and 15 percenc of the under-
B employed workers would be unskilléd! blue—collar laboters.

[, -

4

4
)

T ) A"gproximat:ely 36, percent of thése carget groups would be setg.- .
-, El:illed and skilled -blue-collar laborers.

‘ énployeﬁ would be.white-collar workers. . -

] Approximadtely one-sixt:b of t:hese t:arget groups wou.ld be service
: workers. . . -

. - . .. " . '

Y

Table S. 3 summarizes charact:erist:ics of, available supply«fm particuIar i

’ :’ counteref?slical program--one in which the unempl)ryment: te inereases from'l: 9

¢ i

percent: to 8.5 f s @ 346 percentage point: change. ;y/t:hese charact

native change% in. u‘xemploymenc rate,s

smﬁmariéd would have the following

- 4 additional workers im.the target group--may differ guhs[:ncially for alj:er- .

' '] 9 o

i.st:icez--par.t:iculza.rly‘L e nnmber of additional jobs required and t:he nmpber of

-~

. ‘l‘he paz‘ticular c
eract:eristics' : . 4 v
” s N . |,
- e It vould have to create an addit:ional 2.1 milliop jobs for an
%tional 5.5 milliop tmemployed workers 1f all 1memployed vere
’ @ns—ide.:ed the targ,ec group. ; .

I, . .
v . v'; ’.

-

- ¢ It would have to create an addif:iql .1. 8 million jobs for an ,
additional 3.6 million wo s i argec‘.l.ng was focuSed only in
./ .the long-termsunemployed. A L r.
4 % . - .t .

-

nt.’el:cyclical progral_%

ughly _one~third _o£ t:he. memployedc__and_me:iour.thof ,s:.he_xmder- .

ef'*’\

3
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. Assuming one public job would ‘be pecessary for, every two hidden ; o

unemployed or underemployed workers, 0.5 million 'more additional
. jobs would have to be g¢reated to meet the countercyelical ‘employ-
" "f . ~.ment needs of the additional l 0 million workets in these target

grougs. ‘

oo A The educational characteristics-particularly, the percent who
.did got- complete'high school-dwould differ from the sgructurally-
employed displayed in Table 5. 25 fewer, approximately 30 to.37

@ percent, would be wozkers-who had not completed high 8chool. !

b

. Tl .
N 4 D - o

A -~
-~

A slightly smaller proportion of the countercyclical target v
ngoup would be unskilled blue-collar workers. . )

' »

A 2 About one-half of the nnemployed but only one-eighth of the under-
s ) employeq would be semi-skilled and skilled blue-collar workers.
« ' (3
‘e A slightly smaller proportion of the’ countercyclical‘unemployed
o . would be white-collar or service workers. However, almost cwo-
Ce A ' fifths of the underemployed would be service ngkers.

v o v
. A

“The implications of these estimates of skill availability ‘for tbe feasibility J

of'large-scale p‘Blic job—creation are examined in Chapter VI‘%y comparing them to

< "
the estimates of the total skill requirements generated by the 114 projects identéa

* 4 i ~ ' . ~ DU g ?t
fied earlier. . . . )
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L VL. ASSESSING POTENTIAL SKILL DMBALANCES - e
. k : . .-
- The feasibility of large—scale public job-creation depends in an impor- ' ’
> Y
) _ tant way on whether dr not there will be an adequate supply of workers
, t‘ .available to £411 the jobs created. Circumstances under yhich the number of :

jJobs created‘exceeds'this supply can give rise to employment bottlenecks that‘ .
S 2N r- , ) e
, create upward pressure on wage rates and ultimately, to similar pressure on .
B s i ‘
prices. The ekistence of subh\bgttlenecks would require careful selection of C A

projects to be undertaken.in order to minimize their potential inflationary

-~ - . , - . Lt . .t

effects. : T . , L,
° ’ ! . * w® . " 4
This Chapter assessetizze potential for employment bottlenecks. National .
. " estimates of "demand" for'labor created by the ousite and offsite employment ., - ~

7

- effects discussed.in Chapter. IV'are'compared to nati%nal estimates ‘of supply

of labor available from the.target groups discussed in Chapter v. Since
v * -
M national estimates are being compared, the findings are not appiicable to

) 'y

any particular local area. L

Y

»
:

. » . » 4 . ) !\_
The comparisons are broken ‘down by aggregates of project-clusters and

tatget groups; and are presented separately for a structural program that would_.
. ¥ - :‘.""“’ T - = * ‘\ ‘ A - ~
operate at relatively low rates of unemplqyment (4.9 percent) and for a -
: wh , 1]

combination structural—cyclical program that would operate at higher levels

>

oi unemployment (in this case& 8.9 percent) Recall that in Chapter IV we ) B
. / -

+

displayed job—creation estimates separately for alternative assumptions about o

1 . .

fiscal substitution an& }ts impact., only estimates for the optimistic"
assumptionp-that all jobrcreation funds are ultimately gpent are dispI;;ed o

in this Chapter—-for ease in exposition and since it is the more reasonable

[ -
. N

assumption for long-run impact an ysis. This assumption produces the’ largest

possible“"demand" Sor labor and, accordingly, will tend to make our f£indings He‘*
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- f"" about’ feasibility relatively conservative since it is likely to result in o

.

a larger number of gmployment bottlenecks.

L]

Further recall,that the estimates‘of job=creation ("demand" for.labor) ..
’reported in Chapter IV were made for only 114 of the 233 activity areas iden-
. tified earlier in Chapter II and are, therefore, biased downward by a sub-
o » . stantial amount._ This bias Jill\tend to make our findings about £ asibility ' // -
. more'liberal than they'would have been had we been able to estimat the job-
creation potential of all 233 activity areas. ‘gmployment bottlenedks are less
1ikely to appear for 114 activities than for 233 activitieg \
Finally, it 1is difficult \to draw inferences about feasibility from occupa- -
5 tional” comparisons for narrowly-focused target groups. An insufficient supply“
of professionals and managers in a low-s{ill target group, for example~:?oes

_ . mot necegsarily: render a particular project-cluster infeasible since that .

>

\ supply is likely‘to be available predominantly from outside the target group.

~ Because of these biasee ‘and ~ others implicit in our estimates of "supply" ‘

- . and’ "demand" and the difficulty in drawing inferences from dccupational com=
parisons for narrowly-focused target groups, the analysis presented in this
.- ) - 3 . 1
LER - Chapter should be considered ‘crude and quite tentative.

- ” ‘3 ,
of generating more than enough jobs to deet the employment needs of any par- - .
‘ticular target group In a structural-cyclical program and a fortiori n a

I

» ‘e ' ‘
?L find that the 114 activities used to estimate "demand" are capable ’ .

. structural prpgram. In both cases, bottlenecks are distributed across all

v

occupations. 'This s‘&gests that any attempt to implemeat all of these acti:?)

“w

> ities is likely to produce employment bottlenecks‘ thErefore, a. judicious

. - . M s . ,’
, .- selection from among them would be desirable. o - N
V‘. ' ' * N LA
. We also find that the particular subsets of &lusters examined here are *

,e -

suitable for’ ceﬂtain target gronps. The‘labor-intensive cluster's create a




.

.

- tions/ when supply" is confined to the low-skill or the long-temm unemp’loyed

"demand" that roughly balances with the "supply" available from the long=— N~
Lerm uneﬁployed for the particular ‘structural-oyclical program examined in
this study (i.e., one that would be perating at ‘an unanployment rate of‘- 8.5 )

percent). .It creates roughly‘ 700, 000 jobs more than would be necessary to
(-
provide jobs for all observed unemployed workers ihxa structural program.

The bottlenecks in this program are in the white=collar occupations--pro-‘

fessional—managerial and clerical-sales. Similarly, the low=skill clusters

create about 800 000 jobs more than is necessary to provide jo{:s for all .
-
low—skill unemployed worke%the structural-cyclica.l programs and roughly

£

a suffvicient nmnber of jobs necessary to provide work for all observed

-
unemployed in the structural program. Bottlenecks also appear ;of’ﬁﬁ'fge-collar

¢ *

workers in this target group, but these can be eliminated if workers in these

occupations are drawn from the pool of all observed unémployed. Finally, the
3 - - ' 4 4 A

low=~skill, labor-intensive clusters create enough jobs to .provide a rough'’ .

o

s . oo» « 4
- bdlance with the "supply" available from the low-skill unemployed in the :
™~ F . > . . “

K'structural program. He're again, bottlenecks appear for y:hite-collar ’occupa.-‘-

~

however these occ\xpational bottlenecks can again be alleviated by drawing

[

from the larger pool of mwplgzgd, workers. . T J >\
N * / . ;. ) Ay ‘e ) - ’ . . - v

~ . . Py . ¢ . . . - . . - "
Aggregate /Findings . o . 7 ' s

-

~

Table 6 1 sunparizessour earlier ﬁindings. We reported in Chapter PA B

.

hat, JEpending” on the assumption made about fiscal substitution’ and the

1 —_ <

disposition of local funds released by such substitution, anywhere from

. r)’ . I . z g' SER .
«l. Recall that we defined ﬁ""dptimistic as mnption" ds one"where there
is' either no. substitution or, if there i3, the rpsources freed are.ultimately -

e

spent ‘(through tax reductions orbgt'her public expenditure} as they would have

- been had thete been. no public jobkcreation program, and a pessimist sumpe
tion" as one where 't‘here is substitutio'n and the freed res urces are no spent.
. s K "3:
’. ’,\, | ' ' - ' 7/' . %& '
\ . . ! gl
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C . . b . TABLE 6.1 ' o,
SR . "EMAND" FOR JOBS BY TYPE OF CLUSTER AND SUBSTITUTION .. . ”
e . e ASSUMPTION AND "SUPPLY" OF WPRKERS BY TARGET GRQUP
: . , : AND TYPE OF PROGRAM ~ . ° ]
LT : ' . . AT . .
. bl . 2 r N A - . .
T - * !"pemand" (in millions) )
L ¢ “ o, ‘ Subsvt:j_.t:ution Assumption ‘
. Optimistie + . Pessimistic
‘ 2 . o . C,
Type of Cluster ’ . . ” s
. -* ! . . . A
) All Clusters 7.4 . 3.5
. ° Labor-intensive : 3.2 ., . 1.5 ’ X
’ Low-skill Co 2.5 S, L2
Low-skill, Labor - 1.5 ' 0.6
. Intensive o ! L.
YSupply" (in miilioifsz T
. & . -4 T4 ) .
. . . ' ) . ~___Type of Program
' . Structural- Structural
. , . . ._cyelieal - . only "
) Target Group ' ’
, - ‘Total, Unémployed < 7.1 4.5 oo
\p ' . and Underemployed |
7 1~ ! - . . t
- All Observed Unem- 4.6 X 25
ployed ) : . .
Long-term Unemployed 3.1 ‘ 1.2,
. &1l Low-gidill Un- g L7 - 1.0
. ’ employed c . , . .
. . Low-skill, Long-temm . 1.2 ., 0.5 ¢ LT
) T, Unemployed : :
.o» ‘ e "
&‘ X ,
’ ) - .
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3.5 million to’7.4 million jobs could be created both onsite and offsite by .f;M
) * . the 114 projects analyzed. Hereafter,cthis job—creatian will be referred tp ”/
- " as "demand." -Table 6.1 summarizes this demand for all clusters as well ag: ' ;
for particular subsets of clusters--labor-intensive projects, low~skilL
7 projects, and labor-intensive, low-skill projects. Demand in the su?%g;s ot_
} clusters is considerably lower, ranging from 0.6 to 3.2 million. ’

!

~

-‘\-\

- We repotted in Chapter V that, depending on the level of aggregate demand

and the tightness of the targeting, up to 7.1 million johs would have to be -

created for -the target groups for the- program. Hereafter, these job require- ",
LS ,‘ 4 . * -
ments will be,referred to as''"supply." Supply would be considergblyremaller , .-
for a structural program (no more than 5.7 million) or for smalier target
- v k4
» €

" groups (e.g., %.3 million to 3.1 million jobs for the long-tegm unemployed)f
Estdmates of supply (derived from Chapter V) are therefore presented’for

alternative target groups--low-skill unemployed, long-term udtmployed all

1
unemployed and all unemployed plus hidden unemnloyed and underemployed

- .

workers--and types of programs: (1) a structural program agsumed to operate
, even dnriné periods of high aggregate demand, and (2) a countercyclical

program expected té’trigger on when 'aggregate demand falls from lereis con-

-

) sidered to be "full employment."l

Note'again that these estimates of supply assume all members of * the
€

“target group would apply for the jobs created by the program. The actual

‘. " application rate will depend on such factors as thevwage,rate paid by these,
iy . . .
jobs, w7rk conditions, and expected returns to not applying for these jobs.
. 1 .
At present, little is known about the determinants of application rates to -

public job-creation programs. It is entirely possible that the target groups

l .
* ’ ’ Y \ ” ‘

H s

- , *» 1. The structural estimates assume an unemployment rate of 4 9 percent;
* the countercyclical program is based én an unemployment rate of 8.5 percent.

2y . «
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examined here will understate the actual demand for thesé jobs since, under
R ' v 4 '
., the appropriate conditious, the prgéram might induce people who are curréntly .

employed in private sector jobs or who are out of the labor forcde ‘to apply

-

for jobs a.lso.l ' - >, e : . ‘ -
v We ngin otr ‘analysis of feasibility by pompafing agg%egate’supply

availablé from alternétive=target groups to aggregate demand created (Both
;;site and ;%fsite) by alterndtive combinations gf project-clusters. Loo&ing’ ‘ %
first at supply for a structu{al and countercyclical program combined—-a 7 ‘
program thaF would fequire. a relat%vely large number of jobs to meet the;\
employment needs éf its cérget groupsr-rable 6.2‘shmmarizes our compafisons
for.an unemployment rate oé 8.5tperce;t, a relgtively high-rate given the
performance of the economy. in recént yqars;z

The table contains estimates of the difference between.snpply for a
pat."t’:’icular target',group and demand created. by a pqrticula:;. set of pr_qject-
bi&sters. A positive numbéf implies téatxthe projeét—cluster @;9 dot,create?

> - A

enough aggregate jobs and a negative number sﬁggests that the project—cluéter

- -

had created too many aggregate jobs. For this analysis, we assume that a

difference of less than 0.5 mfllion can roughly be considered ; situation

\f
of balance between aggregate demand and aggregate supply. ;
' ) : . ™ 1
When all clusters are considered, a balanced program appears attaimable
. £ )
for the target group designated total upemployed and underemployed. When the
: Wk ' Y : -
smaller set of labor-intensive clusters are considered, a rough balance is
. ‘ ’:.“ [
struck when the target group is the longiterm unemployeds, Low=-skill clusters
6( " * % o !
1. For :an intereéiing simulation study af the potent;al supply of appl}-
cants to a lowhwage public job-creation program, see Greenberg. - .
2. This would appear to be an upper bound on:what might be expected in ™

the future. Lower rates of unempIOymenc;bill'probab;y'producé smaller job-

3

" requirements and will alter our comparisops acdordingly. ,

v e . g L. L4
7 N [T - - ~
%




TABLE 6.2 v

3

3N,
&5 “w,

ESTIMATED AGGREGATE IMBALANCES? FOR ALTERNAT
BY TYPE OF GLUSTER, STRUCTURAL-CYCLICAL™
OPTIMISTIC FISCAL SUBSTITUTION Assumv@u

TARGgThmOUPS

o~

¢ . Low;sla.ll-,o .
All Clusters Labor-intensive Low=gkill Labor-intensive
—— g
Total unemployed’.-} © 0.3 " '4+3.9 +.6 +5.6
and underemployed ¢
Unénployed only ’ '
. [
All . -208 v +104 +2v1 +301
Long-term -4.3 ~0.1 0.6 +1.6
B . . . NI @ . .
Low-skill unemploged ) v . ’
enly i
" AL L -5 -1.5 -0.8 +0.2
Long-term -6:2 < =2.0 -1.3 -0.3
Y " . _ - /
Notes ' .

-
.

Imbalance defined as difference between supply“ and *"demand." Positive number

means excess supply; negafive.number. means excess demand.

.

»



e

job=creation. 7.

-1s slightly larger ﬁhan all observed unemploéed and is slightly'smalier

can also serve the long-term unemployed, but will nct be able to creaCe
enaugh jobs for cmﬁﬂi?n addi'tional 600,000 jobs will_be|neces§ary to meet the

.

job—requiremenfs cf this target group. Finally, when we narrow our focus to

only the low=-skill, labor-incensive cluster, "a rough balance’ is only possible

for the low=-skill unemployed.‘ Ce
’

TabIe 6.3 ccmpares aggregate job—requirements and aggregaCe job—potencial

S .

for “a purely structural program operating at a rate of unemployment of 4.9 per=

cent. When all clusters are considered che number of jobs creacad“gxceeds

job—requirements for all target groups. This implies ghac a'scrucCural pro-

.

sgram would require judicious selection from among the 114 projects used in

chis;analysis in order to create a rough balance between job-~requirements and

. ) -

When we narrow our focus to subsets®of clusters, weé find that it is
possible to attain a rouéh aggregate balance in a structural program for

t ;
some cargec groups. ‘Labor-intensive clusters are able to provide 700, 000

jobs more than idg necessary to balance wich the job-requirements of all

" observed unemployed. A rough balange can,be attained when the cargec group

< >

than total unemployed and underemployed. Low=gkill clusters are 'able to

provide enough aggregate jobs fcr all observed unemployed in a struccural

program. When  we further narrow our focus to the low=skill, labgr-intensive

‘ . . ' L
clusters, we find that a rough aggregate belgnce is struck for the long-term.

H

unewmployed. ~
Analysis of Tables 6.2 and’ 6.3 reveals that aggregaCe.Bocrlenecks, de-

fined as an excess demand, are more likely to occur:

s . !
¢ when more clusters are used to create jobs,
‘. when cargec groups are more narrowly defined,
A

e when a scructural program is being considered.

o

. .

T
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) - ' ¢ TABLE 6.3 ° A e
- ESTIMATED AGGREGATE DMBALANCES® FOR ALTERNATIVE TARGET GROUES
. . BY TYPE OF CLUSTER, STRUCTURAL iPROGRAM, _ A%ID . o
) ‘; s - . OPTIMISTIC FISCAL SUBSTITUTION XSSUMPTION L. e
. 4 - v - . .. . 4 o
. . ' . . S ’:’ g \" -
- : ', . X < Low=skill,
. All Clusters: ~Labor-intensive . Low-skill Labor-intensive
' Total unemplayed 4 -2.9. ‘ " +1%3 ' +2.0 +3.0 K
. and underemployed | ’ .7 . y
’ . e . - . _
‘Unemployed only ° - ' ‘J . -. . .
: . ‘ ;
. %9 . 0.7 0 .+ #1.0
\ . - - 3 N ;" . N -
Sl 4 ."6-2 ‘ -2.0 "'1'3 {0-3 *
Low-skill unemployed . ‘
only . .
] all - e abud . -2.2 -1.5 0.5
Long=ferm -6.9 i =2.7 . =2.0 " -1.0 )
S i ) ‘ . . ) e ,
[N - ) - k
Notes 4
o~ * : . ¢ . - . ) ! :
. %ImbaTance defined as*difference between "su 1y" and "demand." Positive number
means excess supply; negative number means gxcess demand. .
' bUnempg],oyment rate = 4.9%. - - v, Y
" - - ' ] . ’ ) * . h A
:cAll. job-creation funds ultimately spent. . \ . : o
* ;i . ‘ ‘ . ‘ ! : ' ‘-
Includes hiddea unemployed and underemployed. *

»~
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Our analysis- of .,aggregate "supply" and "demand" farrowed the set of - .

L 3

. . . & . . . LYY P
" feagible combinations‘of clusters and’ target groups considexaply. Table 6.4

. . . LT . e

pinpoints’ ghese combinations. Out of 40 possible combinations, oyly six

appear to be feasible on the basis of the aggregate supply" and "demand "

:
(SN ;

Three are concentrated in the low-skill, labor-intensi\ie clusters. Fov.? are .

: relevant to the combined structural-cyclical program. Inspection of Table 6.4

-

J

: gate balance may hide a considerable amount of imbalance wh‘en supply and

*

) Anallsis- by Skill . - - ( . '

-

suggests tha.t a basic structura.l program/might be derived from the low-skﬂ:l, ' \(
labor-inteisive clusters. These .could. be augiedfed by other low-sId.ll or
labor:-infensive" clus.ters to meet the additional'requirements fof job-creation. ‘ :
imposed by the struc'tural-cyclical ‘programe. ’ ‘ ~ ' '

» . - . z

The preceding section analyzed the differences between aggregate esti- -
mates, job-supply, and aggregate job—demand chluster and target group to Tt
determine where there was a rough balance. It found that ,such( anhaggregate
balance wa's frequently possible when subsets of cl,usters were matched with-
pa.rticular targeti groups. However, while aggregate balance is desirable, it
may not be sufficient to make these clusters feasible. A situation of aggre- .
demand for jobs are fm:ther disaggregated by skill. - . »'\ e

The possibility of such skill imbalancg:s is investigated ‘belo.S

confine our examination to\those six combinations identified in Table 6 4 ’/,' o

(3

as feasible on the basis of a rough balance between aggregate supply and

. @

aggregate demand . ’l‘able 6.5 smmarizes our findings. - - /

?

A genmeral pattern of shortages for, white—collar workers--prof‘essional- * L

-3

managerial and clerical-sales--and service,workers emerges. The most serious

L ' . ceo g

imbalance, la-sh‘ortage of 1.2 million} appears for. professional-managerial
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o  TABLE 6.4
Q@ - , ’ ; 3 (3 y )
T SUMMARY OF FEASIBLE COMBINATIONS OF CLUSTER AND ,
TARGET GROUPS FOR ALTERNATIVE JOB~-CREATION PROGRAMS ~
f :
-» N ! .
. \ . - . - -
. - Type of Cluster ‘
Type of Program v . : Low=-gkill,

and Target Group

Structural=cyclical
Total unemployed
and underemployed
Unemployed only

. ALl <

Long~temm
Low-skill only

ALl

Long~tem . '

-

Structural only -

‘Total unemployed |
. and underemployed

Unemployed only®*
A .
All -
Long=-term
“Low-ggill only

-

All
Long~tern

All clusters Labor'Intensive “Low-gkill Labor-intensive

Y ) .
* o
3 /
4 t -
L 4
4 * I
‘.

I3

’ ) A
‘e
, #* ,
) L 3
N r
%*
%*
/
N )
.
]
* .
* .
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TABLE 6.5 . ; .
¢ 1 ' » . 1
.. ' s OCCUPATIONAL IHBAIANCES™ FOR,FEASIBLE COMBINATION — ) . , . v
"l © * e oF CLUSTERS AND TARGET GROUPS l ' ]
. (in millions)
° Program-Cluster-Target Group
. N - Structural-cyclical Program - . Structural Only.
All Clusters, Labor~intensive Low-~skild, Labor-intensive Lov-skill, Low-skill,
.o Hajor Occupation , Total Unemployed Long~-t R Long~term ¢ All Un~ Labor~intensive, h
s Group and Underemployed Unegﬁlogd . All Low-skill Low-gkill esployed Long-tera Unemployed
X Professtonsl snd ~1.2 -0.8 ~0.2 0.2 . 40.1 < -0.1
Hanagerial N . N
Clerical and Sales -0.1 0.1 ' 0.1 -0i1 0.1 . 10 i
' 7 o . ' :
: Crefts 10.1 +0.2 < 40.2 10.1 40.1 + ) .-
; Operatives’ r o+, 40.6 40.6 40.4 40.2° ,40.2 40.1 "3
Laborers +0.1 +0.1 +0 -0 -0.1 g
Lo . . » . I o
Service Workera o -0.3 A\ 0.2 -0.3" 40.2 -0.3 * e
" Farw Workers T 40.2 .40 0 . 0 10 | +0 ‘ v
y u .o
Hotes: 1. "+ denotes excess supply; ."~" denotes excess demand. 1
- W H
Source: Appendix VIA, " - ; .
¥ ¥
1
. !
- ) . * i
. . .
i v :
. R ’ . - ; :
. E
. e - LS
1 , . - !
L.__.__ f i} A, k . «
ic 105 | ' |
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- workers when ail clusters are linked,with €he struccural-cycliéai program L.

for the total unemployed and underemployed. This shortage i3 almost offset

_ by 'excess supplies in all other. occupation groups (excepc clerical-sales)p

2\ .
(It is possible to alleviate all other’ shortagea appearing for all other

. - . ]
C e AT
"combinations by drawving on supplies* available outside of che carget gronp. ’
. .
‘ For example, the shortage of 200,000 professional and managerial workers
displayed in column '(3) for all low-skill unemployed as -the target-group ‘
* in the structural-cyclical program can be eliminaCed by hiring che from . v.
. -\ ‘
. the pool of non-low-skill unemployed professional and managerial workers )
I ] < T,
) available to the program. o . ‘ . ]
. ' T - ’ ) 1
N bk N . h
’ ' ’
. Y ’ '
‘ » " ’
j , . .
[ g ’ = : i
i - -
4 ’ a ’ 4 : ( *
< ‘ ‘ ' . J * . . R
- h —_ -
‘o . - , \
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) y ViI. 'ADMINISTRATIVE 'AND, OPERATTONAL tésmzs R
;' B “v— ‘v’ 4 - . . . . . N .; l
. We have argued that the feasibilit} of larée—scale countercyelical public \
] job-creation will depend ons (l) identifying "meaningful" tasgks to be adcom=
L U 'plished with these jobs and (2) providing adequate resources (wages, capitai,
k . ~
high- 2nd low-skill labor, training, and supérvision) th accomplish these tasks.
e - . . - ’ bl -
. " » These represent necessary but not sufficient condftions for a public jobs
' program to provide the means for large-scale éxpansion of public service or . A
) public works activities implemented at“the local level. This Chapter discusses b1
*a ‘broad range of administrative and operational issues that way serve to limits ‘ ¢
‘ NS . . Yo . A » .
the potential' of creating lafge numbers of jqbs in expanding publicly "supported .
' o . \ e A b £ ¢ . * . ‘ o
activities. , . “ <7
Ly , ', . . _
We present seven major issues and discuss in generaﬁ terms how each of -~ .
.these may limit”;he feasibilitptof large-scale public'job-creation. These
. _issues, drawn from the existing literature and from.our discussions with - ¥ ) ”
< . v < ,' -
s officials during our site visgzs, include: - . e -
) . 1. Ambiguous g'oals- ) - ‘. R ¢
) o »"2. Red tape, lack of technical’ assistance and poor* .
; I interagency coordination at’ the local level.
3. Lack of adequate ‘planning due to short lead time ) o
. and funding un%ertainty. Y N ’ - E
) o - ‘ A . .
> .o 4. Targeting employment opportunities. P Lt R N
[N . ' . B,
S 5, Lack of resources for training and supervision, -
R materials, supplies,’ and. equipment . Ct
. a 6. -Pressure group problems such ds private sector or ~ "
i _* union opposition. . ,
» . 7. Low tranmsition to un::%sidized jobs. = ' ' N - ‘ o

’

. [ . )
Where possible, we. link thesé issues to programs that might be. rendered less

A o o
(feasible 'because of them. .
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R Ambiguous Goals L N ' '
s 0 . ,Q.."_..‘. ) = Lo , . . P} . -
ot " The CETA legislation in general'an‘d the: PSE program in particulai' nave
v OO0 _— . .
. ‘ been -crd.ticized for having numerous and sometimes conflicting goals. Brandwe id
) . < dm his recent address to. the Society of Government Economists listed 17 goals . . >
N ‘. - ‘ LI o -
4 . .
o, . that PSE ‘programs sought to athieve) ﬁiseman and Kaél in their recent paper
"‘%_. . i for the National Commission for Manpqger Policy, stated that‘l 1 governqents
. . v =Y N ’ ]
Pl e were having diffi.culty in seeking qays to meet the divers Wous, and con~
) ‘flf"ting goals of ”the prog’ram. Some ®f m goals {ich PSE is currently .,
3 ‘addressing include: . - « o’ -F
e o . oL . o \ s P
) . o create meaningful jobs for the unemployed in a rapid mannmer, .
e aid to city, county,'and state governments to meet publit néeds,’ _ e -
' . o pr'ovide financial support td .activities of limited duration-:
- . ‘ ' 7, thereby reducing "phase ‘out" prgblems should the, economy . ’ o
. Y pick up and unemployment be redu‘giisignficantly, :
L * .e ‘provide needed services. that otherwise would b;e“un‘affordable‘, .
EUEN i P ) provide fiécal relief, to distressed areas, ' - S ¢
T e provide trai.ning and, job experience suffiéieht to aid persons
T e e - in "transitioning" into an’ynsubsidized job, .- . .
g T e provide "significant segments" of the population (minorities,'
. veteran$, women, etc.) with access to employment opportynities
uf Q%“ ' they otherwise would not have had, . S . ®
. X ' ¢ e .
. . | provide financial support for private non~pro£it cammunity .
N . organizations providing public Services, ) RASEIE Coa T
% - , N . . :

e, prcmote e.ffecf:,ive‘ "c:!,tizen participation” in the 1ocdd decision=
. making process régarding, the utilization of PSE funds by es- -, '
st , tablishment ‘of Manpower Advisoty Planning Councils. . .

'
.4

’I'huS‘, the local, county, and state government amd non-pi/ﬁt agencies .
. ) . '
* given reSponsibi.lity to Mpl‘ement the PSE program are faced wit:h a wide (o

»

variety of choices Qeking to address all the major goals.
%

s

. 'I'his impl.anentation problem does ‘not limit t"he feasibility of expanding, ! .

(,any one Specific program activity like housing, day care, or meals programs
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S , for the, elderlyu. Rather, it presents a more fundamental problem complicating

. | . . .

» ~ 4 - + ‘
711 . ’ the adninistnationl detisionmaking processes of the entire public job~ /(
. i -

%4 ) ‘
) creatio- effort at the local level. The result of, these wide ranging goals is L . .

- e ’

-

'-=e°they wish to ignore. The program, then, becomes a differ=-

K . / ent Rrog-; /ép each locality thereby making it difficult to monitor or evaluate

I3 L

either in its~present form or in an expanded form. In additiOn, t#e ambiguity

-

»

and diyersity of goals Trenders the progrmm 'less effective in,meeting any one

: of its goals than it ecould be with fewer and less often conflicting objectives.

4 ¢

Red Tape e ‘ : : . S, E‘J LT
~ ) . * = . ‘ ‘ P - - ’ )
A second implementation issue of general concertdegarding PSE programs

13 red tape and- the lack of effective technical assistance provided to local,
6 " county, andsstate governments, and community organizations participating in the:\& .

program. This problem was thé one that‘surfaced most frequently in our dis-

1
~ ¢

cussions with local officials and community representatives during our field
s‘" ”

visits.l It is especially,acute in the,PSE program since its rules and regu- f

.. lations have changed often over the past few years. This general issue does .. i
J  not limit the feasibility of expanding any one'particular program through PSE,

. such ag expanding energy conservation,activities‘or increasing the number of S
\/ i ) . N . »
’ teacher’s aides. Howevel, red-tape relafed problems could limit the feasiblity

of expanding‘public job-creation programs in séveral'ways. First; the local,
D county, and state4governments (prime sponsors) may not be able to. provide the

- . assistance necessary to instruct and aid public service agencies in £illing
out the pecessary application fomms, and understanding-the proper regulations = .

. in reporting’their use of job-creation funds. Thus, local agencies (public
Ty - - : : ¢

. l. A detalled summary of the findings from these site visits on adminis-

& trative and implementation igsues can be found in Rubenstein (1978b).

- N »




and private non-profit) may ‘not be willing or able to participate fully in

A LI

creating Jobs for the (unemployed” due to redd-tape related problems. A partic=

ular example from our field visits can make the issue more vivid. Adminisdf

trators of PSE programs in two rural count!es visited reported that their

inability to provide technical assistance to social service and other agencies
under their jurisdictiou was the major reasod“they failed to meet their hiringﬁ\

objectiveés (Rubenstein, 1978b). To the extent red tape stifles participation

_in the program, the feasibility of a large-scale expansion of public job-

creation ‘efforts is limited. Second red-tape related problems of the govern-
ment bnreaucracy in general, and the PSE program in particular, mgke it more
difficult for a government agency or non—profit organization to achieve inter-»i

ageticy coordination using PSE funds. The'need for linking PSE funds with

»
-, o d

.other local government and non-profit program activities in an efficient ‘

mdnner will grow as pnblic job—creation efforts are‘expanded. Thus, to some
extent, the feasiblity\:f expanding puhlic_job«creation efforts conld_be
l%éited byrttg variety of implementation problems related to red:tape; lack
ofnadequate technical aesistance, and the difficulty in acpieving effective

interagency coordination utilizing public job;creation funds.-

e ’ £

' Inadeq;ate Environment of Effective Planning

-~

A third general operational issue that may ser’Ge to limit the feasibility
of a large-scale expansion of public jobs programs is ome that has plagued
past efforts to create jobs for the unemployed. = This problem=-the lack GE"
adequate planning due to “short le time and funding.uncertainty-limits ‘
the feaﬁibilitp'of a wide garie of activitieg. Genenally'speaking; 9h°r;..

leadtime limits the feasibility of activities that require sophisticated or

long=-range pl




A

-¢ efforts to a large scale while al‘loiwing‘ short keadtimes and year to year

L

e T i v "
job—creation programs effectively prohibits the fse of PSE funds for activ-

-~
491

-ities that are’ 3oing to require more than one year to implemen + For ex\a\mple,

short leadtime will limit the usefulhess of PSE funds in expan!ding such activ-

ities as the building of physioal structures or the carrying out of social
service programs for which plans” are mot already developed. Short lead-

&
. time and funding® uncertainties also limit a government or non-profit agency

from being able to design and ,implement activities which are large-scale

-~y

(employ over 50 persons) due to the leadtime required to coordinate such an

\ e

effort and the problems caused by having- to phase out the effort: within one

"~

year. "I.'hus, Wwe see potential bottlenecks, coordination problems, and ‘poor

planning as the aldost inevitable :gesults/ of expanding public job-creation

.O - . ’ (I,

" funding.

-~ . . .
. V4 .

[3

. T.argetingLRestriétiousn * ' N

-

A fourth general issue regarding PSE programs that is significant in ¥

assessing the ;fea.sibi.lity of & large-scale expansion of public job-creation

programs is ' targeting. Targeting, rtefers to the setting of eligibility

: requ.irements for those w’ao cann(leg*ally) obtain jobs through a public employ-

ment program‘. Targeting has shifted dramatically over the life of PSE programs

since 1971, focusing more recmtly on person;; who are unemployed IS weeks

, or—=~Ionger or, ecqnomically disadvantaged. One of the main concerns regarding
z. 4 .’ . - . *: s
targe‘ting is. - ‘ o «e;"

~ '

‘% Th an expanded public jobs program that is targeted to

. certain persons among the wmemployed, can persors who

— are ineligible for the program be effectively prfvented -
~,  from getting these jobs? ;

s
. v »

) A

-t
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The current- evidence is naot favorable. Aigrecent General Accounting
- - ‘1(1

o - Office s‘tudy citing a Department of Labor, audiEtatm that "the rate of
- N . b

) ineligibles for the ‘ritle Vl’ program may be as \ gh as 10.8 percent (GAO,
£ L WA
R .‘4). This la@k of an effective system to verify eligibility of potential .

© el A .;.,

. .participants, unless remedied, could prove to be a serious constraint on the ’?z)

> ) o ability of a ]barge-scale PSE proram to target the’ jobs created for per:sons A
- . most in’*ne{e‘d. -, .
~ A second main concern regarding targeting is, -to the extent that the

PSE program is restricted to the long-term unemployed who are economically - . ,"
disadvantag'ed, the persons eligible to participate in the program will be |
- ’ predominan;ly low skill. Many badly needed public service and public works

| Lt actiVities will require some high-skill workers and supervisors (in addition
. o 4o large numbers of . low-skiil persons) 1if they are to be expanded. 'I,'hus, /

restricting a public jobs program to low-skill workers may render some activ-

ities listed in this report infeasible. In addition, it could limit ‘the

useiulness of the program to those who gain jobs by severely limiting the. .

\ -

. opportunities td receive’ proper supervision, adequate training, or ‘the expe-

o

' rience of working with‘ a.relatively skilled person.

b zRestrictions on Spending ‘ v : ‘ 2

- * The fift,h major -issue also results fro:n the restrictive nature 0f dome of v

v.  the regulations of theacurrent PSE program. 'l'hese regulations state that 85 '
Lo percent of the total fuuds for the program must go to wages. The implenenta-
»
e tion problem that this raises is that a wide variety ‘of activities cannot be ‘

undertaken utilizing public job—creation funds because they either requi;e too,

-
S, b

much money for necessary materials, supplies, ‘and equipment costs, or demand

too much administ_ra,tion, supervision, and'training related e:p,ense to be‘.paid
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) fully figm public jobs funds. The restrictive nature .of the'funding, as 4t

now stands, could serve to limit the feasibility%of the humber of public

Service and public wotks activit:ies that could be implemented under a""public '

jobs program. ) - ) s T )

)
- . .

Political Opposition from Pbessgre'crpups ' . .

. . '

- A siﬁch major operational issue that could render the ekpansion of some
. . \

. public service or public:qorks activities infgasible is what we call "pressyre

group" problems; For example, in cases where expansion of public éer¢ice or,

public works activities can be expected.to reduce che revenues of profic

!
making enterprises, these companies, their lobbyists, and tepresentatives will
fight hard to prevenc expansion of‘the accivity. 1f a union perceives that
its membership could be adversely affectdﬁ by expanding a public service or
public works acCivity through a public jobs program then it will fighc to
curtail Che program. Unions often fear that people.Supported by a public jobs
program who are being paid less than the uuion wage&yill take over some of the

e

. functions cuxrently performed by ugion members and either drive ‘them ouc of

a

»

work or cause a lowering of union wages through the compeciciCOn. Thus, where

unions are strong, they may seek td prevent local units of §overnmenc from’
~ -’J
undertaking activities with a public jobs\;}ogram that are in any way similar

to the ﬁunccions performgd by union members of the area. K

1 .- e

Trinsition to Unbubsidized Employment o .

A fipal. operational issue of concern to those considering a large-scale

. . t * " ' ’ - «
expansion of public jobs. programs is the ability of workers to gain tnsubsi-
dized jobs (in either the public or pgivate sactor) afcar they haVe been a
participant in a public jobs program for a given’ pericd of time. Little

suSCainable evidence exists as tb the succes (or latk of success) that currenc

" LI . '

‘/;:

-t

¢
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'{ . PSE participants are having in securing unsubsidizedijobs upon copletion of

a subsidized period of employment. One wpuld expect that persons holding
. ~ . t T
‘,subsidized jobs which do not provide transferable skills, positive wWwork  « ‘
Yy v

ﬁ
attitudes, or knowledge of other employment 0ppotunities are going to have:
little success in finding unsubsidized employment eve7 after holding a .

:; publicly subsidized job. Howeveﬂ because of the paucity of- research on

this issue and the lack of knowledge regarding’individual local labor ] <

market future needs, little can be said regarding the public job-creation

~ S .

activities that will lead to high tramsition rates and the ones that will

tot. In a general sense_though,‘a large-scale public job-creation effort

-

must devote significant resource;hto'transition since the inability of a

‘public jobs program “to result in the gaining of unsubsidized emplqyment by
S its participants would signify the failure of the program to meet one of
its most often quoted objectives.

. ~ As noted earlier, there is no’ basis for us tg pass judgment on the
v . )

current level of transition, which activities prodote it, or which activties -
do not contribute to it. Whether this isswe would become a major source of
probfems in adufnistering a<large*scale public'jobs program is not certain, ’ .

but the potential exists “for™ it to limip severely the‘;success" of future

'jobs programs if we are to measure them by thid criterion.

L4
’ ~ 4

Linkinq Issues to Projects - : o A

I
[

Y

~ "a,, - . ’
e we have presented the majox ﬁnplementation problems that were raised by

-

previous researcheand that surfaced during our site visits and have discussed \d

. . . . . - '} F 2 ¢ .
them in a gemeral manner. Now, we attempt to link, where possible, some of ’-
. ' these issues with some of the activities that we have suggested as viable candi-

! - .. [
dates for&E§pansion. This section attempts to shaw how erpanding'certain acgivF’

1
‘ Al

ities could be rendered less’ feaq}ble due to expected implementation pro;l;mst\ﬁ -

e @t “t . * . . ] '
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» '; " 'me implénenqacion problems focused~ on in this-seccion include' (1) tar-

B < ‘. get:].ng e{nploymenc Opportuniciea, (2) lack of resources for t:raining, superv‘i‘

) sion, ~mat:Frials, supplies, and equipment:, and (3) pressure group problems. The

'mb,jor a,etivicie,s whoge expansion may. be rendered less feasible due to ome or ) \

w, - * ..
2 Qore of t:he:se implenentacion problems anlude° - , ‘\
- . © o Education and School Related Activities - F .
. ': ' o‘ ‘Er.xergy- Conservarion RN : . L . 3 .' " ’
) > : e Envirommental Programs . P ‘

e Housing and Public Housing Related Activities

: ' & Local Govermment Supported Buildings and . -
‘ - Public Works ) . ‘ . .-
- e Social Services. . : ’ / o

-

The expected problems 'and their linkage; with specific pro&ra& areas are sum-

mariéed' in Table,7.‘lv. and discussed bele‘rg. '
. S TABLE 7 1 -
ADMINISTRABIVE AND ORGANIZATIONAL mom.ms
BY SE]'..ECT%D PROGRAM AREAS .

il

Yack f Ragources Pressure

i

i Targeting Lack &f Resources
Employment for Materials, rain g and Group
) . - Opportunities  Supplies, and on - . Problems
‘ : ‘Equipn‘lenc : &
ot Education ‘ X ‘ \ X .
_ . . . . ' . ‘
Energy .o ' ‘X , X -
- -Comgérvation o < .
.. i ’ S . s \ r A -,
Eavirommental = ., 7 S ! L. ' _
M Programs e ) : - \ . - ’ :
Housing X Y X, ' . X, ' ) S
Activities ' o . : T
- " Public Wopks - X Cx ’ > A X .

. . '
Social Services . = X . . . -’x’/




will require professiomal skills and if future’ public Jobs programs ‘a.r'e'ore'- L2

t b X
4

¥
] al.,-‘ et

. help create large numbers of jobs under a public jobs program 1is limited. due

ot o ' an - - - -
Y v i - 91 :

. f' . LR .. -
fa . ’ . L - . =
ducation ) ' - . . . - :

. Earlier in this report e estimated that over 1,2 million employment "
i o
opporttmities “could be created in education xelatgd services to meet public

needs. Two implementation issues discussed above may reduce the actual

é

number' of jobs that can be cre,ated in the field of education through a publice

jobs program. ‘The first’ issue is targeting., A large percentage of the jobs
\ . A -

stricted to those with low-skill levels then there will be a skill imbalance, .
. 4 ) .
between the available workers and the skills demanded by the jobs created. ’
. ’ - .

The lack of resources allowed for training and supervision of persons

‘

hired under public jobs programs also may serve to limit the number of addi- _

-

tional low-skill workers that schools can abosrb. At present, schools must ~ . r
. - - . ) . -2 - )
stretch their. existing resources to meet the supervision and training needs of

new(an.d primarily. low-gkill e"mpléyees made available to them by PSE. The °

ability of school districts to use even more of their own Sscarce resources to.
11 i R PN -~

EREIN

" to the less than rosy financial picture of school distri-cts. 'l'hus, two

kY

features of cu;rent employment programs—--targetifg and lack of resources for

training and supervision-—could limit the feasibility of creating large
- . - [ : . B

v

numbers. of jobs in the field of education through a public jobs program.

I'4

Energy Conse:.‘vation o SR T %,

~ for training and supervision.. Many of the energy. consex:'vation activities that !

T we have suggested as viable candidates for enpansion wiil require that persons

aa

Two issues could limit the feasibility of expanding energy conservation . !

* [

acti;wities uader a public jobs program. The ﬁirst issue is one that alsov niay; ’

limit the potential for job-creation in education. It is the Tack ofvresource's

* i 3

-

o~




, carrying out these jobs br given both training and supervision by those knowl=-
edgeabl_.e'in t‘lzxe fie}._c_i._ Sgcocd, some of“_tite ene’rgy conservation acttivities
that we heye suggested, such as weatherization of houses and.buildings, will ;

.'require ‘subs.t:antial funds for matérials, ,supplieé., and equipment. These,
B funds are not provided’ :Ln current jéb;creation prggr‘a‘n‘:s' and, if_fm;d.? -are
:‘ - _ not made available for non-wage costs under an expanded ;;ubli“c jobs program,
activities such as this ‘one end others to be discussed below will ?ot ”oe able -

-~ -
~

»e

to be expanded .to a large scale.”

W

»
&

Environmental Programs

4

This same issue——lack of funds for materials, supplies, and equipment--
" could limit severely the potential £4r creating large aumbers of employment

opportimities in expanding envirommental and soil comservation programs. Many

-

of these activi;:ies, including” recycling of glass, paper, a.luminmn and other
. materials, goil conservation programs, and timber 8tand iuzprovemeuts, require B f

. .gubgtanfial resources for equipment and car;not be financed by a program that

-

restricts the use of its funds for non-wage'costs to 15 pergent of the total ' ‘ )

budget. - " - - .

s/Bousing Activities 9 . - L. : -
* _As shbwn in Table 8.1, each of the -four major dmpleznentation issues A

? -

.t

discussed in this section could reduce the actual mmber of emplcym,ent oppor— )

tunities that eould be created in housing related a.ctivities from the large L

Y .o -

mmber that we estima.te could be created in order to meet public needs. _' ) .
< g Targeting a public obs pfogram 040 restrictively could keep out tl# . -‘

sld.lled’workers necegsary to supervise and .perform some of the essgnrial

+ work :l;n housing rehabil:itation. Second,‘ we.estima_te that non~wage colsts_l

- - -
h s -

‘ (-'."9.‘:‘““;”’1;13' supplies, and equipment) will be 50 perceht of the total [, e
L 2N ‘ ) 4. {' 4' . ) . ‘é . . .. .

- -
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« ' ‘cost of expfqding this program. Thus, restric<ing non-wage costs to 15 percent

- of, t:ot:al cési:s limits its feasibility. Third, if at:t:emp't:s are made t:o utilize
low-sld.ll workers t:olthe maximum extent possible,  then resqurce; will be needed '
to provide training a.nd supervision of thegse workers by more, sld.lled workersS.

r

the final product co:ald be poorly constr:xcte_d. Finally, a new issue-preSSu
',group pﬁropiens--g:quld': ]:'imit: the expansioo of t{ousi,ng' relat:ed'eif.o:ts, On the
oae hand, unions cov.tld fear that noo-union, lowe'r, wage publiely subsidized
rkers could adVersely affect: cheir wages and‘ job securicy. On the ot:her hand,
::Svace developers, home bu:i,lders, and ot:her profit: making ’companies could fear -
a reduction in their businesses and profit:s if t:he government sought .to e_xpand
housing rehabilitat:ion' efforts 'significantly' Thesé pressure group problems '
, ‘ .

- are likely t:o be reduced t:hrough providing housing rehabilit:at:ion assist:ance

to ,:he poorest families who could mot obtain it onm the privat:e market. through

: profit: .making compagies utilizing high wag_e union labor. o ST ) R
Public work's - - ;T e

- .
s
.

The same four 'issues are relevant regarding expansion of public works y
projects, although the pr\e:sure gfoup problems will not be as significant:. { | ¢
We.estimafe that nearly two-thirds of the jobs creat:ed t:hrough public” work$

activities will require skilled persous and that mat:erials ,costs can be as} .

"
high as 90 pergent of ‘the t:ot:al cost of che project:. Thus, expansion of

Jc’

L

public wotks act:ivit:ies, like expanding severalt,housiqg related activit:ies, _

N ‘., -will reqpire a public jobs program that is flexible enough to be’ able to . ‘ -
' ' address all four major implenentatﬁu@.sues raised here plas -the issues - N ) .
. ’ . J:aised earlier in this Chapt:er, especially short leadt:!.me and year to year ) :

*

.
-
e
-

f}hding unceminty. C ) , ;»' N .
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; Generally speaking, social service activities can be expanded without ’ *

large materials, suﬁplies or equipment costs, or creating serious pressure
.- v - ”, ‘N
- ’ ’ groups problems.l However, expanding social services for groups such as the
. '.blind deaf, mentally recarded, and elderly on a large scale will require¢, o

- using che services of, a subscancial number of skilled individuals currently
T )
not eligible for public job—creation programs (since they have not been - '
’ - -

employed 0T economically disadvantaged) In aédit:ion, while the use oﬁ.ﬁarge
numbers of low-skill workers in expanding social_services is desirable and | p
A feasible (from a public jobs‘nrogram point of view); these yorkers will require
training and supervision in order to carry out many oﬁ_tbeir jobs effectively.
.The feasibility of expanding the large number of social servites that we have
/j§i—- 'suggested as viable candidaces for public job-creacion activities will chere- ; (

fore depend i/’large patt on rhe ability,of che jobs program Co‘provide the

[N

social service agencies with adequate numbers of skilled and supervisory

»

personnel and the financial resources necessary to train and supervise che

*low~-skill workers. ! o . .

4
. . Conclusjon. R ‘
*
. . L

*  'We have discussed some of the major administrative and operational issues
that may’ limit the feasibility of a large-scale expansion of the job-creation

T '.,_{activicies suggested {n‘chis report. The severity of the impact of these
3 ",' ’ ’ ; v, ~‘ : -
¢ issyes will vary from local area to local area and among program activities.

"1, There are excépcions." Meals on wheels programs require 50 percent -
of their total costs to go, to non-wage items such as food, transportations’

. . etc. and a large-scale expansion of this activity could raise pressure group

- .- . pEoblems by profit making food and restaurant’tompanies. .. ’

[ '
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Pour issues could limit the potential scOpe and effectiveness of any activity )

expauded under publié jobs’ programs Theygare ' . o .
N ) 1. Ambiguous goals of public job=creation programs ' -
) f §2. .Red tape, lack of technical assistance, and poor inter- -
- agency coordination using public. job~creation funds. - - .
. 3. Lack of adequate planning ‘due to short leadtime and
- funding uncertainty. . /’ L
4. Low tramsition to unsubsidized jobs. .

: )
Four other issues were discussed and examples of “how each of these issues

could limit -the job=creation potential of specific activities were presented.
L .

. Tﬁese issues include:

1. Targeting. . . ! ! .

“

R _ 2. Lack of funds for materials, supplies, and equipment.
= 3. Lack oftfunds for s;pervisionxénq training. )
‘!4. Pressure group problems ;, p
h . These fir;al four issues and the examples that we have provided show
clearly how a public jobs program must be flexible if it is expected to
pravide financial assistance to the 233 different activities that we have >
B identified in this~gtudy, The first four issues attest to ths\féct that a
¢

’; ’  conditions in order to be well managed and effective. ~

. large-scale expansion of public joBs'programs musgt meet a basic set\of pre=

-

These isgues do' not render a large~scale expansion of public job-creatdon

programs infeasible. Rather, we have raised them in a manner that sheds light

- on how to rectify ghortcomings of..current PSE programs in order to improve them

-~

'

Qhether they are carried on at the current level or expanded greatly.

v
-

% . C ¢
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‘,' ) ) . . 'VIIl:' FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND POLICY .
T T . -, ~ RECOMMENDATIONS .. T

z . _4 {, . S . ’:_~ ..

S " .The purpose of this study.was to assess the feasibility of large-scale,‘

s P )

<. . countercyclical public job—creationr’ Our umjor concern was with the agsertion
R ' that such a program was limited in its potential capacity to expand by the

- , amount of meaningful activity it could support. In other words, we wanted to

“ t

*
. determine how much such programs could be enlarged before "make-work" activ-

B

. .. ities would appear. An’ additional concern was with‘tﬁé‘cnaracteristics'of
" the activities that would be supported by such a program~-their labor-

intensi‘ty, the number of jobs they would provide, the skill composition of
e ' these jobs, their costs, etc. A final¥concern was the ranking of these
activities with respect to some notion of social priority and’ with possible .

administrative and organizational igsues that might pose significant barriers
o, the implementation of these activities. :

\
“ e .o~

. Earlier studies produced estimates of onsite job-creation potential that

« Ex

\l A

ranged betweens300 thousand and 5.3 million, depending on the scope of activ-
& - ’
ities and jurisdictions examined and the methods used to generate estimates.

Qur efforts were more comprehensive than these past studies because: (1) they

>,

examiged all actiyities at all levels of government; (2) considered both
omsite and offsite job-creation; (3) compared skills reqtiired by the jobs
. Y ]

- with skills available to identify potential skill-bottlenecks; and (4) we

. — » ,
built into our estimates possible'batriers to implementation expected to

. - ”arise from administrative or organizational factors. ¢ .

«
e Y ot

The study identified 233 potential job-creation act£11ties in 21 differ—

ent program. areds.,. This list of activities,™together with a description of
-’

L 3
their characteristics, should previde.valuable guidance to prime sponSors and

other program administrators charged with the respousibility of developing ‘

96 | ot

e | 122

~
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johrcreation activities. The largest numbers were in ‘the following program

. : areas: pnblic works (37), environmental quality (3l), education «n, social :
R . . ¢
PR ‘services (27), and criminal justice (24). From these, estimates of onsite

4

jobs\and costs could be generated for 115 activities- These llS activities

¥ a \

were estimated to be capable of generating around 3 million onsite jobs at a
; - cost, of $46 billion, or a cost per onsite job of slightlkaore than $15 000.
1é ;, These per-job costs ranged from as low as $8 000 for cultural activities
(incan#ng museuns and public libraries) to as high as<$41 OOO'for public .
works. Eleven of the 21 program areas generated activities which, on aVerage, 4

- 'could be considered "labor-intensiv (i.e., at least 70 percent of \heir

» -

v total costs’ are 1abor costs), and eleven’ could‘he cansidered "1ow-skiil"

(1.e0, at least 70 percent of the onsite 1ob slots can be filled by unskilled
’ P

laborers or service w?rkers-~the lowest-paying occupation classes). 4bout 40 *

percent.of all.onsite jb@s--or l.Z.million jobs==can be;considered low-skills

- * - 3

0f ¢ urse, a large ngmben of additional omsite jobs could also be created,py

the llih?rojects for which estimates conld not. be generated. These estimates
o£'potential job-creation should thereﬁone, be considered qpite conservative.

-~

It is reasonable togconclude, therefore, that at least 3 million onsite\jobs -
are capable of béing §enerated under a large-scale public job—creation pro-

. ... gram and that more than 1.2 million of these jobs can be filled by “1ow-skill"

, . . o .
workersf AN _ :
M_" .-‘i - - ” = N v A

N . v * 0 [ 4 : . . ’ :
. < The estimated number of:onsite and offsite jobs that can be generated

rd

*.varied according to the assumption adopted aboﬁb fiscal substitution and
‘ - ’ §l - . 3

. whether the resources freed by sﬁch substithtion-are ultimately spent. The \ f

- e« . ) L4 . -

~ ' ~ M .
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S ;, o ,substitutiqn are spent. An estimated 3.5 million jobs are,createdjunder the I
pessimistic’scenario and 7.4 million jobs are created under the ontinistic |
) A“scenario. The effect of these additiomal jobs is to lower the coSt.per job

created from $15,000 (for onsite jobs) to approximately $5, 800 (under the .

- -

; "\§\;\ optimistic scenario) or $12 100 (under the pessimistic scenario) for both
‘!. . ) ’ 7 :.' . ‘,, - [

onsi&eﬂiﬁd offsite jobs.

o

EPEI AP

- S .Mbreover,lthe characteristics of jobs created offsite differed noticeably

A from jobs created omsite. For example, while low-skill jobs constitute over;
40 percent of the onsite jobs, they represent ouly 15 percent of the offsite

¢ jobs. Thus, one effect of offsite job-creatiom is to lower'the percent 06#

£y ‘ - . ¥

jobs that can be filled by low-skill workers from over .40 percent to on17-25~<

percent. " T .
The actual number of low-skill‘jobs that are capabié'of being;generated

increases from 1.2 million to over' 1.8 nillion (under'the optimistic scenario);

(d:::::> it falls to slightly less than 900 thousand under the peSsimistic scenario. |

’ A major conclusign to be drawn from these findings is that, because
.offsite employment effects of these activities is'substantial and because '

Q. ~ these jobs differ in characteristics from onsitéﬁgobs4:inferences about the '
average costs and targeting effectivehess of Soblcreation proérams should not

o - be drawm from onsite,job-creation and cost data.oniy.. ,:if; N ’L:

It is reasonable to assume that, ultimately, all job—creation funds will

. be spent (although, in the short_run, some funds_freed by‘fiscal susbstitution

AN

. might not)- "Thus, it can be comcluded that'at least 7.4 million jobs can be_

created at an average cost of roughlv $5, 800 per "{ob and that at least 1. 8 A

‘million of these 4obsg (aoproximatelv one—fourth of the total) can be filled

<

e T by’ lowegkill workers.




. The characteristics of the supply of workers a.vailable to fill these ) -

RN <. -

jobs will depend on the targeting obj ectives of the progra.m. Recent experience

] -

teveals a sc zophrenic or inconsistent ‘attitude toward these objectives in

] .
which emphasis has shifted back and forth between targeting on the structurally e
. unemployed and targeting on the cyclically unemployed. Policymakers have not

. 3 -

. been able to make up their minds about whether these job=-creation programs ought
- )

to b serving structural or countercyclical objectives, although the most re-
_ cent’ changes in the program have tended to push it in the structural direction.
. B . . ’ P
Given this ambiva.lence about goals, estimates of the supply of workers avail-

=

able for these programs were produced using alternative aggregate demand

conditions.‘ éstimates for a structural program Ve;;e generated for a "struc-
) tural"'*program at an unemploymjnt rate of 4.9 p_e%cent and for a "counter- A ’ )
cyclicalt; pro;ram at an unemployment 'rate of 8.5Lpercexxt. 'I.'he estimaetes we‘r'e\\ -

I3

further disaggregated into five target groups: (1) a,global estimate, which .
included all observed (or measured) unemployed, all hiddeh ‘unemplﬂoy‘ed, and .

all underemployed wor:kers_; (2) all measured un_employe.d; (3) all long-term

measured unemployed; (4) all low-.-slq;ll 'measured unemployed; and éS) low-skill,
long=term measured unemployed. The estim‘ates were conv,erted into full-year=- '
equivalent- numbers to account for. within-year turnover an.d to make them |

-

. i comparable to the estimates of the number of jofhs _greated. Full-year equiv- 5

alent supply ranged-from 0.5 million to 5.7 mil§U.0n Q the structura.l progra;n,,w

' and from 1.2 million to 7 l million in\ the countetc?clical program, depe .

on the target group. Of these, low-sld.ll full-year-iequivalents numbered

s ,%goughly from 0.5 million to 2.4 million ﬁthe struc&ural program “and from ) \ | .
1.2 million to 2 8 million in the countercyclical program.

*.  Potential labor ~market bottlenecks were assesseg comparing the number

‘/ of full«-year-equivalent workers available for jobs to ttie number of jobs ‘
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created bv the iis gctivities for which estimates were made in this udy, |

The comparisons were made using job—creation estimates under the "optimistic".
7' o~. o . :l,
{

scenario for four alternative combinations of activities and five alter
"\,:

v

native target groups. Separate comparisous were madé for the structural pro-

gram and for the countercyclical program. The activities used to estim

h -

l L job—creation were capable of generating more than enough jobs to satisfy he

&
employment reqnirements of the most global target group in the countercyclical

e

'program. A for;ior ’ these activitiés can be expected to generate more th
e = — i ) ; g :

- 4 . ‘ - » : ;,..-x
enough jobs for any less global target group for this program or for any g_
5 - 0 . : B : .

?.

ma«/-m...;f g—"’"

target group in thekstructurai program. - The resultant bottlenecks are’

distzibuted across aIl occupations. “The, obvious conclusion tolbe dravan from

[}

this findini’is that_any attempt to implement all of the activities that

generated thegjgb-creation estimates ‘ugsed in this studv is likelv to produce

labor market'imbalances‘that could be inflationarv and that a judicious

-

" selection-from aﬁo;%_these\activities would be desirable.

When subsets of activities are examined, they are found to be suitable
Al 1 - . . " '
L to particular target groups. Labor-intensive activities create an aggregate

number of jobs that roughly balances the full-year?equivaleht supply available
~i.

in the target group of long-term unemployed worker in the countercyclical )

.programe. Labor shortages of 800, Ooolgnd 300 000 full-year equivalents appear

ffor professional-managerial and service workers, respectively-however, these .

A [

shortages tan be éliminated by drawing from the supply of unemployed or
undereﬁ’loyed workers who are mot paél of this target group. ' ‘ h

Low-skill activigi:s generate an aggregate.number of jobs that”roughly '
balances with the target grotp-of low-skill workerSsin the countercyclicai
program- Shortages appear for professional—managerial workers (200, 000),

clerical and sales workers (100 000), and service workers (200 000) However,

1 . . % -
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Si', B %} these shortages can also be eliminated by drawing from the SUPPIY °fﬁ\h ' ';" ’
] S ¢ '

ployed or undereﬁployed workers who are not part of this target group.

, " . Finally, the low-sld.ll, labdt-intensive activities generate an aggregate -
Ehie , P .
nﬁmber of jobs that roughly balances with the job-requirements of the target {” :

l
TR

grouﬁ;of low-skill'unemnloyed in the struc;ural proéram.‘ Shortages apnea:'for

. professionalémanagerial équers (lO0,000),zlaborers.(lb0,000), and se;vice

f} " workers S300,000Q. Again, these shortages can be eliminated b¥ drawing fnogj‘ é .
N ;'A the. stpply of‘nnem?lcﬁgd andfunderemplqyed workers who are not part of this %@ ]
target group. X : . o j’ . . Eg

7 * From these ﬁiﬁdinzéfége can conclude that the low-skill, labor-intensive ! :

S AL LA LA AL LA A)

ol %

activities used. to grod&ce estimateg of {o b-creatiou in this studv can sgerve

73
as gﬁe foundation of a structural program targeted on the long-term’ or the -

low-skill unemp oved. Additionai 1abor-intensive activities would be requ red

; for a countercyclical program targeted on the long:term unemployed. Other

. B L3
activities would be required for a codntercyclical program targeted on the

-

* most_global giggpr-the measured and hidden enegploved and the underemployed.

* These conbinationéfcf activities _appear to/(be feasible“on the baske of 1

R groviding meaningful work and (2) not groducing labor market bottlenecks.
o 9\ Priorities among brogram areas were established on’ the basis of judgments? 5 f

by public officials and.cammunity representatives about: (l) excess demand

- o O A e e es s -
- N
v’ —

for’phblic services, and (2) changes in activities that might result from an
. , - ".' e ——

j - inczease or a>decrease in federal funéing.' First, areas identified as areas
. .: N of excess demand by at “least 20 percent of officials and representatives
| were isolated. Then, from among those areas, the’ ones selected by at least T
10 percent for increases with additional federal funding, and the omes selected

by a large number oﬂ»officials~and representatives gor increases rather than

. . : ) . . ’ . . L
-

* for decreases were isolated. The areas that met all of these tests were B

. B I - . ‘ L .
«. ' .defined as priority areas,/’zﬁ g .
. . : -
Q , * ! & '

’
9
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The area of environmental qualfry met the test for all public officials ’

. and representatives examined. The Eollowing areas met the tes; for all offi~

.ciale and repregentatives except elected pubiic.pfficiale: ! “.
' \ s housing, S o
e health, ' . .

Y - L)

‘e« criminal justice. s

~ . -

r'd

“Thesecgreaé provide roughly one-sixth to one-fifth of the 3 million jobs

created by the activities identified in this study.

zé is difficult to draw policy conclusions from these findingg. The offi-
f . ,

“cials and representatives whose judgments are reflected in these priorities

- vt &

' were not necpssarily a representative sample. Moreover, even if they were,

"given‘priority in the selection P{?°353 1f all projects are not feasible.

<

they do not necessarily reflect a consensus about social priorities from all
members of their communities. Thus, these findings must be viewed cautiously.

Nevertheless, these data Suggest that activities in these areas might be

e
P L}

-

¢ .

‘ ! -
Adginistrative and operatipnal issues were examined on the;basis of’'an

extensive literature review and from information acquired during the course

of ou? fieldwork. The following issues were identified: as potential barriers-

to effective ﬁnpiemen;atipp of activities funded ‘under a large-scalegpublic

. , :
job=creation program: “

» - [
-——t e P R

‘s e ambiguous program goals,

— , e f. -
‘ e red tape, ~ ‘ \A* . .
, . o . inadequate time for planning,
.9 targeting, s
. : vy
B ¥ e inadequate ressvurces for.training, supervision, -~
.and materials, . ﬁ_gw- ¢
, o4 ° pressure group problems (e.g+, uniomns, cbmpetition
An private sector), . .o

' , e transition requiréments.

€ - . pomn
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-

Each of these issues can render a proj'ect//or groups of projetts) infeasible.‘ v

Two' issues--inadequate time ‘for pl g and inadequate resources for training,

.

ete.~-were singled out as ‘amenable to policy action that would ninimize the ,
. difficulties they now produce. _ - . ' S .

. ’ - -7

The former can be alleviated by more stable funding patterns. 'Howeverg

-

VL a N R N
e N Ve A
. . TREAT TS SRR .
(ST } . Y P .
N N Ee) » [ Y ‘0

’
. -

this inprovement may’be purchased at the cost of m‘or;?’ fiscal substitution , . :

t

’ Y , ' , ¢
unless more effective congtraints are imposed on how funds will be utilized
: . S T " ’ . «
and greater effort is made to assure that mainten_ance—of-efforts .provisions
are honored. s ' o, -
‘ ’ C“, .

The latter can be all’eviated by loosening the current requirement that no !

rd

less than 85 percent of Lhe funds be spent on the wage bill. : While this may

reduce. the onsite job—creation eyformance of the program, it will increase R
1 °8 ¢

- rd

_the range of feasible activities and iHay improve the long-rang_e benefits B K

1.

accruing to ‘program participants by prov_id'ing them with better on—-the=job

» ' eraining  experience. . ’ . ' .o e

The major pur{:ose of this study was to assess t}te'feas'ibility of a large;‘
scale countercyclical public job=creation pr‘ogram. The study identifieé 233

‘act'i'vities that could serve as the basis of such a 'program. ’I.'he activities )

+

k) -t
described in this study should prov:’.de valuable guidance to. grime sponsors and ‘

: 'Other prggram administrators responsible fore job—creation activities.

- - - -

' It dlso found that 115 of these act;Lvities--those for which job=création v

- estixnated could be, generated--were capable of producing more than enough jobs v .

L}

to satisfy the most ambitious goals (expressed in terms of job-requirements

‘. P « -~ -

for target _groups or eligible populations).; }Ioreover, it found that these'

'ac;tivitie’s (or subsets of these activities) could be implemented on a national
: 't

: sc‘ale withbut creating serious skill bottlenecks. . .7

v ) - —_—
. - \
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STUDIES USED TO DISTRIBUTE MATERTAL COSTS

. . N

Type of Activi

APPENDIX IVA' '
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- APPENDIX IVB ‘
S C SUBSTITUTION RATE, BY ACTIVITY ”

)

- Activiey # S « Rate of Substitution

. 4 . ‘ 0109 B . [ .25
- ‘ 0114 : .75
$ ' .

el 0201 : , . - 75
; \ 0206 ) .50

. 0209 : : .25

0210 25 , .

0212 ‘ . .25 , o o

- « 0217 ' . .50 ‘

- 0221 L. ‘ .75

) 0222 . ' .75

0223 - .50

0224 .50

; b 0226 PR ) .75

, 0300 . . . .50 ' .
- C : 0401 . ’ .25 , o
“ . 0402 . .50 : . -
N . - T 0403 L ’ «25 °
0404 - , . .75
. 0406 - ‘ .50
- 0409 025
0410 : ) «25
0413 o75
). . C 0414 " - .50
: X 0418 ’ .25
! , . 0419 : .25 ( _ SN
e, 0421 - _+50 - _
T - 0423~ : .25 7
0426 : .25 ! - :
B .0427 . . e . 50 -« - . PR

.o \ 0501 : ‘ ' .25
) 0502 ) . TL2s : .
~ : 0503 : © 425 o .
L ' 0504 . ¢ ‘ .25 .
Vi B505 .25 _ Co

L S " 0601 . 25
S . . 0609 . Y . I L
/ : 75 :

o o 0610 . . . o
:‘ ’ " - . 06 13 : . 25 .
P . < 0615 . . : .75 ’
: ST, Coo. 0617 : . 25 -
S . 0620 ~ S . .25 : - J




SUBSTITUTION RATE BY ACTIVITY

Activity #

0625
- 0626
- 0628
0629
0630
0631
0632

" 0701
0702
0704

_~ 0801

0802

1001
1004

1101
1102
1103,
1104
108
1109
111

1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
' 1260
1207
1208
1209 .
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1719
1220

110
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" (gontinued)

t

»

.75
.75
75
.50
.50
.25
«25

.50
o 75
«25

«75

«75

‘.25

«25
«25

; "025

«25
«25

«25
«25.

.75
.75
.75,

: 450

75
757
«25

«25.

.50
50

C e 75 .

«25 -

«25.
«25

50

.25
+50
375
«50°
.50

.50'”'

Ay

Rate of Substitution

%

AR
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- SUBSTITUTION RATE BY ACTIVITY
. ' (continded) L T —
. \ . . . y .
. e '

Activity # . . Rate of Substitufiom

-

-

1222 . ) . . 50 . , -
1224 . ’ ' . . '75 N\ . -
1225 \ ~ o .75 '
1326 0 T e ‘¥ .75
) o.o1227 ¢ - 5 75 . L

- . 1228 : - , .75 o .
C. . 1229 ' ' 75 - Co -
. ™~ 1230 . SRR - o g
o123t - , .75 . -
1232 : 450 - .° C -
1233 50T e
1234 ¢ ‘ ¢ W25 - L
, 1235 g , : . . W50 . T e o
: 1237 . Cy W25

T 1238 : ‘ 50 P

. . 1239 - . .50 - , %

4

» 1404 . v .75 - -
1406 - SRS |- R \ ’
1504 ’ : - . .25 :

« . * _ e

1601 . .50 Q .
1603 ©  * ~ .25 N -
1604 - . < .50 ' ’
1605 .25 -

. 1701. - . .50
; : 1706 =+ : .50 i : o
Y 2 : Z} , .50 o
: 1721 . oo ,25 o =
1722 o - 50 -

a . 1801 e TLs S
. 41802 e .25 . ,
. 1807 , : . %75

. L See sugfa;“Appendix IT4A, for a detailed despription’dfh S e
' the activities which correspond to the abgve numbers. ’ '

’ i - ’
[

S
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. @ APPENDIX IVC >
. . ' ACTIVITIES BY CLUSTERS
. ‘ - - - wr ’
o . ACTIVITY
.+ 7 - _CODE: ;
cl I — 2L
N - .o . 3 ‘t
. " Cluster 1: Nonlabor Intensive and High-Skill LeVel
;1: - Requirements - .
& 0404.  Staff Support to Expand Vocational Educatiod in
. & Public Schools . o
) 0406.  Staff Support for School Libracy Operations during
School Year )
1710. Staff Support for Sheltered Workshop ‘Voca~
o cional Rehabilitation \ .
1 CluSCer 1l: Labor_ Intensive and High-Skill Level
. Requirements N
020I. staff Support for Parole and Probation Activities,
Satellite (Community) Probacion Offices, and Youth
Oﬁfender Counseling
.. 0206. Staff Support ‘to Improve the Court Process Provid- ~
§§§ '/ . 1ing Clerical @elp, Delivering of Subpoenae, Noti-
¥ fication of Witnesses and Attormeys of Changes in
« Time, Date, or Place of Court Proceedings
.. £
0210.  staff Support for Library and Education Programs
in Correccional Facilities
. 0217. Staff Support for Public Defender Offices apd Legal
. Add Sociecies .
. 0221. Scaff.Supporc fov’Léﬁ Enforcement Agencies, Police,
oo, ot and SYExiff Departments:Including Dispatch Operators,
Comme¥cial Securit:y Aides, Field Aides, atc.
- 0226,  Staff Support for Juvenile Correctional Pacilities
v 0401.  sStaff Support for Early Detection of Reading and
\ Learning Disabilicies in ElemenCary Schools
X 0402. - Classroom-and Teacher’s Aides Incuding Bilingual
2. 'Aides, Music Aides, Aides for Educationally

"Handicapped Classes, etc. P .

L3

,Eaucagional

¥

TYPE OF SERVICES -
DELIVERED

!

]
Educational ,

Office Supplies

g;fice Supplies g

0ffice Supplies

i b3 * -
N

Educational

" Office Supplies oo

Security"

L]

Educationél

At
4,-\ 0

Edycational




B T i-‘ o ’ o* ' .t
113
. ’ ok
- * e . A . lq -
L . ¢ ) . : . -
- ‘ ) , >
L ACTIVITY v o . _ TYPE OF SERVICES -
: €ODE _ - ‘ . _DELIVERED __ ~
N 0403. . Staff Support to Expand Work~Study Activities in | i Educational
o o IPublic Schools ~ . A T ,
e - ) ) s . L ’ “ » . - '_.7‘7
A 0409. Staff Support to Expand Adult Educational Services Educational” ’
- and Training for the G.E.D. (High School Equivalency) : L
{—i»x Examinationa 4nd Right to Read Program . ( } ! .
» 0410. Staff Support to Expand Bilingual Educatiomnal ) Educational “ ! i
‘ Services in Regular Public School Curriculae, . - ” ‘ ) ‘/’f
Vocational Education Programs, and Adult Educa- ) . .
) o tion Classes ) i e T
) i ‘ - .
0418. Staff Support for Trugney Follow-up and’ Chigg Educational
L Cbunseling Programs .
- 0421. Expand Number of Teachers to Achieve Better Educational =
* " Teacher-3tudent Ratio . , N .
¢ - .
0423 Staff Support fo} Educatidnal Opportunities for _fducational .
Ex-Offendérs . E ‘./ r .
.+, ' 0426.  Increase Number of Teachers in Specia}lEducatiogy g Educational \
- o Classes for the Handicapped . 1. )
. 0427; Expand Number of Teacheqs'for Kindergarten and L Educatiopal .
R Nursery School -~ - ’
0631,_. Staff Support ‘for Citizen Participation Process for 0ffice Supplies K,’
Envirommental Programs Including’ the Resource Con~, - , R
_servation and Recovery Act of 1976 - o '
‘o0701. Staff Support for Egpangion of Farmer’s Home " Office Suppiies
Administration to Improve Loan Processing ’ " .
0702. Staff Support for the Buredu of Immigratiom and’ “’ . 0ffice Supplies
Naturalization Service to Process the Backlog - -~ ‘ ’ ‘
L of Adjudications and Implement the Amensty =~ .  __ : e
'_“’ . Program . . —_— .
(;* o 1603.. sStaff Support for ‘Boy’s/Girl’s Associations and . Welfare Services L
I . DrOp-idEFenters . . . ) A
{l721. . Staff Support for Goodwill Industries of Ameriéa, ’ 'bffice Supplies | ‘J};<
' .., Inc. ) J%‘J .
\ ‘* ‘; <. ° !f ,‘ ' . oo 4 ‘, ! -
1802. Staff Support for Crisis Ipter¥éntion - Hot Line . Office Supplies “ v
o - Phone Services Information and Referral Services e ! . .
J‘ ) Py * * ’ . . ) 2 ’
{. \) PN N 139 . ) Al .
: ERIC" - g : o o




. - o Y14 . .
% 4 ‘“,' § » -
4 N . - ) *
. . ACTMTY . . o A4 * g []
' CODE - ' g @
t . o -
;"'Cluéter l Labor Intensive and Low-Skill Level
. Requirements “ e
/\ Q
0109.  Staff Suppq;t ‘for Citizen Participatioh Processes
o Required under ‘the Housing and Community Develop-
. e ‘ment’ Block Grant Program, Title XX - Social
2 Servioes, etc,
. i O
0209. ; Staff Support for Recreatio Pnograms in Correc-
a ' tional Faqilities a e -
‘ :‘0é23.‘ Staff Support for Prop rty Iéggtification Programs
0224,  Staff Support for Crime Prevention Education
) " Programs -and’ Counseling for Businesses and. Local
* Citizens ,. L , . )
. 0300. Staff S\upport for Community Theatres and Theat:rical
\ % Educationy Children-s Theatres? Community Dance
- b . Groups and,Classesa Community, Choir, Jazz, or Opera
R Groups, Le'ssons; Cbmmunity Symphonies and Musical
huum,mdhumsmdhuﬁumMANS%udl
' 0419.  Staff Support for After—School Tutoring Programs
Using Péer Tutorers, Teachgr g Aides, apnd the °
. -, Elderly, etc.- § R
0617. _ Staff Suppott eé Mo&icor Air Qualicy
. 0620. staff Support/;g Survey Water SuppIies '
0632.  Staff Support/for Inventory of Solid "Waste Open ¢
‘Dutiping AreaB,aR&pord—keepﬁpg and/Clerical
. Support-for t esource Conservation and -
Recovery Act of- 197Q :
‘,’ 0704. COOperati% Extension Service (U.S.D. A )éﬁ
" -
. 0801. staff Support for' Eire-PrEQg:tion Programs such
T as Speeches,*Displays, and Wher Presentations
Offered ingPublia‘Schools, to Community Groups,
. Employees at Their Place of Work, Home
0802. ),Fire~5azord Inspections ia Public Buildings,
- Housing Units, and Businesaes .
® L. =
"w=-1001. Staff Suﬂ?&rt for Community Health Qggiers and *

Related Services Including Community ‘Health
Workers, fnvirogmental Health Workers, and
Health’ Coynselors ' 4

.
.

,14@

\ .

’

. 5. ’
TYPE OF .SERVICES

— DEL;%;RED

@
-

» - /
Office Supplies

s

d

s

Office\Sﬁppliesﬁ

Office Supsliéé

.

8

-

-

Office Supplies

Office Supplios

.
2

Y

Educgtional

:Office Sﬁpp;ies

- Office Supplies

Office#Supplies

-
~

Office Supplies
Office ‘Supplies

. }

=

'dffice Supplies

Health and‘
Hospitals




e

7 . -2,
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K — . 1‘& ’ ; ’ - -
. Acrzvxmz T e T
¢ - Z_CODE P '
'51 1004. Preventive Health ‘Screening Services ~ Follow-up and'

—

T s 1104

- 1108..

’,

& -1111.

1404,

1504.

.

w

’

1601.

1604; -

-
oo Aey

1605.

 _170L.

1704, 4=

* Job Search Project:
Designed to Bring Small Groups of Previously Screened
Unemployed Workers to Companies and Factories Who Are

' Staff Suppo

Referrals

& . . -

Security Guards/Patrol for Public Housing Projects

»”

Conduct General Housing Inspections for‘Lead Based
Paint Code Enforcement, Eligibility for Section 8

. and Other Fedérally Supported Housing Programs :

Conduct Housing Abandonment Surveys

Park 1sintenance and Landscaping, Park Supervisors,
Water Recreation Supervisors and Aldes

‘Staff Support for a Project

Advertising for Employeesk Private Companies Would
Make Available a Persomnel Officer to Describe the

.Company, Give a Tdur, 'dnd Receive Job Applicatioms. ;

Bilingual Aides, Provided by CETA Where Necessary.
Staff Support for Big Brother/Big Sister Programs
Staff Support for Day Care Services Including. Day
Care Centersy, Nursery Schools, In-Home Day Care
Services, etc.

Staff Support for After-School and 24-Hour Day
Care Services

Staff Support for Senior'Citizen Community Centers
Homemaker and Long-Term Care Services for the

Elderly, and Mentally or Physically Disabled;
Including Escort Servcies td-and from Banks, ..

- Shopping Centers, in High Crime Areas, at Night,

etecs, for the. Elderly, Deaf, Blind, Mentally or:
Otherwise Physically Handicapped and Trans-..
portition to and from Medical Facilities,

Shopping,‘ReEreation Activities, Social Visits,

etc. - L2

Staff Suppo§:>for Neighborhood Community Centersl

for Outreach Activities Informing

Residents of the Availabls Resources in Their
Commnnity

]

_TYPE OF SERVI

DELIVERED

Health and.

. . R -
Eospitah# % A

H

lOftice Supplies

Office Supplies .

Office Supplies

Ofice Supplies

Qelfare,Services

Office Supplies

N

2 ¢
3
Welfare Services

-

Office Supplies

Health and
Hosgpitals

t

Office Supplies

B 0ffice Supplies
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- TACTIVITY - T A - ) " TYPE OF smmc,zs
S0, .nGDE - o 7 o _DELIVERED
- - ) Cluster 2‘; Nonlabor mt:engiwi‘e/High-Skill Level
. o o R‘equirement:s . ) L '
_' . ‘ }1‘2.01.‘ . Paric,.Cozmcy Park, etc. . ’ Office Buildingis"\-g;;';"
. 1202, “-I;oilice. Station = - - ) o . Office Buildings‘
LT -: *1203. Fire and/c;r Resct;e S':éacio;z(s), Lo o ! Office Birildirgs,
- ' 1204. Jail, Prisonm, D%tention Facility', Office isuildir;gs
' ‘ | 1205. 7-Iunicipal Office Building, Town Hall Court:house 7 0ffice Bu‘ildings; ) -
a 1206 Hospital, Climic, Nursing Ht:me, Health ant:er ‘ (Office Buildings '
1207. Arena, Stfdiurf, Bleachers, Pavilion ° ‘ . Office Buildings
1208. “Au;iicot um fheater 4 « - Office Buildings
L 1209. Gjmnasiwtm, Swimm:!:ng Pool, Récreécional B/xxi]zdi;ng S ‘Office Buildings )
1210. ‘Commun'ity Center, Social Service 'Cei;Cer . +0ffice Buildings
S ' 1211. . School, Learning or Training Facility " Off;ﬁce Buildings o
7 1212. Library : | o | Ofice Buildipgs
1213. ¢ Mu‘sem,. Cu&.ctx:;al Center, _Scie_nce Center \ . Office Buildings
1214, Adr, 'Water, Rail Terminal Buildings T ‘0ffice Buildings
, ‘ 1215. Garage, i’arking Structure ° . . . Office’Buildings "
> 12i6; Factory, Cannery, Processing Plant $ : Office Buildings
1217.  Shell Indusctrial Build.ing, warehquse, Market Office Buildings |
) ' 1' 1222.1 Dams, Levees, Dikes, F‘._'.ood Conft;rol Struct:urgs ‘ Laz:g'e Earchfill‘ Dan;.s
S 1224'.' Water Sy;can ‘(Lj.n Plus Well, Rg.servoir, etce.) * Sewer Piant:s
i 4 : léZé. ‘ Wat:e.r Source D%velopme t .(Reée;voir, Well, etc.) ' - .Sgwer Pl‘an-t:s - ff‘
« 1226, Water Treatment Facility (Potable)- i . 6Sewer~P1ancs L.
. ' 1228. ,Sewéi Sysc;am (Lines Pius Qutfall, Pt;mping , etes) . Sewer Plants
. 1229.  sewage 'rreatmen: Planc ,Wascewa‘ce‘:" Treatment: Plagt Sewer Plants .
‘: 1234, Mulpigle Uci.lity-b.y;pe Project . S . ‘Mult:iple P'urpose. ;
e ' ] X Y .  Project




-, ACTIVIT.L__' . > S

»

o
TYPE OF SERVICES

__CODE -~ _DELIVERED - .
Cluster 2: Nonlabor Int:ensive and Low-Skill Level ‘ :
. Requirements - [ k
- 0625. I.ayout:, Survey, Construction of Soil Comservation . Highways
. . _Practices . N V. s ) e
0626.  ,Site Preparation, Seediné of Eroding Ro’adsid,gg Eighways -
0627. . St¥eam Channel Cléarance _ ‘ ) Dredging U
- . . - [ . i
0628. Flood Control St:ic{c-t:ure Maintenance Flood Protection
¢ g ' ’ »
. i *
0629. Timber Stand Improvements on Public Land - BHighways . ,
0630. Timber Stand Improvements on Privately Owned Highways
: (Non-Corporately Held) Land °
'1218. Pért Facility, Barbor Development . Office Buildings
. - - ‘ -
1219, Electric Power Plant, Gengragifngfracilit-:y Powerhouse gons"f:\rgftion
. 1220.  Dwelling Units, Houses, Apartments ‘Public-ﬁohsing
) . N . * .
© 1227. Sewer Lines, Mains, Trunks Sewer Lines
1230. Street, Road, Highway (May Include Sidewalk) ' Highways .
' , Y
1331.  sidewalks, Curbs, Gutters Bighways )
. 3
1232. Combines’Water/Sewage and Street/Road and Highways 7
Sidewalk . " . i
1233.  Parking Lots : . . . - Bighlrays .
: e - eF
} Cluster 3¢ Labor Intensive and Low-Skill Level
. 4 Requirement:s '
. . LY , . ! .
0l114. Commurfity Clean-up, Beautification, and Other Maintenance & ﬁ.epair
' Litter Removal Activities’ Construction  —
rd ‘ !
0212. St:aff Support for Health Services in Correctional Health Services
’ Ingtitutions -y . :
¥ . i , o=
0222. Cust:odi?.f?: St:aff"Support: for Correctional * Apparel .
‘Facilit:ies o N :
- 0505. Staff Support ‘for’Outreach-(Door*to Door) Counsel= Office Supplies
- 1ing in Businessges, Homes, Schools, etc., on . s
+ .Energy-Conservation . . *




" R . . 18 — - <,
: L . - - c ! ’ e =
.o AcToviTY < : T TYPE OF SERVICES
., T _copE - L S DELIVERED N
0609, Mosquito Control - Inspection and Spraying of " Motor Vehicles P
e, ) . Roadsides and . Breeding Grounds House and L ) . .
T + ., Public Buildings g . ’ R _— -
P 0610. Rodent Control - Inspection and Treatment of ; Motor Vehicles.
S . - Roadsides.and Breeding Grounde, Housés, and - . N Co.
: T Public Buildings “* | L R ) -
s . , . . Ve ,
) 0613. Hazardous Ma!%rials Surveys o0 ‘ Motor Vehigles - |
) 0615€:£ Animal Control (i.e., Stray Dog Pick-up, etc.), Mbtor'veﬁieles
- . . .t ) v
1109. Lead Based Paint Removal from Public Housing . Haintenance & Repair~ -
Units, Private Houses, and Public Buildings ] S Construction )
‘ 1406. Reforegtation of Parks and Woodlands, Other- =~ ~ ~ Agricultural -
Natiodal Forest Services . = - ‘Forestry, & Etsﬁery
; : Cluster 3: Nonlabor Intensive and Low-Skill Level i , e . :
. ’ Y Requirementa N - . )
0413. Maintenance, Repair, and Rehabilitatidn of Public Maintenance &-Repair
School -Buildings and Grounds'; . . *. Comstruction ‘ .
. 0501, Home Related Constructipn,AEtiviEies (i.e., - A Maintenance & Repair
Insulation, Winterization, and Weatherization) » Cpnstrﬁhtion .
0502. Solar Emergy Research, Development, and : Maintenance & Repair ’
T . Construction Activities_ : Construction .
- ) ’ ) # \ ¢ -
0503. Staff Support for Home Heating Fuel Cooperatives . Haintenance & Repair
- ‘ Constructibn 7
’ 0601. Labor Intensive Recycling Syetems for Glass, . Materials Handling .
. L * .. Paper, Alumin&m, and Other Materials ‘ %  HMachinery & Equipment .-
1235. Architectural Barrier Removal in Féblie " . . Maintemsnce & Repair +
w3 . Librariep - Construction ' -
1238. ., Ramping of Street Curbing in Commercial and ’ M?intenance'& Repair
- ) High Density Neighborhoods .- SR Construction
i , »
. . ’ ~t .
. . 1239. Ramping of SCreet Curbing on Grounds of  ~ Maintenance & Repair
o Educational Facilities . ' ‘Construction
. . oh - P
.1722.  Meals on Wheels Programs ' . Food & Rindred = -

- X o ) Products




i
-

L sl

= 0504,

- .

AT *

PY >

* 1‘10;2_0 ’

1103.
1236.

1237,

-

1101,

. " ¢ ACTIVITY
LY ' __CODE

119

< Requir&ments

-~

School“ Security Guards and Hall Manitors

E P

Commission. of Studies of Energy Waste in Public
Buildings with Additional Follow-up for Continuous

‘Mounitoring of Energy
Buildings

_Glueter 3:

se Practices in Public

S

. Requirements_

" Housing Rehabilitation (Extensive)

Honsing Rehabilitation (Moderate)

<

[

~

» —

Housing Rehabilitation (Minor Home Repair)

Architectural Barrier Removal in Other Public
Noanducational Buildings B ,

T.

Architectural Barrier Removal in Educational

Facilities

»

2T

Fi) -

Cluster 3: Labpr Inﬂ!nsive and High-Skill Levei

»

Nonlabor Iatensive and High-Skill Level

N Apparel

[ TN

TYPE OF SERVICES®
DELIVERED

>

14 -

X

[

-Resear;hr

Maintemance & Repair
Construction .

Maintenance & Repair

, (/:Fonstruction e,

Maintenance & Repair .
‘Construction - ’

Maintenance & Repair

Constzuction H
/Maintenance & Repair
< Construction

-



“y

-

-

Q.

-
*
<

APPENDIX IVD

. . ) .

- ASSUHED *RATE OF -SUBSTITUTIOR AND OHSITE "AND OFFSITE EMPLOYHENT GENERATED BY

114 JOB-CREATION PROJECTS BY TYPE OF OFFSITE EHPLOYHENT AND CLUSTER FOR«
ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING SUBSTITUTION (in thousands)

-

ERIC SR
. ]

. 5 »
- Optimiatic Assumption Pessimistic Assumption
? Assuacd Type of Employment Type of Esployment
s | Kate of Offaite - . Offaf{te R
’ Substi~ | Onsite | Direct and | Induced | Total | Total Onsite | Onsite | Direct and | Induced | Toral | Total Onsite
'} Type of Cluster: tution Indirect ) and Offsite JIndirect and Offsite |
- - ' d . .
All Clusters .53 2,741 2,063 3 2,589 | 4,631 7,372 1,268 1,960 1,217 |-2,1717 3,465
- . ‘ ] J N h -
{* Labor Istensive s .54 1,858 2 L] 1,239 | 1,344 3,200 854 &7 §-2.5707 | 618'f 1,472
" Low-Skill %57 725 53 740 79 ] - 1,519 TR .23 ‘299 3221° 635
. CILL - .61 584 43 692 735 1,319 228 17 270 287, ‘515
ciLL .40 141 10|, 48] 59 200 8s 6 29 15 ., 120
. High-Sk1ll .51 1,131 49 ‘% 499 549 1,680 | 554 24 244 26 - 821 |
) CILH .51 1,044 42 442 485 1,529 512 21 T a7 234" 749
c3Ly .52 87~ 7 57 64 151 42 3 R ¥ 2 3 72
4 ) . -
- Monlabor latensive .52 885 1,941 ‘% 1,349 | 3,290 4,175 k25 932 648 | 1,579 2,052
- j Low-5k111 .45 372 325 284 608 980 205 19 156 334 539 ’
c20L . W37 128 , 226 i -145 n 499 81 142 ° 91 234- 34
c3cL 49 244 99 4 " 139 237 481 128 50 | . 121 245 3
r 4 ‘ - *
. High-Skill .57 513 1,616 1,065 | 2,682 3,195 21 | 695 458 | 1,153 1,417
clcu .45 100 23 { 77 100 200 © 5§ 13 42 55 110
c2ci .51 270 1,500 | - 862 | 2,362 2,632 132 735 §22 | 1,157 1:290
i c3cu .1 .15 143 93 9 126 220 363 36 23 32 55 91
| < - ’ -
) * R ¢ N i . ‘. = g
- é . . )
- : ¢
o 146 | N : ‘
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RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i l,.

E -

St A A 5 T
-7 ‘ ,'(‘ ‘ * AP Shete
,;‘ * R
. . ~ » ‘ -
S \ ’ : ) . . ¥
. . . FIR
.“ ' . - ALL ONSITE EMPLOYMENT BY OCCUPATION AND CLUSTER ) :
- " - -
Cluster cic ciit ClLH -C2CH cacL cXL ciH. | c3cH CILL . Total ’
Occupatfon Croup 100.0 | 100.0 100,0 100.0 1 100.0 _ |100.0 100.00* | 100.00 | 100.0 x ] E
JProfessional, Technical 56,7 ] §.4 6556 60 36 =g ——p——t3— 31— 2.0 __ 2.4 "} 30.5 835,583
and. Kindred Workers ‘ ‘ , ) -
N o ¢ .
Managers, Officlals, 0 1.9 1.9 0 ~ 0 4.7 5.2 o . 3.9 .| 1.9 51,522 |"
and Proprietors - . * . , ! . R ,
Sales Workers -0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 548 '
Clericsl and 28.8 2.9 9.5 - 0 0 0.5 | o 0.3 3.9 6.4 | 175,91 o
Kindred Workers v : . _ . - g,) e
Craftsmen, Foremen, - 8.5 bk 0 8.4, 0.3, | 14 82.8 61.2 3.5 | 13.4 | 366,407
and Kindred Workers — T T A . -
Operatives and ¢ 0 1.7 14 1.7 1.3 | 12.6 0 1.7 6.9 4.1 112,361
'Kindred Workers -1- G 1 '
» ro : pows .
. i : Ty -
Laborers N 0 11.6 0.2 -32.2 6446 31.8 0 34.8 67.5 16.2 443,963 ’
Service Workers 6.4 ° 73.1 21.3 0.6 0.2 27.9 1028 -0 12.8 27.5 754,190 ..
Farmera 0 0 0 "0 ’ 0 0o . Lo 0 ‘0 0 0 .
ATme ) \ . ) . N . =
] 3.6 2143 8.1 9.8 4.7 |, 8.9 3.2 5.2 5.1 | 100.0
Total 99,651 584,300 | 1,044,852 269,778 | 127,655 | 243,882, | 87,121 | 142,729 | 140,547 2,740,515 ,
’ .’ - . . » .
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- a s \ ) i Y/" . ) B — ] - x
¢ - , ALL OPPSITE EMPLOYAENT SY OCCUPATION AND CLUSTER - .o .

- —. L™ e - - - - -, - .- PR - -
/'v‘ - - * - * Q‘A‘. — - . { - .

Ay cru.:;r‘\ cied ciiL ¥ cacH czct | cin |,emm i esen | can Total
‘Occaphcion Group ~__ |*100.0 180.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.00 | 100.0°~ t 2 IR
‘#rofessinnal, Techafcal 10.8 u.'o “9.6 8.5 12.} 10.3 11.6 11.1 10.3 } 474,955
and Kipdred Workers . : s )

Hanagers, Officiele, 12.6 1253 12.4 13.9. |’ 11.6 12.1 1156 12.3 | 12.4 | 524,980
and Proprietors } - . - ’

Salos ockers 9.6 gy | W9, ] o e’ 12.0 7.8 -4 9.0 |7 63 .| .98 | .ous | 438562
: > " - & A N\ A

s , n Y "

Clecical and 20.0 ¢ 19.2 .f -8 |7 1) 17.9 10.9 | 18.4 15.6 18.2 17.9 | 827,658
Kindred Workers o R L . ¥
Craftemun, Foremen, 11.3 10.1 10.0 ‘g 127 | & 20.4 ‘9.8 19.4 0.6 »}] 122 | ® 566,903
and Kindred Workers . ! N A S - sl

. . N @ - . [3 -
Operatives and T 19.1 20.1 19.5 23.1 -] “20.07 | 10.6 22.9 18.2 20.5 | 2.4 |- 992,399
Kindred Wockera ) , . B : , . ;
& N v . .
Laborers - . 3.7 o35 4 &3 4.2 5.0 3.4 6.2 3.7 4.2.] " 193,470
. - . 1 ’ h L . -

P s N ™y N - LA
Sérvice Workers 11.5 12.3 12.7 © 99 11.3 10.1 1.9 |» 9.9 12.0 10.8 | 499,257
. . + A - .

Farwars 1.8 2.3 2:2 0.9 0.9 1.9 2.3 | 213 21 | 1.4 62,933

- . » - [

o o G B B 15.9, 10.5 L SLO 8.0 5.1 1.4 &7 .| 1.3~|1w0.0 |’ )
Total 99,089 735,524 | 484,842 | 2,361,528 370,885 | 238,259 634875 |-219,5%4 "58,743 - 4,631,329
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: RN ) "TABLE AE.D - B
S e DIRECT ANO INDIRECT EMFLOYWENT BY OCCUPATION ANO CLUSTER . .
_ R L _ e - o - —— . v N - e
¥ ; . - .
> * Cluster cicu c cin cacH ‘c2el. cic. | cui cacu ciLL Total
M . . . . - > -
-Gccupst ton Group 100.0 160.0 100.0 100.0 00,0 | 100.0 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 2000 | %’ P
cofeastonal, Technical, | 9.1 10.1 15.9 7.1 5.1 0|, 1.0 ‘3.6 7.6 8.9 73 | 5463

snd Kindred Workers' * ¢ o

Hanagers, 0fficials, 13.5 1.1 11.8 12.9 15.3 11.8 10.3 1.7 13.4 | 13.0 | 265,940

and Prapsletors - . N ’ . R : I I .

‘saz.}; Horkeyu 10,6 9.4 9.4 10.8 M| 2.2 8.9 4.2 1.4 10.6 |. 216,839

Clertcal snd  ° 23.3 22.2 © 19.8 16.4 17.3 1.2 {0 | na 2687 | 164 | 334,824

Kindred Nofkers - . - . . . .

% * ) .

— . - - *

Craftomcn, Foreaca,s 16.3 *15.0 13.3 13 12.2 23.9 9.9 33.6 13.6 | 15.7 | 319,80

and Kindred Hotkers - Py . » .-

F] L) « 2 - ..

Opuratives und 15.4 16.3 - 1T, 25.5 | 20.8 213 | 439 -} 19 22.2 | 23.9 | 488;866

Kfidred VYorkara N . . - ‘ t * .

Laborers 7t hes “s* 4.0 5.0 4.8 7.8 3.4 | 1004 45 5.3 | 108,228

Service Workers - 7.9 8.5 10.4 .7 . 9.8 s | 6.0 3.4 8.9 27| 186,704

e (052 0.9 0’6 o2 ¥ 24" | 12 0.2 | 0.3 | o002 6,076

L . 1.1 2.1 2.1 73.4 1.1 4.8 0.4, | 46 0.s {10000} -

Total : 22,556 |.43.000 | 42,350 | 1,499,603 | 225,695 | 98;688 7.@'32 “93,322 | 10,367 2,042,744
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2 , : S *TABLE 4B.4 .
- THDUCED EMPLOYHENT BY OCCUPATION- AND CLUSTER .
% gluufcr\"' "1 cien clLL ciy cach c2cL cicL cuy | cicy C oL Total
< . s o . T -
-Occupation Group 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 < 100.0 100.0 100.00 | 100.00 ] 100.¢° T | ¢
Frofeastonal, Technteal, | 11.3 1. 11,7 13.9 13.% 15.8 | na 1436 1.6 127 | 329,492
and Ktodred Workers - . % : . -
= .
— —_— — _ —
Hanagers, Officials, 12.3 12.3 . 12.2 1.7 AL.7? 1,5 1.3 11.4 12.1 11.9 309,039
and Proprietors : 3 . .-
Sales Hgrkers 9.0 9.0 8.8 8.2 8.3 8.2 9.0 7.8 8.9 8.6 ztzx;w.i
Clerfcal and . 19.1 19.0 19.1 19.0¢ < '18.9 196 19.1 19.0 18.6 | .19.0 492,83%
Kindced Workers . / LT . - .
‘Cyaftumun, Voreaun, 9.8 9.8 9.6 9.4 { 9.4 9.3 '9.,3 ’ 8.9 { -10.0 ‘9.6 247,100
‘and Kinlired Horkers . v \ . ... ) ]
Operacivas and 20.2 20.3 - 20.0 18.9 18.0 | 17.8 | 20.3 184 | 20,1 | 19.5 503,733
Kindced Woskers ’ : . .
Laborers 3.4 3.4 “3.4 3.2 3.2 '} 2.9 3.4 3.4 35 | 33 85,242
Secrvice Woskers 12.6 12.5 13.0 13.7 13.7 . n;.‘p 12.6 14.7 12.7 13.2 342,553
Parmacs - . 2.3 2.4 |.. 2.3 2.1 21 |° 1S 2.4 2.1 2.5 | 2.2 56,857
2.9 26.8 171 1.3 5.6 5.4 | 2.2 s, | 19 fio0.0 -
Total 76,536 692,475 | 442,492 861,925  |°145,191 | 138,590 | 56,793 | 126,212 | 48,376 2,588,592
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N e . . APPENDIX IVF . :
“ ’ " DISTRIBUTION OF EDUCATION BY OCCUPATION - ‘
- ) . )
- - g ¥
. : . Education (years) . % ’
[y " - " B . - »
Occupation™Group 8 yrs or less 9-11 yre 12 yrs '| 13-15 yrs | 16 yrs or more Total -
. . £ - ~N
, 3 - . », - — - -_.f —— » | B 4
Profeasional, Technical, 1.8 . 4.5 .. 17.9 9.7 56.0 100.0 |~ -
_and K}%\&ted'Worke’ts ' . “ : T
G -
Mahagers, Officials, ., . | 8.9 13.9 34.1 19.9 23.2 100.0 v
and Proprietors B N
* LY
B — - . ]
Sales Horkers 9.4 21.7 38.2 19.0 .11.7 100.0 : -
‘Clerical and ‘ 4.7 ‘#16.1 wShe4 19.7 - 5.2 100.0° )
Kindred Workers . S -y : 5
[Craftsmen,~Koremen, 24.0 25.8" 39.3 8.8 2.177 | '100.0 | ]
and Kindred ‘Workers “ ‘ N - R y
- —y < " “3 - - .- - T ‘7. . :.- . -~
. |'Operative and ) .20.5 25.2 45.8 7.4 7 1.2 T o110Qi0 - .
Kindred Workers —_—— .
. K3 L 4 T;
‘| Laborers ‘ . 345 S P 25.8 -6‘9; 1.1 ,ioo.o(; .
Service Workers 26.5 30.6 32.2 9.0 | 1.7 100.0 .
‘ L] » . 2]
7 ” g , '
Farmers 39.8 22.1 2801 7.0 < 3.0 .| 100.0
, . 15,2 20.6 ‘39,0 | 1.8 11.4 100.0 ,
Total o J 703661 o 953,418 | 1,804,818 | 640,063 V529,429 v
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. 4 TABLE 4G.1 ] . 2
, v ALL ONSITE EMPLOYMENT BY EDUCATION AND CLUSTER - : F , . .
"W .
. . Cluster . ’ -_ B Total
'{ Years of *C1CH ciLL |+ ciLw c2cH c2CL cicL CILH C3CH CILL .
"1 School c/onblete - L X f 2
8 or leas 6:1 | 25.2 7.8 25.6" 29.6 23.7 | 23.2 27.1 29.3 | 18.2 498,773
. ' = { ' - ; ’
- # ‘ 1%
- 9-11 11.3 ¢ 28.5 11.7 26.4 28.8 26.2 25.4 27, 29.0 20.9 572,767
12 ] "31.2 32.1 25.1 34.3 30,5 | 34.0 38.0 4.3 29.6 29.9 819,414
“13-15 - 18.2 9.7 17.2 . 8.7 7.8 10.3 9.5 " 8.4 8.6 12.6 345,305
16 or' moge ! 33.5 4.5 38.1 © 4.9 3.3 5.8 3.9 | 2.8 3.5 18.4 ~| = 504,255
3 - ' Y~ ‘. . < 2w s sg -% &- " s sl | ‘ -7’ - - LR ol < T . L : >
é " 3.6 21.3 18.1 . 9.8 4.7 8:9  |ew 5.2 Sy 1.0 ,
-Total 99, 651 584,300 | 1,044,852 269,778 127,655 | 243,882 ° 142,729 | 140,547 . -1 2,740,515
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. R . TABLE /4G 2 . :
T . " ALL DFFSITE EMPLOYHENT BY znucuzm;m}m CLUSTER . .
Snt s - - . ) f/x o
‘ . . ‘ N Toul'.
cicy ciLL , ciw ccy ¢ ceL, cxL ciu cicn .| cir
* R ‘ ’ - - ' z -
L]
L) \ * M [ ] v 'l -
8or law 14.83 14.99 14.84 *15.26 14.95 .72 15.26 16.23 15.07 ,15.1 697,94
- - ' . . - .
_9-11 % 20.36° 20,3 | 20.18 . 20.77 20.72 18.63 20.59 20.89 20,33 ] 20.6 -} 954,98
> e .
12 39,13 3680 [ 36531 39.28 39.13 32.98 39.11 4 38.04 38.64 39.0 | 1,805,75:
. ‘ ) A . ’ -
134185 . ooz 22 L F 619 o] 1AG0 13.13 J4.08 12.29 4 13.80 13,33 13.94 - 13.8- 641,43
€ ‘. - M T v Y . * T
- ’ - 7 . . . k4
¥ l6or more _ - .| 11.89 11.89 12.38 o * 11,06 11.09 1149 11.37 11.64 11.89 7} 1S | s,
” 1 . .- : : S Y .
Al . . )
. v 15.9° 7 105 5.0 8.0 -] 54 1.4 4. 13 Jwoo |
, Totat. ¢ 4 90089 | 735,374 | 484,842 | 2,361,528 320,886 | 238,259 | 63,874 | 219,534 | 58,747 - 4,631,32
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e TABLE 4G.3 . - . )
. DIRECT AND IHDIRECT EHPLOYHENT BY EDUCATION AND cLOsTem " . A
2 i - -
\ Cluster,. . Total
Yeare of L, c1cu ciLL city ccu c2cL ciL caLu cicu ciLL i
Schoot Co-plh\ z 4
Y a
< & or less 14.20 14.38 13.73 15.64 1510 | 17,65 | 17.m1 18.40 | 15.06 15.7 | 320,07
. — — - ] \ » . ) . ¥ - ~ \ ”
9-11 20.18 20.09 _ | 19.30° 21.27 21,20 | 21.83 | 22.39 | 22.23  }20.76 21.2 | 433,06
s ST = - " ;
12 39.95 39445 .74 19.96 39.79. | 38.78 | 41.7 4.2 | 39.28~ } 39.7 810,96
|7 [ : P
13-15 . ] .58 14.42 14.68 13.34 14.03 12.57. | 11.99 12.13 13.87 13.5 275,77
16 or more L1 un 11.68 14.47 9.89 9.72 9.19 7.03 9.14 | 11.06 2.9 | 202023
T, 21\ 2.1 73.4 ma | &8 ) o | aes 0.5 160.0 -
y : )
 Total 22,554 43,100 | 42,351 |1,499,603 | 225,695 | 98,668 | 7,082 | 93,322 | 10,367 2,042, 74
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. Lk . INDUCED EMPLOYHENT Y EDUCATION AND CLUSTER r
- : - . -
o )
T Cluster . . Totsl
Years 0‘\‘\\?‘ clcH CiLL C1LH cacu C2CL cicL ciLH cicy © 3CLL . PO
-School Completed™._ ' : ° r S H 2
8or less , o 16.15 14.99 14.96 14.66 1.1 | .03 f1s.02 | w2 | as.09 w.s | 383,112
. N | . .
9-11 = 20,31 20.30 20.29 19.95 19.72 19.48 20.35 19.97 20.32 ° 20.1 520,566
‘\' S * 1/ " T
R 18.73 38.68 38.65 37.97 37.66 32.84 ls. 37.94 38.55 38.4 993,502
N -
., -
13-15 - 14.03 13.98 14.06 14.19 14.09 1}.45 14.03 14.22 13.98 - 14.1 36",99i
. 16 or wore 12.00 11.88 12.17 13.20 13.08 | .21 " {ase | 1348 | 12009 15.6. | 326,939
. =
, 1.1 2.1 2.1 73.4 11.1 4.8 0.4 4.6 0.5 100,0
-» hd ! - . ‘
Total 76,336 692,425 442,492 861,925 145,191 | 138,590 56,793 | 126,212 48,376 2,588,593
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APPENDIX VIA o

DEMAND FOR LABOR BY PROJECT CLUSTER . ...~

AND SUPPLY OF LABOR BY TARGET GROUP o ’
AND TYPE OF PROGRAM, EACH CLASSIFIED

BY OCCUPATION\' - - : ‘
\ .
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- = - - - - TABLE 6k.1 " o _ .
e DEHAND FOR LABOR CREATED BY PUBLIC JON-CREATION PROJECTS BY OCCUPATION, ) .
. A . GROUP AND TYPE OF CLUSTER, ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT IMPACT OF . " v
N ~ BUSPLACEMENT o . - -
Nuaber of Jobs (in Thousands) " ]
| e Typs of Cluster . - .
— \ All Clusters Labor-Intensive v Low-5kt11 Low-Ski1l, Labor-Inteastve,
Oceupatfon Group - - . )
- ; TS T .
) Opcimtatic’ Pesdimistic Optimiscic Pessimfstic Optimfstic Pessimistic | Optimistic Pessimiatic,
¢ mption Assuspcfon Asausmptio Assumption Assuaption Assusption |} Assumptfon  Assueptfony )
Erofesufonal & Hunsgerial 1,939 ’ 939 1,075 435 401 151 232 * 100*
Clerical and Sales 1,444 693 501 ’ 230 427 204 251 108
. ~ »
@ . .
Crafts 933 447 236~ 109 L2483 116 110 47
‘Operatives 1,105 530 200 7 47 U6 165 180 n
. - . 1
Laborars 637 306 S ) B S L 318 1}0 190 v B2
Service Workers 1,253 601 . B21_ 380 T en 323 543 2337 -
P - toT -
Farn Horkers 63 30 an 14 26 12 18 8
[ 3 $ .
Total 7,379 3,536 3,201 1,472 2,498 1,192 1,524 653
1 .
- ¥ [ <
Source:  Joues -
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. TABLE 6A.2

"

SUPPLY OF LABOR AVAILABLE PROM SPECIRIED TARGET GROUPS BY

OCCUPATION GROUP, TARGET

OUP, AND TYPE OF PUBLIC JOB-CREATION PROGRAM ~

*

Huaber of 8 (1o Thouaands) -
y i3 v wemmemem . e
Target Group . - ’ .
; Structural Prograam Structural and Countercyclical Program
Odcupation Grou N
3 ~ o Y o
_ Low-8kill All Total, unem- Low-akill . Al} " Total, unéa- -
unemsployed unemployed ployed and unemployed unezployed  ~  .ployed and -
Long~Term  All Long~Teras All underenployed Long-Term _All Long~Term  All underemployed
Professional 4 Mansgerial 16 27 146 271 ’ 462 . o 32 47 332 o534, 787
Clerical and Sales 50 103 274 546 T o897 128 . 181 513 896 1,323 :
Crafts 65 138 147 342 616 197 288 459 715 1,065 - l
Operatives ‘ 155 290 293 564 1,037 428 583 907 1,140 1,673, 7
- * ~ * :
Laborers 73 148 128 219 470° . 161 234 312 450 7’8?"“‘ -
Service Workers 122 230 22.9 428 785 209 . 329 456 41 1,250" -
Fars Workers 17 37 23 53 160" 36 .62, 56 103 219
iaexparlenced - - - -~ 13 - . - - 136
Totsl - 498 973 1,140 2,483 4,500 / 1,191 1,724 7 3,095 4,579 1,135
1 ' [ L
. : A
" Source: Thorpe . 27 -
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