


























possibility of re-integration (and thus the speed at which long-
term unemployment can be reduced through this approach) is likely
to be constrained by the supply of suitable vacancies at some

level®. However it is difficult to say in the abstract what this
level might be.

A second objection is that, given what has just been said, a re-
integration strategy is just redistributing unemployment. That
is at least partially true. However re-distributing unemployment
is not necessarily a bad thing. In principle, if a society has
£o have 20% unemployment it is probably better to have everybody
unemployed 20% of the time than to have 20% of the people
unemployed all of the time. In practice there is a risk that
unemployment is likely to be more ‘fairly shared’ mainly among
lower socio-economic groups with the result that you end up
replacing long-term unemployment for some working class people
with recurrent unemployment for a greater number.

On a more positive note, re-integration is not simply
redistribution. Re-integration policies may have economic effects
that could enhance the economy’s ability to generate employment
through a number of channels in particular wage moderation. At
present the long-term unemployed are effectively outside the
competition for jobs and thus have no moderating influence on
wage pressure. (NESC 1993) However it is not known how important
such effects are likely to be.

A third related objection centres around the notion of
‘unemployability’. If most of the long-term unemployed are
unemployable then emphasising re-~integration would appear to be
a waste of time. But ‘unemployvable’ is a very slippery concept.
Most people are perfectly capable of working if they can find a
suitable job and so in most cases this argument turns out to be
just another version of the first.

These objections cannot simply be dismissed. They do not amount
to a convinecing argument against adopting re-integration as far

"The reference to suitable vacancies is important. It is
not +Hust the number of wvacancies that will influence the
possibilities for re-integration but also their composition. For
example, given the composition of the long-term unemployed, an
increase in unskilled or semi-skilled vacancies in construction
would offer greater possibilities than a similar expansion in
skilled vacancies in engineering. This may have implications for
economic development policies.



as possible as a central objective. It is very difficult to see
how anything less than this represents a commitment to greater
social equity. However these objections do suggest some limits
on what it is possible to achieve and make it clear that a re-
integration strategy for the long-term unemployved is only part
of the answer. Again it must be emphasised that special measures
should not be seen as a substitute for, but as complementary to,
the actions necessary to develop a more employment intensive
growth strategy within Ireland and throughout the European Union
(CEC 1893; ZIreland 1993; NESC 1893). In additicn, these
objections raise the guestion of whether (and to what extent) a
re-integration approach should  be complemented by an
‘alternative/non-market employment’ approach. Such an approach
would emphasis the role of special measures as a way of
increasing labour demand targeted directly on the long-term
unemployed. We look at this issue below.

3. THE NATURE AND SCALE OF SPECIAL MEASURES

3.1 Introduction

It was suggested above that a re-integration approach must
include a range of elements such as active placement activities,
counselling, recruitment subsidies, education and training, work
experience measures etc. What mix of measures is appropriate and
how extensive should these measures be? We cannot simply identify
a required number of measures and divide them up between
different types. The measures are not mutually exclusive
(because they don’t all offer places) and some can and probably
should act in concert. For example someone on an employment
programme may avail of guidance and placement support at the same
time. In relation to a number of measures (guidance and
counselling) the necessary commitment cannot be measured in
programme numbers. It is a guestion of how these services can be
made as far as possible universally available and how they can
be most effective. This is discussed in Section 4. However recent
debate on the scale of provision has been more concerned with the
role of special measures as ‘alternative/non-market employment-’
measures

3.3 Special Measures as Demand Side Policies

The underliying issue may be posed by asking whether it is
possible to eliminate long-term unemployment by providing such
programmes o©n a Jlarge scale? In theory the answer is ves.
Training and employment programmes provide places - ‘jobs’ of a
sort - over and above those in the ‘mainstream labour market.
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They constitute a sort of parallel labour market for the long-
term unemployed. The greater the number of places provided the
lower the 1level of long-term unemployment. This takes place
independently of flows into the mainstream labour market. In the
abstract any given level of long-term unemployment can be
eliminated by providing an egual level of places on training or
employment programmes targeted on the long-term unemployed.
However in practice there are many problems in approaching the
issue of scale in this way.

The ambiguous status of programme places as alternative
opportunities introduces a great deal of confusion into debate
in this area. At one end of the spectrum ‘programmes’ may provide
a stock of real jobs specially created for the long-term
unemployed. If this is the case then re-integration is achieved
directly. However with anything less than this additional re-
integration measures are necessary. At the other end of the
spectrum special measures are simply an alternative (workfare)
form of dole. Clearly some distinction must be made between
programmes based on an employment model and those based on a
welfare or more correctly a work/welfare model. The greater the
discrepancy between mainstream jobs and employment programmes the
more cosmetic this approach 1is as a solution to long-term
unemployment and the more likley that it will have to reay on
compulsion. Clearly if quality is as important as quantity then
in practice a big bang approcach must be approached with caution.

Also in practice the feasible scale of special nmeasures is
determined by take-up 3just as much as by provision. Take-up
depends (in the absence of compulsion - see 3.4) on how
attractive programmes are in monetary and more general terms.
Research in Britain {(Banks and Davies 1990) has identified three
crucial factors in peoples willingness to participate on schemes
"firstly, the long-term unemployed are not convinced of the
effectiveness of schemes as stepping stones to jobs. Secondly,
there is a general feeling that in absolute terms, the pay or
allowance received whilst on schemes is insufficient to justify
participation. Thirdly, social representations of Government
schemes circulating in communities tend to revolve around notions
of exploitation rather than genuine assistance'". This is hardly
surprising. People going on programmes are selling their labour
just as they would in a job and there is some price below which,
given a choice, they will not go and some conditions which they
will not accept. For example, there have been problems filling
existing programmes such as SES as a result of which expansion
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has not taken place®. Conversely, when child dependent payments
were introduced into SES in 1980 there was a significant increase
in demand for places from people with families. In December 1989
17% of participants had adult and child dependants, in December
1990 this had increased to 47%. The Community Employment
Development Programme {(CEDP), by payving secondary allowances and
more indirectly by providing training may well prove more
attractive than SES. However take up will not be unlimited.’

3.3 're-integration’ and ’‘demand side policies

The relationship between demand side and re-integration approach
must be considered. This relationship can be thought of in
different ways. It is sometimes suggested re-integration is an
unrealistic objective for those already long-term unemployed.
General labour market policy should give priority to ending flows
into unemployment. That those already long-term unemployved should
be offered ‘non-market work. Whether this is a real alternative
for the long-term unemployed depends on the guality of the
measures as we have seen. And quality in this instance must be
seen in the very long-term. What exactly does this offer the
vast majority of the long-term unemployed who are decades off
retirement age. The danger of this approach is that the exclusion
of the long-term unemploved becomes further institutionalised.
However demand measure can be included within the basic re-
integration framework - if other measures are also pursued to
promote the re-integration as far as possible objective’ and if
re~integration objectives are as far as possible built into the
designs of the ‘non-market measures’ themselves.

At the time of the introduction of the SES a major review
of manpower policy expressed concern that the programme would
echo the earlier Environmental Improvement Scheme where the
emphasis was "'on the creation of a quantity of jobs for a given
budget with little concern for guality, the relevance of the jobs
created or the development of real skills'" (NESC; 1985).

" Apparently difficulties in filling CEDP places have
already emerged. The problem may not simply be demand from the
unemployed but the role of sponsors. Many sponsors will only take
on the number of places that matches their requirements and then
only i1f they can fill them with those they consider suitable
candidates. This may be a specific problem of the way schemes
are organised here and particularly the reliance on voluntary
sponsors who themselves are relying on schemes to meet their
staffing needs.



Clearly large scale special measures can reduce long-term
unemployment but can they promote re-integration into the
mainstream labour market? As with any measure, if something about
the measure increases the competitiveness of the long-term
unemployed in the labour market it will increase the share of
vacancies going to the long-term unemploved. Re-integration is
thereby increased by that amount. That in principle is the
argument for education, training etc. But not all measures will
produce such an effect or at least not to the same degree. For
example, we don’t know i1if employment programmes such as the
Social Employment Scheme (SES) actually increases the level of
re-integration. We know that, while placement is relatively low,
it may well be higher than the placement rate ‘achieved’ by the
long-term unemployed on the dole. However this does not tell us
whether the flow of vacancies to the long-term unemployed has
increased. Such higher placement rates may simply mean that by
going on a programme you move up the long-term unemployed queue -

i.e you increase your chances of getting one of the vacancies
already going to the long-term unemployed 38(see Haskel and
Lehmann). If this is what is happening, then as the number of
programme places increases the programme placement rate will move
back in line with the dole placement rate. The essential point
is that the overall effect on re-integration is a function of
both programme design and scale i.e gquality as well as quantity.
Again it is clear that this whole issue very much depends on the
factors which determine the lower exit rates from long-term
unemployment and the degree to which the programme influences
those factors®.

3.4 The Scale of Different Measures
In addition to the question of overall scale of provision there

! This may be a good argument for targeting such measures on
those among the long-term unemployed who are hardest to place.
Even a basic work programme may have considerable value added for
someone in this situation. However that would clearly require
a different kind of commitment from programme sponsors

°Tf special measures are of limited duration, the picture is
further complicated. If you build up a very large scale of
temporary programmes you risk simply developing a cycle of
alternating between unemployment and employment programmes on a
large scale. This still reduces long-term unemployment in the
nominal sense but it is difficult to see what has been gained in
real terms (though again this depends on the attractiveness of
the Programme).
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is an issue about the relative emphasis given to different types
for measures. In principle you should opt for the measures that
deliver most - on the demand side and on re-integration. In the
first place there would seem to be good reasons for favouring
education and training {which appear to offer more on the re-
integration side}) over straight employment measures. However
again it depends on the specific measures, and other factors such
as relative cost.

However there is little agreement about the role of
training/education. In 1985 the NESC review of '"Manpower Policy
in Ireland" seemed to favour training over employment programmes.
While highly critical of SES (see footnote x) it was quite
positive in it’s comments on the Alternance Training Scheme which
: "with it’s combination of formal training and practical
work experience in a work environment, shows much more
sensitivity to the needs of the long-term unemployed, and
the barriers they face in re-entry to employment'.
(NESC’85, p. 241).
However in ‘Strategy for the Nineties / training was assessed
negatively and employment measures favoured:
"There is a strong case for movement towards a Swedish
style labour market policy - with training as one of its
central elements. ... However it is most important to
recognise that - precisely because it works by preventing
unemployment - this approach cannot be a policy for
eliminating Ireland’s very high and deeply entrenched long-
term unemployment. This urgent task ~ which the Council
sees as central din the coming vyears -regquires other
policies .. What is needed now is policies which target
labour demand on areas of high long-term unemployment.
Special employment measures - particularly subsidised job-
creation and temporary direct hiring - are the policies
which can achieve this'.
But (as the 1990 report acknowledged) even if training does not
affect unemployment it can affect the distribution of job
opportunities and in the latest strategy report (NESC, 1993) this
role for training receives greater acknowledgement. In practice
training has received very little emphasis in Irish policy on
long-tem unemployment (despite the introduction of a limited
training element into the Community Employment Development
Programme) . This issue requires more detailed examination.

"It is important to note that the (Irish Temporary Employment)
schemes were not coriginally set up to have an explicit central
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objective of subsequent placement in permanent employment or
progression into training/education' (Costello, 1993) If re-
integration is to be a central obiective of employment schemes
there must be clarity about how this will be achieved and this
must be reflected in the design of programmes. This particularly
raises the issue of how employment programmes are related to
mainstream labour markets, whether in the public or private
sectors. For example it has been suggested that - "In general,
workers perform best and receive the most relevant training if
they are employed on employment contracts as near to normal as
possible, and working alongside regular workers' {Charter for
Jobs, 1986). Alsc employer perceptions of programmes may be
particularly significant.

3.5 Resources
In the light of the above discussion it is difficult to identify
the overall scale of resources necessary except on a rule of
thumb basis i.e that it is greater than the resources committed
at present. (Of course specific proposals could be costed) One
argument in favour of ‘increased’ resources is that unemployment
is already costing a lot of money and that this money could be
put to better use in preventing/alleviating unemployment. As
Kieran Kennedy has recently argued, the ultimate costs of
unemployment which include poverty, psycheological distress, high
taxation, crime, social dualism etc are freguently underestimated
(Kennedy, 19%3). Doing nothing is not without real costs which
must be included in policy calculations. Second, the net direct
excheguer cost of any measure that either reduces unemployment
will be significantly less than the gross cost. Measure that
reduce unemployment, and especially long-term unemployment, will
produce savings in social welfare expenditures and increased tax
and PRSI revenues. Thirdly the costs of spending on special
measure could be compared with the costs of alternative measures
to reduce unemployment. One British study calculated that
"for a given increase in the public sector borrowing
requirement of £1bn. then VAT and employers National
Insurance contributions cuts would reduce unemployment by
about 17,000, income tax cuts would reduce unemployment by
about 21,000, public infrastructure investment by about
38,000, current public spending by 65,000, while expanding
the Special Employment Measures by the same amount reduces
unemployment by about 480,000". (Davies and Metcalf, 1985
reported in Adnett, 1989)



Some of this difference was accounted for by the poor guality of
many special measures and the low wages and poor conditions on
offer to people on employment programmes. But nevertheless such
figures seem to provide a strong argument for addressing long-
term unemployment directly.

It would clearly be useful to estimate these costs and sc to get
some idea of net rather than gross costs of any additiconal
measures but such estimates are beyond the scope of this paper.
I understand that the NESF is commissioning research on this
matter. However it is important to emphasise that information
of this nature would tell us nothing about what additional
resources should be used for. In particular there is no logical
connection between this argument and the notion that resources
should therefore be shifted from ’‘passive’ to ‘active’ measures.
Good ‘passive’ measures may be preferable to bad ractive’
measures.

3.6 Compulsion

Finally what about compelling people to participate in special
measures? Compulsion in effect depends on the threat of loss of
benefit for non-participation rather any legal definition of
programmes as compulsory. This will certainly get people fto go
on schemes. But what would this achieve in real terms? And is
it acceptable. This is a tricky gquestion. First it might be
helpful to distinguish between what we will call obligation and
compulsion. Social obligation features fairly prominently in
social policy - for example the obligation to pay taxes. It would
therefore be foolish to suggest that in principle unemployed
people should face no obligations or that obligations should not
be enforced. Obligations already run through the whole
unemployment payments system. However obligations may Dbe
reasonable or unreasonable. For our purposes here we will define
compulsion as the enforcement of unreasonable obligations. (Also
compulsion may arise where reasonable obligations are enforced
in an unreasonable manner), It follows by definition that
compulsion is ‘unreasonable’ and is unacceptable.

However, this still leaves the problem of defining acceptable
obligations and acceptable enforcement. To some extent this can
be argued in terms of what will be achieved by enforcing
obligation and this again will depend on the guality of schemes,
but also on wider labour market conditions. However it also
depends on the rights and freedoms accorded to individuals.
Obviously this issue needs a lot more work.
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4. ORGANISATIONAL ISSUES

4.1 An efficient public employment service

The current conventional wisdom is that the balance of policy
should shift from so called passive to active labour market
policy measures. As already noted this counterpoising of active
and passive measures needs to be treated with some caution to
consider another issue raised by the growing emphasis on active
measures. In this country wvery little attention has been given
to the organisational implications of such a shift. In particular
it seems that a developed Employment Service is an essential
requirement for the successful implementation of active labour
market policies to re-integrate the long-term unemployed. why
should this be s07?

Helping people access employment is central to re-integration.
For a number of reasons direct assistance may be of particular
importance to the long-term unemployed. The long-term unemployed
have less access to the informal networks through which many jobs
are filled and therefore depend to a relatively greater extent
on formal services such as the public Employment Service.
Secondly, employers may directly or indirectly screen out the
long-term unemployed when they are recruiting and greater
intervention (i.e active placement) is required to counter this.
Thirdly, the effects of long-term unemployment on peoples morale
may mean that they need greater personal and practical support
in their efforts to find work - '"..most of the unemployed report
a strong desire to be in employment. But studies of behaviour
identify the demoralisation that sets in after prolonged
unemployment"” (Banks and Davies, 1990). Fourthly, the Employment
Service acts as a gateway to other special measures for the long-
term unemployed in just the same way as it handle job vacancies,.
It can have a central role in assisting individuals develop
appropriate progression paths (matching people to programmes and
cpportunities). It can also be a key source of labour market
intelligence to ensure that programmes developed are responding
to actual needs (matching programmes tc people) at local,
regional and national levels.

The public Employment Service is clearly a key agency in the

Y While the Employment Service is envisaged here as the
central operational planning and co~ordinating mechanism for
active labour market policies, it need not be the direct provider
of measures (e.g education and training oppertunities)
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implementation of a strategy for re-integration. While these
different roles could be filled by different agenciesgs there are
obvious efficiency arguments in favour of a unified service
(which would operate at natioconal, regicnal and local levels). For
example, a comprehensive register of vacancies would clearly be
of great wvalue for both placement and planning purposes
(particularly if all vacancies were notified). Secondly, a one-
stop shop where all information and supports could be accessed
would clearly be more efficient from the point of view of the
jobseeker. Promoting a developed and efficient employment service
must therefore be an ongoing priority

4.2 Policy leadership

There is little evidence to date of any coherent analysis or
strategy informing policy on long-term unemployment in Ireland.
The growth of programmes has been piecemeal. The rationale for
the current mix of programmes for the long-term unemployed is
unclear. More generally the overall effectiveness of the current
measures 1is unclear. Formal labour market policy has a
relatively recent history is Ireland. Following international
developments in the 1960s we adopted for the first time an active
labour market approach. The latter half of the decade saw the
setting up of the Department of Labour and AnCO (the Industrial
Training Authority) while the National Manpower Service was set
up in the early 19707s'. However, what seems to have been a
very successful pericd of pelicy innovation, was not sustained.
Specifically the subsequent emergence of massive unemployment and
especially long-term unemployment presented major challenges to
which the response has frequently been lacking in innovation,
reactive rather thaen strategic. Inertia has been a major factor
in determining policy. A major review of manpower policy in the
mid-1980s (NESC; 1985) argued convincingly that lack of policy
leadership and capacity from the Department of Labour (which
formally had responsibility for setting policy which was then to
be implemented by bcedies like AnCO) was at the heart of this
problem. However despite some subsequent developments there has
relatively 1little change in this situation and there is no
evidence that the subsumption of the Department of Labour into
a new super~ministry - Enterprise and Employment has helped
matters. The Programme for Government states that "We will
establish a new Department of Enterprise and Employment. It will

"ARCO, the National Manpower Service and the Youth
Employment Agency which was a product of the early 1980’s were
amalgamated to form FAS, under the 1987 Labour Services Act.
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have responsibility for ...implementation and co-ordination of
the labour market measures outlined here, incliluding training".
However in practice matters have developed somewhat differentliy.
If anything, policy making on long-term unemployment has become
increasingly dispersed. Sorting out the question of policy
leadership and responsibility in this area must also be a
priority.

5. CONCLUDING COMMENTS

This paper has treated a range of issues in a fairly general
way. Here, by way of conclusion, the key issue of relevance to
further policy development are noted.

* There are strong arguments for special measures to address
long~term unemplcoyment. However this is not an argument against
the importance of general economic and employment policies.
Special measures are more correctly seen as a component part of
7full employment’ policies rather than as an alternative to them.

* Clarity about ratiocnale and objectives is an essential step in
developing special measures to address loag-term unemployment.
This paper argues, particularly on social eguity grounds, that
‘re-integration 7 should be adopted as the central objective.

* The prominence given in the National Development Plan to the
objective of re-integration is potentially an important
foundation on which to try to build, both in regard to
Operational Programmes and the wider policy debate.

* In the Plan, specific commitments to re-integration of the
long~term unemployed are limited. In the first instance this will
mean developing further re-integration proposals for inclusion
in Operational Programmes. Areas for further work include:
specific training programmes for the disadvantaged; the
participation of the long-term unemployed in non-targeted
training programmes; Community Initiatives.

* a developed Employment Service is an essential reguirement for
the successful implementation of active labour market policies
to re-integrate the long-term unemployed. Promoting a developed
and efficient employment service must therefore be an ongoing
priority. Here the future development of Fas Employment
Services, the Area-based partnerships and increasingly
initiatives of the Department of Scocial Welfare must be
considered.
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. * Special measures can be used as demand side measures targeted
on the long-term unemployed. However the greater the discrepancy
between mainstream Jjobs and employment programmes the more
cosmetic the impact on long-term unemployment. Clearly some
disfinction must be made between programmes based on an
employment model and those based on a welfare or a work/welfare
model. In this context the issues arising from proposals for
compulsory programmes need to be addressed.

* Tt is mistaken tco consider the guestion of scale independently
of quality. Also in practice the feasible scale of special
measures is determined by take-up just as much as by provision.

* (larification i1s needed on the relative importance of
educational and training measures in policy to address long-term
unemployment.

* If anything, policy making on long-term unemployment has become
increasingly dispersed. Sorting out the guestion of policy
leadership and responsibility in this area must also be a
priority. The role of different Departments and Agencies must be
specified and where necessary co-ordinated. Also the capacities
of the different bodies to meet these responsibilities must be
reviewed.

* Pinally, if special measures are to be significantly expanded,
this must be done within a national policy framework which should
be addressed, as a matter of urgency, in a White Paper on policy
to address long-term unemployment.
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