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Foreword

A potentially promising development in the evolution of the nation’s man-
power cxperience is the recent assumption of manpower advisory and
planning functions by statc and local governments. With finangial sup-
port from the U.S. Department of Labor’s Manpower Administration be-
ginning in 1970, and with coordinating, administrative, and technical
support from special manpower units cstablished for that purpose during
1971 by the National Governors' Conference and the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, by mid-1972 manpower adviscrs and planners were functioning
in the offices of the governors of all 50 states and in the offices of the may-
ors of some 140 citics in all regions of the country. The staffs of these state

and local manpower cxperts in mid-1972 numbered between 1,000 and
1,100.

The stationing of local manpower profcssionalism is intended to facili-
tatc onc of the essential precepts of manpower program decentralization:
For the disadvantaged scctors of the work force, the manpower systecm
should be planned and operated at statc and local government levels to
meet the differing characteristics and needs of these local jurisdictions. If,
however, this precept and the potential of local manpower expertisc are
to be realized, two conditions will need to be fulfilled: (1) The nation
will need to set its course more definitively on national manpower policy;
recxamine and strecamline a large number of fragmented and overlapping
manpower programs; establish a system of program standards and a mon- ‘
itoring procedure; decide on a method of manpower revenue sharing; re- ‘\
duce administrative rigiditics; and complete the process of decentraliza- {
tion which, between 1968 and 1970 was carricd only to the inadequatc E
limits of cxisting legislation. (2) Local manpower strategics and the de- !
velopment and delivery of manpower scrvices will need to be improved ;
greatly.

This publication is concerned with the second of the two' conditions— I
the task of developing a strong and balaneed structure of services for the
disadvantaged at state and local government levels. The task would be ]
cased if the proposed comprchensive manpower legislation now befcic
the Congress were adopted, thus hopefully resolving some of the more
pressing issucs of manpower policy and administration referred to above.
But the improvement of commiunity manpower capability cannot await
congressional action; and, in any cvent, if and when Congress acts, the
community will be better prepared to deal with the new opportunitics if
its planning and opecrating capability is now advanced. Thus, this study
helps to mect the needs of the present less-than-perfeet manpower world
in thc absence of a nationally designed comprchensive manpower pro-
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gram, while it at once prepares the local community to embrace an intel-
ligently conccived national policy should that happy event materialize.

It is the particular merit of this guide to the development of a local
manpower scrvices system that it makes the case for a comprehensive
program at the community level. Professor Frank Picrson, a highly quali-
fied and experienced labor and manpower expert, discusses and analyzes
the requisites of designing a comprehensive community program: How to
select targets and stratcgics; how to redirect cxisting programs to
strengthen a comprehensive program; how to deal with new programs
such as the public service employment program under the Emergency
Employment Act of 1971; and how to adapt these factors to a communi-
ty’s social and political realitics, its pattern of cconomic development, its
sources of cmployment, and its cluster of institutions that can be brought
into play for optimum program development. Through this approach,
Professor Picrson amply documents and demonstrates the thesis that a
comprchensive manpower services delivery system, designed to embrace
the range of scrvices necessary for the entire work force of a community,
constitutes the most cffective framework to deal with the complex prob-
lems of the community’s disadvantaged scctors.

The Institute gratefully acknowledges the encouragment and coopera-
tion of Mr. John Feild, Dircctor of the Center for Policy Analysis of the
National League of Citics and the U.S. Conference of Mayors, whose col-
laboration at various stages of the study has enhanced its uscfulness not
only to community manpower planners but also to a broad segment of
other practitioners in the sphcrcs\of state and local government.

The statements of fact and the views expressed in this report are the
sole responsibility of the author. They do not necessarily represent posi-
tions of the W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research.,

Ben S. Stephansky
Associate Director
Washington, D. C,
May 1972
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Preface

As part of a general plan to decentralize many of its major functions, the
federal government is now proposing to delegate much of the responsi-
bility for manpower training and related services to the statec and local
governments. This study cxamines what decentralization would mean for
the country’s manpower development programs and what steps commu-
nitics will need to take if a policy of decentralization is to be successful.

Three sources of factual material have been drawn on for this brief
survey: statistical information sccured from the federal Manpower Ad-
ministration and other government sources; public and private reports on
training and rclated programs in different citics; and personal interviews
with officials and close obsecrvers of these programs in six cities in the
Middle Atlantic rcgion (Baltimore, Maryland; Camden, New Jersey;
Chester, Pennsylvania; New York City; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; and
Wilmington, Delaware).

In addition to Ben S. Stephansky and other members of the Upjohn
Institute staff, acknowledgment is made to George Bennett, Laura E.
Blankertz, Myrtle R. Keeny, Frederick C. Ribe, and Robert S. Yerger for
their assistance in the preparation of this study.

Frank C. Picrson

Swarthmore, Pennsylvania
May 1972
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I. Designing a Community Manpower
Delivery System

A single theme runs through most discussions of recent cfforts to develop
and utilizc the country’s manpower more effectively: important bencfits
have been achieved, but performance has fallen far short of ¢x pectations,
Since its inception after World War 11, national manpower policy has
shifted dircction frequently and dramatically. In the carly 1960%s the
focus was on opening up jobs by stimulating cconomic growth, bringing
jobs to people through arca development programs, and bringing people
to jobs through relocation assistance. Later in the decade the effort shift-
¢d to training the disadvantaged to compete for job openings, subsidizing i
private employers to hire such workers, and opening new carcer oppor- i
tunitics in the public service scetor. These shifts were chicfly due to
changes in the kinds of proclems demanding attention, but they also re-
flected confusion and disappointmient over the results of the successive
changes in policy dircctions. While the beneficiarics of the country's man-
powcr programs now number in the tens of thousands, there is no reason
to believe that *, ., another package of programs at the same cost could
not have contributed more.™

Failing clcar-cut documentation of criticisms of individual programs,
the major response to changing nceds has v2en simply to add new cate-
goris on top of old. Onc investigator recently reported, for example, that
he had located 44 publicly financed manpower programs in New York
City, but he was not certain cven after diligent scarch that all of the pro-
grams had been found.2 As to national programs, the President’s 1470
Manpower Report listed 24 federally assisted training and support pro-
grams ranging from training for a few thousand jail inmates to vocational
preparation for millions of young people and adults. In the casc of the
Job Corps, however, criticism did lead to a sharp redircction of policy.
In 1969, instcad of continuing some hundred residential centers in which
many of the enrollees had to live far from home, 59 of the less cffective
centers were closed, and plans to establish 30 new relatively small cen-

'Garth L. Mangum, The Emergence of Manpower Policy {New York: Holt, Rine-
hart and Winston, 1969), p. 139, Depending on how the term “manpower” is de-
fined, estimates of the number of individuals benefited by these programs during
the decade of the 1960°s run as high as 4.5 million.

2Economic Development Council of New York City (Robert W, Schleck, Project
Director), New York Citv's Publicly-Financed Manpower Programs: Structure and
Function (New York: Economic Development Council of New York City, 1970). |
Commenting on the New York City manpower programs, Dr, Schleck said: “It's <
like trying to photograph a maving circus, The facts change from day to day.”
(New York Times, January 27, 1971, p. 1)
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ters in or near citics were announced. In other arcas, calls for change led
to widening the range of services of the various programs rather than re-
dirceting them, while at the same time the numbcer of federally supported
programs was reduced.3

With the advent of the Nixon administration in 1969, cllorts to
strengthen manpower policy shifted from devising new programs to im-
proving their administration. The first step was to clarify the lines of au-
thority in the Department of Labor by appointing a Manpower Adminis-
trator who would be responsible to an Assistant Sccretary for Manpower
and to whom, in turn, the regional offices responsible for planning and
funding training programs would be accountable.4 Determination of gen-
cral policy guidclines remained in Washington, but {inal authority to ap-
prove or disapprove specific proposals was vested in the regional offices.
In linc with these cfTorts to streamline and clarify operations, the scparate
manpower program burcaus in the Department of Labor were abolished,
and a single operations arm was created.

The second and far more fundamental development, which is still in
process of implementation, was to decentralize manpower training and
related services by turning much of the control over to statc and local
governments, While the exact form of the cnabling legislation (following
President Nixon's veto of the 1970 Manpower Training Act) remains to
be determined, important moves in this direction have alrcady takcen
place—a development which has had widespread repercussions on the
nation’s manpower development cffort. Further steps in the same direc-
tion (for cxample, “special revenue” or block grants to localitics) arc
under active consideration, so cven if Congress imposes important limi-
tations, decentralization looms as the critical issuc in manpower policy
foi ihe immediate future,

Under the plan to decentralize authority, the governors and mayors are
to designate Jocal prime sponsors who in turn will sclect subcontractors
to develop and implement manpower programs in the various localitics.
The designation of subcontractors and the allocation of funds among in-
dividual prograns arc to be carried out in accordance with statcwide and
arcawide plefis d2veloped by state and local arca manpewer councils,
subject perhaps to certain broad national guidelines and priorities, What-
ever the division of authority that is worked out between mayors, gover-
nors, and federal officials, the key role assigned to the citics and other

3Thus the President's 1972 Manpower Report listed 14 federally assisted work
and training programs.

+This move grew out of proposals developed in the last year of the Johnson ad-
ministration. Stanley H. Ruttenberg, assisted by Jocelyn Gutchess, Manpower Chal-
lenge of the 1970s: Institzions and Social Change (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins
Press, 1970), Chapter 5.

'
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local government units will mark an important turning point in the na-
tion’s manpowcr development cffort,

The Decentralization Issue

The casc for decentralizing manpower policy along thesc lines is a strong
onc and can be briefly stated. Once the national structure for providing
training aid related services had been put in place, emphasis shifted to
determining how these services could best be brought to the individuals
immediatcly concerned. This mcant bringing training opportunitics and
rclated services into the local arcas and communitics where the individ-
uals nceding training lived and, hopcfully, jobs could be found. Failure at
this crucial point would negate any possible payoff from the program as
a whole.

The shift in authority from Washington to thc statc and local govern-
ments was also a response to the fragmentation and duplication of the
cxisting system. In administering the different catcgorical programs the
Department of Labor has had to deal

. with individual school districts in the Ncighborhood Youth
Corps In-School program; with City Halls and independent Com-
munity Action Agencics in the Ncighborhood Youth Corps pro-
grams; with rural county governments or agencics in the Opcration
Mainstrcam program; Statc Employment Services and Vocational
Education agencics in the MDTA-Institutional program; thc Em-
ployment Scrvice and Welfare departments with regard to the Work
Incentive Program; and with individual ecmployers and unions for
MDTA-OIJT, pre-apprenticeship and JOBS programs.5

Under this structure of organization thc Department of Labor had to
dcal with over 10,000 different sponsors in administering training and
rclatcd programs within its jurisdiction. The mere task of negctiating con- ,
tracts with all these bodics from a single Washington office, to say nothing i
of overscecing their administration and asscssing results, proved to be an
unmanagcablc onc. By giving more dircctly involved officials authority to
pass on proposals and revicw opcrating results, scrious fragmentation
and duplication among the programs could be considcrably reduced.

From the vicwpoint of the individual cnrollce and his potential cm-
ployer, the shift to centralized local control would carry important ad- |
vantagces. Under the old system, cach program had its own administrative i

5George Shultz (then Secretary of Labor), Hearings, Subcommittee on Employ-
ment, Manpower, and Poverty, U.S. Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fure, Manpower Development and Training Legislation, 1970 (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1970), Part I, p. 85.
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hicrarchy with dccisions coming from Washington. Undcr the ncw, cnroll-
ces and employers could turn to local administrators for answers, 1nstcad
of being viewed in terms of many separate categorical programs, the in-
dividual’s entire range of training, development, and job placement nceds
could be put into a single, integrated context. Training and placement
procedures could then be adapted to the individual rather than the other
way around. Logical linkages could be cstablished between the different
stages or aspects of the individual’s carcer development, With a morc
responsive and flexible system, the enrollee could move more casily from
onc type of training or support to another as circumstances required. The
nceds of ecmployers could also be reflected more quickly and accuratcly
in such a system, with local firms in more dircct contact with administra-
tors who determine policy. Instead of many public and private organiza-
tions compcting to place cnrollees with the same employer, hiring of such
workers would be consolidated and much troublesome duplication of
cffort thereby avoided.

Hardly less apparent are the pitfalls and limitations attending this de-
velopment, In a ficld in which political favoritism and pressurc-group
jockeying are inescapable, any move to widen the influence of governors
and mayors could accentuate jurisdictional rivalrics and paralyze cffec-
tive action. Expericence in such related arcas as cducation, urban renewal,
and welfare could hardly be cited in support of the wisdom of the move.
In fact, in these arcas some reasonably clear guideposts exist for state and
local government administrators to follow, In the training and placement
of the disadvantaged, there are few established rules of the game; if local
administrators arc given control, the present confusion could well be
compounded.

Another and more scrious criticism s that few state and niunicipal
governments have cither the machinery or personnel to undertake this
difficult responsibility. In the face of the many other claims on their finan-
cial and staff resources, the likelihood of their being able to take cffective
hold of manpower programs in their jurisdiction scems at best problem-
atical. The critical question in many instances will be whether qualified
staff can be found: the number of administrative cxccutives able and
willing to direct such undertakings is miniscule, and the number of per-
sons qualificd for appointments to training staffs is not much greater. Un-
less an all-out ¢ffort is made to mobilize talent and train capable staff
members, the cntire cffort is likely to fail. Vigorous action is called for at
all levels of government to mect this stafling crisis, but first and forcmost,
lcadership in “training the trainers” must come at the federal level,

A further question is whether decentralization would follow traditional
political jurisdictions and, if so, whether manpower development pro-
grams could be cffectively mounted on this basis. In many localitics labor
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market relationships arc intercity or even interstate in character. Decen-
tralization would tend to strengthen traditional barricrs to putting man-
power training and placement on a broader and more realistic basis, Here
again, greater local control could well spell retrogression unless new links
were forged between existing governmental units,

Whether experience will, on balance, confirm the supporters or the
critics of decentralization is of coursc an open question. There can be no
debate, however, on the need for carcful advance planning and action by
state and local governments in close collaboration with the federal gov-
ernment if the shift in control is to prove successful, Only where there is
clear evidence that a statc or local governmental unit has the capacity to
assume this additional responsibility should such a shift in control occur.
Otherwise, the diffusion of authority among hundreds of government
bodics will simply increasc the difficultics which already besct many of
the programs.

The Existing Structure

The major programs and institutional facilitics that are available to com-
munitics to carry out training and placcment activities arc by now well
known and can be quickly summarized. As currently understood, the
government’s manpower development cffort is chicfly addressed to help-
ing persons who suffer from generally recognized educational, cultural,
or other handicaps to find work or move up in the job-carccr structurc.6
A broader and perhaps more traditional definition would include prepa-
ration for any and all jobs or carcers, but ever since the passage of the
Arca Redevelopment Act of 1961, which sought to reduce the competi-
tive disadvantage of individuals looking for work in depressed arcas,
public-supported manpower development cfforts have largely centered on
those considered in special need. In fiscal ycar 1971, about 93 percent
of the enrollces in federal manpower programs were poor and othcrwise
disadvantaged.”

Distinguishing between a narrow and a broad definition of manpower
devclopment poscs difficultics in specific cascs. Pre-college high school
preparation and liberal arts undergraduate programs arc not usually

6As defined in federal government publications, “disadvantaged” means poor,
not having suitable employment, and either (1) a school dropout, (2) a member of
a minority, (3) under 22 years of age, (4) 45 years of age or over, (5) handi-
capped, or (6) subject to special obstacles to employment, As of 1972 a nonfarm
family of four is defined as poor if its annual income does not exceed $3,800; a
nonfarm individual is defined as poor if his income does not exceed $1,900,

IManpower Report of the President, 1972, pp. 58-59. For a breakdown of en-

rollees by demographic and other characteristics, see Appendix Table 1 in my
study.
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trcated as aspects of manpowcer development. While training for bluc-col-
lar and white-collar jobs would be, the great majority of persons preparing
for such openings cannot be considercd disadvantaged; in their case re-
sponsibility for training for spccific job opcnings is largely Icft to thc em-
ployets, private or public, who necd their scrviccs.

In addition to difficultics of dcfinition, the distinction betwccn a nar-
1ow and a broad approach to manpowcr development poses difficult pol-
icy issucs as well. In periods when job opportunities are plentiful, scrious
hardship in finding worthwhilc cmployment is largely limited to the dis-
advantaged. When job opportunitics becomce scarce, however, important
barricrs in the scarch for jobs confront other groups as well; in such peri-
ods government-supported manpowcr programs incvitably takc on a
broader orientation. In fact, under these circumstances, many problems
related to training the disadvantaged, such as the nced for better trans-
portation facilitics, bettcr job information, and bettcr job design, apply
to a broad cross scction of thc nation's labor forcc.8 Whilc this study
focuscs on training and placing thc disadvantaged, many of its findings
also apply to othcr categorics of workers.

The two biggest government manpower programs by far arc the Train-
ing and Employmcnt Scrvice activitics of thc Department of Labor and
the vocational ceducation and rehabilitation programs of thc Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare; but only a fraction of thesc programs
concerns the disadvantaged.? Other federally supported manpower train- i
ing and placcment activitics rest on these two programs. The Department
of Labor, in cooperation with thc Officc of Education, supports classroomn
training as well as on-the-job training (OJT) in a varicty of skills under
thc Manpowcr Devclopment and Training Act of 1962 (MDTA).I0 The
on-the-job training part of the program was greatly broadencd in 1968
when the Department of Labor joined with the National Alliance of Busi-
ncssmen (NAB) to cstablish the Job Opportunitics in the Busincss Sce-
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BProfessor Bakke has stressed the importance of viewing manpower policy as an
“integral partner” in a full roster of governmental policies, arguing that “the nar-
row de facto operational definition now given to manpower policy” threatens its
progressive development. E. Wight Bakke, The Mission of Manpower Policy (Kala-
mazoo, Michigan: The Institute, 1969), p. 3.

YIn fiscal year 1970, the Training and Employment Service reported that 4.6
million applicants for nonfarm placements were received, of which nearly 1 million
were disadvantaged. As of 1967 it was estimated that about 10,000 of the Service's
30,000 personnel dealt with the disadvantaged. Such comparisons are not possible
for vocational education, but the proportion represented by the disadvantaged is
certainly much less. Manpower Report of the President, 1971, Table F-16; and Sar
A. Levitan and Garth L. Mangum, Federal Training and Work Programs in the
Sixties (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, The
University of Michigan-Wayne State University, 1969), Pt. IIl and p. 349.

WMDTA-OJT was renamed Jobs Optional Program (JOP) in fiscal 1971 when
administration of the program was passed to the states.
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tor program (JOBS) which through subsidics or other inducements seeks
to induce employers to train, hire, and upgrade disadvantaged workers.

The Department of Labor also is responsible for administering the
Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC) in-school, out-of-school, and sum-
mer work-experience programs, as well as the Job Corps centers, both of
which were established under the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964,
Likewise, the Department, in cooperation with the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, is responsible for the Work Incentive Program
{WIN) which provides work experience and supportive services to pub-
lic assistance recipients, Finally, the Department of Labor operates the
Concentrated Employment Program (CEP), a coordinated cffort in spe-
cial innercity slum arcas where job placement, training, and related needs
arce greatest, and the Public Service Careers (formerly New Carcers) pro-
gram which sccks to provide job opportunitics for disadvantaged work-
ers chicfly in federal, state, and local government,

All of these programis are available to individual communitics in such
combinations and amounts as overall budgetary conditions and individ-
ual locality considerations indicate. Some notion of the relative size of
the various programs can be seen in Table 1,

Total federal expenditures for these programs were running slightly
over $2 billion per yéar by the end of the 1960 as against about $500
million as recently as 1964, but it should be reiterated that large parts
of the Training and Employment Service and Vocational Education
budgets are not concerned with training the disadvantaged. Excluding
these latter two budgets, total federal outlays on manpower programs
came to $2.3 billion in fiscal 1971 and arc projected to rise to $3.3 billion
in 1972 and to $4 billion in 1973 (sce Appendix Table 2).

Statistical information on federally supported manpower programs, by
communitics, has only rccently become available. If city and smaller
communitics are expected to exercise anything like effective control over
manpowecr development activitics within their jurisdictions, detailed data
on opcrations of the various programs, by local arcas, are an absolute
cssential. Table 2 indicates the relative importance of individual pro-
grams in 12 large citics as well as the shifts which have occurred in the
last three years (see pages 10-11).

Most of these 12 citics showed some increase in overall program cen-
rollments after 1968, the largest occurring in Detroit and Atlanta, In one
instance, Los Angeles, there was a marked decline; in three others (Balti-
more, Cleveland, and Houston) there were slight declines in total en-
rollments. Turning to individual programs, absolutc as well as relative
cnrollment decrcases occurred after 1969 in a number of the citics in Job
Opportunitics in the Business Scctor (JOBS) and the Concentrated Em-
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Table 1 |
Federally Assisted Manpower Training i
and Support Programs i
Fiscal Year 1971
e, Fodort ftns
Vocational Education ..............coivviiiiiiinnn.. 6,224 b$415
U.S. Training and Employment Service . .................. t3,597 b347
Vocational Rehabilitation . ............................ d468 b523 !
Manpower Development and Training ﬁ
Institutionale . .................... ... ..l 156 264
On-the-Job Trainingf ................. ... ..., 99 60
Job Opportunities in the Business
Sector (federally financed) ........................ 93 169
Neighborhood Youth Corps
Ineschool ... 120 58
Outeof-school .. ............cc v, 853 115
SUMMEL .ot e e 567 h253
JobCorps ... 50 160 :
Work Incentive Program .............................. 112 64 |
Concentrated Employment Program ..................... 94 167 |
Public Service Careerst ................. .. oiiniin.. 47 92 }
Operation Mainstream . ............................... 22 72 \
Source: Office of Financial and Management Information Systems, Manpower Administra: }
tion, U.S. Department of Labor, and The Budget of the U, S. Government, Fiscal Year 1973, ;

B FY 1970; excludes home economics students. :
b Actual outlays. !
€ Nonfarm placements.
4 Estimate of the number rehabilitated. :
¢ |ncludes parttime and other training.

f Includes MDTA-OJT which ended FY 1970 (except for national contracts) and which was
renamed Jobs Optional Program (JOP). .

EIncludes work training in industry.

Y includes obligation of $83 million in fiscal year 1971 made available by MDTA supple.
mental funds.

i Includes Plans A, B, C (New Careers), D, and E (STEP). The five programs in the Public
Service Careers are described in Chapter |1V, pages 72.73.

ployment Program (CEP), whilc striking increases occurred in some cit- i
ics in the Work Incentive Program (WIN) and the Neighborhood Youth
Corps (NYC) in-school program,

A Framework for Local Manpower Policy

As authority over manpower policy toward the disadvantaged is decen-
tralized, communitics will have considerable latitude in choosing how
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best to approach the training and placement issuc. 1t is therefore vitally
important for cach locality to sclect a course of action which will best
mect its particular requirements. For this purpose it will be ncecessary to
decide on the basic clements that would enter into a fully cffective local
program—an idcal model against which actual and proposcd programs
can be compared,

In the face of the diverse manpower objectives and approaches which
prevail at the national level, there is a natural tendency for localities to
follow a permissive policy of letting individual groups work out whatever
arrangements they can with the federal funding authorities. This is the
very outcome, hcwever, which the national government is presently de-
termined to avoid. Instcad, cvery locality is expected to develep a posi-
tive manpower policy of its own. This mcans that whatever difficultics
and ambiguitics may be involved, cach community wili be called upon to
put together as cffective a sct of policies as circumstances permit.

To this ¢nd, a community must make sure that its training and place-
ment programs fit into a unificd system of services which at the same
time allow for considerable diversity and flexibility, Both » ity and diver-
sity are required because individual trainces need to be able to come in
and go out of the system at many different Ievels and to move casily
among many points within it. Thus, in a fully functioning community
manpower services structure, the disadvantaged would find it possible to
meet job or carcer requirements at whatever level their need may be. Em-
ploycrs would find it possible to reach persons of disadvantaged back-
ground sccking work and to hire them on cither a trial or carcer basis.
Thosc who could not meet usual job standards would be helped, through
training and special work experience, to develop the capacities that they
would require to enter the regular job market. The overall outcome of
such a system would be that the requisite human and physical resources
would be brought together at the different levels of need in a manner
which would yicld inaximum benefits with minimum resource inputs,

Investing these broad gencralizations with specific content is the crit-
ical issuc confronting a community. The term “maximum benefits™ would
suggest that the underlying objectives of the community’s manpower cf-
fort and. perhaps morc importantly, its various subobjcctives, are clear.
The term “minimum resource inputs™ suggests that the community's pol-
icymakers know the different possible combinations of means that are
available for achicving these objectives; it suggests further that the policy-
makers have the skill or good fortunc to choose the particular combina-
tion of means which sccures these results most cfficiently and cficctively.

Judging from most impartial investigations, these three requirements
for cffective performance have not gencrally been met—and by an as-
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Table 2
Current Absolute and Relative (Percent of Total) Enrollments
in Manpower Administration Programs in 12 Large Cities
for the Fiscal Years 1969, 1970, and 1971
ity All programs MDTA Institutional MDTA-0JTd JOBS¢
i
1969 1970 1971 | 1969 1970 1971 | 1969 1970 1971 | 1969 1970 197
Boston
Current 4815 4,301 5139 | 664 534 778' 138 19 — | 510 87 43
Percent — — — | 138 124 151. 29 4 —] 106 199 8.
New York
Current 17,368 26,634 19,106 | 2,448 1,994 2820 | 849 455 166 | 3,649 7,006 4,17
Percent — — ~ | 141 75 148 49 17 9| 210 263 21
Baltimore
Current 6,071 7080 5833 | 307 299 204 475 327 — | 544 926 39
Percent —~ — —_ 5.1 4.2 3.5 78 46 — 9.0 131 6.
Philadelphia
Current 6918 8200 10521 | 399 350 399 751 571 — | 780 666 46
Percent — — —~| 58 43 38| 108 70 —| 113 81 4
Pittsburgh
Current 4518 3,700 55991 | 638 197 412 96 91 — | 358 411 17
Percent - —~ —1 141 5.3 6.9 21 24 — 7.9 111 2.
Richmond
Current 696 868 1,468 43 44 16| 194 257 — — 28 23
Percent — — — 6.2 5.1 1.1} 279 296 — —_ 3.2 15,
Atlanta
Current 1,694 2,645 6,384 90 214 261 33 ~— 21( 320 954 72
Percent — —_ — 5.3 8.1 41 23 ~— 3189 189 1l
Chicago
Current 10,799 11,928 12,302 {1,516 877 1,246| 118 98 34 [2160 4,766 3,15
Percent —~ — — | 140 74 101 1.1 8 3| 200 400 @ 25.
Detrait
Current 10,073 10,247 16,681 11338 703 824 ;1,118 919 322619 4,015 1,31
Percent — — — [ 13.3 6.9 491 111 90 27 26.0 39.2 7.
Cleveland :
Current 4250 3,743 3,779 | 182 218 565 69 250 — | 408 664 6l
Percent —_ — — 43 58 150 16 67 — 96 177 16.
Houston
Current 5164 3,714 4637 | 419 506 266 | 178 233 ~— | 675 984 39
Percent —_ - — 7.7 136 5.7 34 63 —| 131 © 265 8.
Los Angeles
Current | 18,758 15,734 10,898 2,382 554 1348 {1,016 603 — {2,109 3,113 1,51
Percent — — — | 127 35 124 54 38 ~—{ 11.2 198 13
Source: Office of Financial and Management Information Systems, Manpower Administration, U.S. Departme
“Enrollments in Operation Mainstream program included in totals for New York and Detroit but not list
through May 1971. *Data as of May 31 for the year indicated. YIncludes summer enrollees. *Data throu
10

19

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

o M



WIN CEP NYC in-school NYC out-of-school

1369 1970 1971 | 1969 1970 1971 | 1969¢  1970¢ 1971 | 1969 1970 1971d
954 1,260 1,610 | 2009 1,062 2,135 ‘376 414 47 164 155 132
19.8 293 313 41.7 24.7 415 78 9.6 9 34 36 2.6
2,807 8,283 9,653 456 e]189 189 | 3421 4,743 — 12905 2309 1,804
16.2 313 50.5 26 7 1.0 19.7 17.8 — 16.7 8.7 9.4
1,142 1,758 2,081 | 1,289 1922 854 | 1,716 1,317 1,786 588 531 423
18.8 24.8 353 21.2 27.1 145 28.3 18.6 303 97 1.5 1.2
946 2,563 2,631 | 2146 2436 1,028 | 1,403 1,279 5,507 493 335 489
13.7 31.2 25.0 31.0 29.7 9.8 20.3 15.6 523 7.1 41 4.6
575 789 1,667 | 1,035 766 860 | 1,448 1,243 2,622 368 203 121
12.7 213 27.8 229 20.7 14.4 32.0 336 43.8 8.1 55 2.0
188 330 329 — — — 98 77 553 60 37 48
210 38.0 224 — — — 14.1 89 377 8.6 43 33
— 386 376 482 353 249 513 522 4,196 250 216 223
— 14.6 5.9 28.5 133 39 303 19.7 65.7 14.7 8.2 35
842 1,219 4544 | 1494 578 530 | 3,294 3427 1,379 | 1,375 972 885
7.8 10.1 36.9 13.8 4.8 43 30.5 28.7 11.2 12.7 8.1 7.2
1,455 2,157 2,075 |E1,242 282 2,292 | 1518 1459 9421 783 712 576
14.4 211 12.4 123 2.7 13.7 15.1 14.2 51.5 7.8 69 35
338 870 1,223 | 1,772 444 709 966 957 — 515 340 514
8.0 232 324 a7 119 18.8 22.7 25.6 — 12.1 9.1 13.6
—_ 68 416 | 3,083 1,129 1,031 522 597 2,262 287 197 266
— 18 9.0 59.7 304 22.2 10.1 16.7 48.87 5.6 53 5.7
1472 630 6,027 | 1,629 958 947 | 2,837 3115 — | 1,019 854 833
398 40.1 55.3 8.7 6.1 8.6 15.7 19.8 — 5.4 54 1.6

‘ Labor.

wparately; JOBS data are by metropolitan areas; WIN data, by counties; all other programs, by cities. "Data

ecember 1969. fData through February 1970, xData through Apri! 1970.
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cending order of difference in the three cascs: objectives remain ill de-
fincd; alternative approaches are cven less clear; and, most serious of all,
actual policy choices depart widely from optimal performance criteria. It
can be argucd that these results were inevitable since many of the pro-
grams were new, that there was little tested knowledge about the ficld,
and that the need for dramatic results (or the appearance thercof) was
felt from the start,

Notwithstanding these conditions, aftcr more than cight ycars of cx-
perience, manpower training and placement of the disadvantaged as a
national cffort now rest on a more solid base—the more obvious failures
and successes, at least, have been identificd and the broad alternatives to
policy arc much better understood. Two developments, however, can be
counted on to keep these issucs the center of continuing controversy and
uncertainty. First, shifts in the cconomic climate, such as the recent, risc
in uncmployment, will pose new questions and difficultice for the pro-
gram. Sccond, as already noted, the decision to turn over much policy-
making authority to the states and cities will give nisc to a number of
scrious problems; unless these problems are well handled, the manpower
development cffort could retrogress or cven founder completely. It is one
thing to outline what arc the main components of a fully cffective com-
munity program and quite another to adopt the specific measures which
will bring cflective results. The quest for some underlying sct of princi-
ples to guide communities in the development of their programs, there-
fore, becomes a first order of business in this ficld.

Broadly stated, communities will be called on to perform four major
functions in this arca: plan manpower development goals for the dis-
advantaged, choose among available ineans for meceting these goals, mon-
itor opcrations of the specific programs sclected, and evaluate their re-
sults. Each function descrves careful and continuous attention; failurc in
any onc will undercut a community’s cntirc manpower cffort on behalf
of the disadvantaged.

Planning Manpower Development Goals

The first function is to sct goals which cmbody the purposes sct forth
in national manpower policy legislation and at the same time are ad-
dressed to the particular locality’s special needs. The general thrust of
nationtal policy is to provide the disadvantaged full opportunity to sccurc
the preparation they require to get decent jobs and pursue meaningful
carcers, Because individuals enter the job- and carcer-preparation process
from so many diffcrent starting points; because carcer opportunities, to
say nothing of specific job opcnings, shift so rapidly and are so widely
scattered; and because hiring and entrance requircments vary so greatly,
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a quitc claborate training and placement structure with many points of
entry and cxit cannot be avoided. This makes it doubly important to de-
sign a system in which any given individual can move casily into and out
of diffcrent training-placcment channcls and catcgorics, in accordance
with a carcer-development plan which makes sense for him,

In deciding on specific manpower policy objectives which will further
this overall goal, a community will need to get answers to such questions
as the following: Who are the target population groups in the community?
What arc their cducation and skill characteristics? What arc the current
and projected job trends in the arca? What are the community’s present
facilitics for mecting the manpower nceds of the target groups? What are
the nature and extent of the gaps between cxisting and desired per-
formance?

The tendency among most local governmcent units will be to sct goals
that arc cither too grandiose or too casily achicved. If sctting local pro-
gram goals is to be more than a perfunctory cxcreise, it is csscntial that a
varicty of possible manpower objectives be carcfully analyzed and com-
parcd, that the relevaat data and arguments be systematically reviewed,
and that full opportunity be afforded to thc major intcrest groups (in-
cluding spokesmen of poverty groups, business firms, labor unions, and
citizen organizations) to participatc as members of a manpowcer planning
council in the choicc of goals. It is espccially important that the muyor
or his designee serve as chairman of the council. Otherwisc, meaningful
results are unlikely to emerge.

Choosing Means To Meet Goals

The sccond, and closcly related function, is to develop policics and
procedures which will meet the special needs of a given locality as cffce-
tively as possible. Here again, the different approaches embodicd in na-

tional lcgislation provide communitics with the principal tools for implc-.

menting policy, but the task of choosing the most cffective combination
of training and placement strategics is being left increasingly to local de-
termination. Obviously. this choice should be determined insofar as pos-
sible by the particular circumstances which prevail in a commurity and
the specific manpower development goals which have been decided on.
The stratcgics appropriate to a predominantly black population in a onc-
industry town in the South, for cxample, arc not going to fit the training
and placcment nceds of a predominantly whitc population in a major
mctropolitan arca in the North. Among the local policy questions to be
answered arc: How much cmphasis should be put on privatc as against
public scctor initiatives? On institutional as against on-thc-job training?
On prevocational or basic cducation as against traditional vocational or
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skill training? On full-time training as against “coupled”™ work-training?
On cntry-level jobs as against higher level carcer openings? On blue-
collar or factory jobs as against white-collar or service job placements?
On training for existing jobs as against restructuring old jobs and creating
new oncs?

The suscess of a locality's manpower effort depends on whether pro-
fessional know-how can be geared into the thinking of the community's
leadership in working out answers to these questions. In contrast to the
first function of deciding on goals of manpower development, which is
largely a social or political question, deciding on specific policy ap-
proaches should have a heavy input of professional or technical exper-
tise. It therefore is essential that a central manpower office be established
in a community with a dircctor and supporting professional staff to carry
out the goals decided on by the mayor and his manpower planning coun-
cil. The main function of this office would be to decide on specific man-
power policy directions and annual contract allocations.

It would also be essential for the central manpower office to assist in
the difficult task of finding and developing capable personnel for the vari-
ous manpower programs. As noted carlicr, the staffing needs of these pro-
grams arc so scrious that federal leadership is clearly required, but action
at the local community level is also needed to make sure cflective mea-
sures to develop capable staffs get underway. As experience accumulates,
a community might well decide to assign other program-support respon-
sibilitics to its central manpower office.

Mounitoring O peration of Programs

The third function is to determine whether administrators of specific
programs are meeting certain operating procedures and targets. As in any
administrative structure, success at the operating level of a manpower
development program turns on finding administrators with the skill and
judgment to carry out particular program purposes, and on giving these
administrators the necessary scope and authority to perform this function.
As long as they continue to have the confidence of the central manpower
office established to review their work, program directors must be free to
adopt the measures they consider most effective in realizing the goals of
the individual programs.

At the same time, the central office would need to keep closc enough
to day-to-day opcrations to know what major problems arc cmerging,
where changes in policy direction are beginning to occur, and how break-
downs in organizational effectiveness can be avoided. Any general mon-
itoring of program operation would require that the oversight office spell
out the basic performance tests which a program administrator would be
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expected to meet and then determine whether such tests have in fact
been niet.

What is perhaps the most intractable issue in the entire ficld of man-
power training and placement is how to maintain adequate coordination
among the administrators of the various programs. Vesting authority
over funds allocation in the mayor and central manpower office should
go a long way towards meeting this problem within a given locality, but
the acceptability of their allocation authority over available manpower
funds will depend, in turn, on how well grounded this group is in the
operational realitics of the different programs. The other approach to co-
ordination—the onc largely relied on until now—is for the various pro-
gram administrators to work out jurisdictional rivalrics and other ques-
tions on their own. Informal arrangements of this sort, especially in
smaller communities, can be quite successful, but they can hardly serve
as a general pattern. Where neither approach to coordination proves pos-
sible, somic form of outside intervention cither by federal or state au-
thoritics would become necussary.

Evaluating Results

The fourth and last function is to establish procedures for the commu-
nity’s central manpower office to evaluate individual programs in line
with similar cvaluation of the work of that body by the federal govern-
ment. This would require going well beyond the auditing entailed by con-
ventional monitoring procedures. Evaluation deals with the much broad-
er question whether particular programs are reaching their targets by the
most cffective means available. In many instances the state of the art is
not going to allow precise evaluation results; indeed, there is a real danger
that emphasis on quantitative cvaluation will lead to the pursuit of short-
run, narrowly defined results at the expense of more basic, but less visible,
long-run objectives.

The fact remains that the job of evaluation has to be Ez?rricd out by
onc mecans or another; thus, the casc for doing it as carcfully as possiblc,
and making surc that policymakers pay attention to the results, is irre-
futable. Effcctive evaluation requires that program goals arc clear cnough
to permit performance testing, There must also be a basis for compar-
ing performance under alternative approaches to the same goal. Reliable
data arc needed in sufficient amounts and detail to make sound judg-
ments possible. Beyond this, the results of the program cvaluations have
to be put before responsible administrators in ways that can be used cf-
fectively. Explicit steps will be needed to achicve this outcome; at the na-
tional level too little attention appears to have been given to linking cvalu-
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ation to policymaking—and with predictable results.!! The same outcome
could well occur at local levels of administration,

To the extent that policy and administration of manpowcr programs
for the disadvantaged shift from the federal government to the local com-
munity, new dintensions will be added to the evaluation function per-
formed by the federal government. Presumably, national reviews and
reports of particular programs will still be nceded but, in addition, as-
sessments of cach community’s overall manpower development cffort
will now be required. This will entail examining how programs are chosen
and how funds are allocated, whether the community’s ceatral manpower
officc has maintained cffective controls over the usc of funds, whether
that office has been able to identify strong and weak clements in the differ-
cnt programs, and, most important of all, whether subsequent policy de-
cisions by the central office conform to cvaluation findings and recom-
mendations.

Whatcver the degree of decentralization which Congress finally decides
on, whether through block grants or some other device, provision for fed-
cral review along these gencral lines seems essential. 1t would be neither
logical nor scnsible to continuce funneling funds into local manpower de-
velopment programs which have proven to be demonstrably incffective
and where repeated warnings have breught no corrective action. This
would not require detailed federal surveillance of all aspects of a com-
munity's programs, but it would require close cnough familiarity with lo-
cal arca performance so that any federal action could be both informed
and timely. Thus, the federal government’s principal responsibility, aside
from maintaining adequate accounting controls, would be to determine
whether a community is moving ahcad or falling behind in its overall cf-
fort to provide adequate manpower scrvices to the disadvantaged. A re-
view of a community’s performance in terms of the four functional re-
sponsibilitics just discussed contains the essential ingredients for such a
general determination. 12

Mn discussing the low utilization of evaluations in manpower training and 14
other programs, one study cited four basic reasons: organizational inertia in the

- face of change, methodological weakness in evaluation reviews, design irrelevance,

and lack of dissemination of evaluation results. Joseph A. Wholey, and others,
Federal Evaluation Policy: Analyzing the Effects of Public Programs (Washington:
Urban Institute, 1970), pp. 50-51.

2In his March 1971 special revenue-sharing message to Congress on manpower,
President Nixon said that the state and local governments would have to submit to
audits and publish annually statements of projected uses of funds before receiving
their shared revenue. It seems likely that Congress will question whether under
these circumstances the Secretary of Labor would be able to make sure that the
funds would be used effectively. (Wall Street Journal, March 5, 1971, p. 2.)
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Six Levels of Action

This review will have meaning only insofar as it is brought to bear on

specific phases of a community’s total manpower cffort. Top policymak-
ers in the community will need to be kept informed continuously about
the content and direction of developments at cach level of training and
placement. Six such levels may be identified:

1.

Ncighborhood outreach: overcoming psychological and other bar-
ricrs to use of scrvices.

Prevocational and basic education: providing gencral work-orien-
tation and remedial learning skills.

. Job skills and carcer progression: helping to mect requircments for

specific jobs and carcer opportunitics.

Job placement and development: matching jobseckers and jobsup-
pliers and restructuring jobs morc in linec with the capacitics of
available workers,

Allowances and supportive services: training allowances, hiring
subsidics, travel, day care, health scrvices, and legal service aids.

. Private and public job creation: cooperating with privatc and pub-

lic cmployers to provide part-time or full-time work opportunitics
in privatc industry, government agencies, and nonprofit institutions
(kospitals, public safety, recreation, schools, ctc.).

To cstablish a manpower delivery system which will effectively meet
the needs of the disadvantaged, a community must carry out the four
functional responsibilitics noted carlier on all six of these froiis. Ideally,
the resulting structure would provide a coherent but flexible range of ser-
vices, subject to a central coordinating lcadership but responsive to grass-
roots nceds and pressures. The bare outline of such an ideal system is
relatively casy to formulate. Much more difficult is the devising of the
strategics which will actually put the components of such a system into
place.

Even this bricf review makes clear what a complex and clusive under-
taking this is bound to be. Expericnce in a number of communitics, how-
cver, reveals that well-thought-out programs under capable icadership
can be developed; where this has happencd, the results have been strik-
ingly successful. Even at this carly point in the development of local
manpower programs, communitics should be actively encouraged to move
ahcad in this vitally important arca,

17

2




II. Choosing Goals and Strategies

To develop an cffective manpower system for the disadvantaged, a com-
munity nceds not only to establish a strong and balanced structure o¥ scr-
vices but also to sclect clear-cut goals and cfficient means for achisving
them. The choice of goals and means must go together as part of a # xeral
strategy which a community dccides to follow in this arca. Choosing the
overall strategy will largely turn on how scrious are the manpowgr needs
of & community’s disadvantaged population and whether far-tcaching
steps will be needed to deal with them. As with designing the structure
of its manpower services, a community’s choicc of manpower goals and
means for realizing them cannot be divorced from the particulgr cconomic
and social context in which the choice has to be made. Differences armong
communitics will of course carry quite different stratcgy implications, but
there are some general guidelines and considerations common to all,

The most important overall consideration is whether a community’s
cconomic and social framework is basically favorable or unfavorable. If
all the requisite conditions for a fully effective manpower ¢ffort are pres-
ent—cxpanding job opportunitics, cmploycrs who arc training- and dc-
velopment-oriented, workers who are job- and carcer-oriented, a broad
carecr-supportive  cducational system, and a flexible training structure
designed to mect changing employment needs—, few additional steps
will have to be taken on behalf of the disadvantaged. All that will be
necessitry is to give such workers a chance to become participants in the
skill-developing, jobfinding process. When these conditions are not pres-
ent, however, much more far-rcaching measurcs will become necessary,
und wholly new institutional arrangements will have to be developed. Any
decision by a state or community to provide training and rclated services
to the disadvantaged is itself a step in developing such measures, but the
issue of how far-reaching these measures will be and by what means ser-
vices will be provided remains to be resolved.

The key questions that will then have to be answered are: Should the
community’s effort center on those persons within the disadvantaged cate-
gory who are near the bottom or near the top of the education-income
structurc? Should attention center on developing the most basic and gen-
eral kinds of capacitics of such individuals or on specific, more immediate
jobfinding skills? Should cmphasis be concentrated on the “supply” char-
acteristics of disadvantaged workers or on the “demand” possibilitics for
their services? 1f the latter, should the major effort be to find openings
for disadvantaged workers in existing job structures, to modify thesc
structurcs in the intcrest of such workers, or to create a wholly new range
of jobs for them? Finally, should the various training and support activ-
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itics have a predominantly private- or public- and nonprofit-scctor ori-
cntation?

The answers to these questions, whether formulated explicitly and sys-
tematically or implicitly and on a piccemeal basis, will dctermine the
main thrust of a community’s effort to train and place the disadvantaged.
As indicated carlicr, these questions have gencrally been treated in a
haphazard, fragmented manner. Until they arc brought within an overall
strategy aimed at an cxplicit set of goals, communitics will continue to
flounder in their cfforts to provide more eflective services in this arca,

In devising such a strategy, a community faces a difficult dilemma: in
providing manpower scrvices it will need to treat workers as individuals
as much as possible, but as a practical matter it will not be able to avoid
dcaling with the disadvantaged in groups, often of considerable size, in the
interest of cstablishing uniform rules and practices as in any other large-
scale organizational cflort. The success of whatever strategy is chosen
will largely depend on how well a community reconciles the respective
merits of an intensive versus an extensive policy in the delivery of man-
power scrvices.

Four Approaches to Manpower Strategy

In this conncction there appear to be four approaches open to a com-
munity: Under the first approach a community's strategy would be largely
shaped by the distribution of political and social power within the arca;
under the sccond approach its strategy would be determined chicfly by
the requircments for its economic development; under the third approach
its stratcgy would depend on whether conditions of supply or of demand
with respect to disadvantaged workers are emphasized; and under the
fourth approach its strategy would depend on whether a market or an in-
terventionist emphasis is chosen. Each approach has a contribution to
make towards a coherent policy of manpower development of the disad-
vantaged, but cach suffers from certain limitations as a single guide to
action,

Distribution of Political and Social Power

In dcveloping its manpower policy towards the disadvantaged it is
axiomatic that a community give considerable weight to the comparative
political and social influence of the major blocs within its population.
Shifts in the political potency of any major group—whether large or small
business firms, higher or lower skilled workers, poor whites or poor
blacks—will nccessarily affect the shape and dircction of cormunity ac-
tivity in this sensitive arca. Since the interests of these groups in develop-
ing manpowecr training and support programs will in varying degree con-
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flict, the power balance that obtains among these groups within a com-
munity will significantly influence the planning and implementing of its
manpower programs.

Viewed in this light, current efforts to provide training and related ser-
vices to the disadvantaged can be considercd as a responsc to the in-
creased status and influence of this group. Thus, manpower programs at
the local level, as well as at the state and national level, can be expected
to reflect this new configuration of power. Their power would affect not
mercly the setting of general goals for these programs, but also the carry-
ing out of specific decisions aird the handling of daily operations as well,
It would  mean bringing the disadvantaged groups into a policymaking
rolc in these programs commensurate with their enhanced status in the
community's life.

The impact of this approach is seen most clearly where a large propor-
tion of a community’s population suffers serious cultural and cconomic
handicaps and the likelihood of their acquiring the skills needed to com-
pete for the availablce jobs is remote. In terms of straightforward economic
resource analysis, the case for cxtending training and related scrvices to
such submerged groups might appear dubious; but in terms of the political
and social importance of these groups, the casc could be altogether
convincing,

While clearly important to the success of 4 community’s manpower
effort, this approach would be both too narrow and too general to serve
as the only guide to community action in this ficld—too narrow in that
considerations other than sheer political power would necessarily make
themselves felt, and too general in that such terms as “power™ and “in-
fluence” lack sufficient content or specificity to serve as a meaningful
guide to policy. As experience in a number of citics attests, factionalism
among poverty groups can effectively block action even if political factors
in an overall sense have shifted in their favor. Whatever the political cli-
matc in a community, the response of cmployers to training and job place-
ment programs is obviously crucial. Any crude politicizing of the pro-
grams would therefore necessarily be sclf-defeating, While constituting
onc strand in policy formulation, and perhaps cven serving as a gencral
starting point, this vicw does not provide a satisfactory framework for
determining which manpower development programs deserve emphasis
and which do not,

Requirements for Economic Development

A sccond approach is to view a community’s manpower policy towards
the disadvantaged as an aspect of the arca’s cconomic development needs
and prospects. Where cconomic trends are essentially favorable, policy
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would center on removing the tangible and intangible barricrs which hem 4
in the disadvantaged. Training and support activitics would bc built '
around the “growth points” of the local cconoiny. Fundamental changes in
cconomic policy with respect to capital supply, taxation, transportation
facilitics, and the like would be unnccessary in these circumstances; rather,
major cmphasis would be placed on widening the immediate job and ca-
reer horizons of the disadvantaged.

On the other hand, where cconomic trends arc adverse, attention would
nccessarily shift to more fundamental cconomic issucs—supporting lag-
gard firms, attracting new firms, improving shopping arcas, and strength-
cning public services. Manpower policy towards the disadvantaged, as an
aspect of human resources development, would also have to deal with
more difficult issucs such as replacing obsolcte skills with a ncw range
of abilitics, opcning wholly diffcrent catcgorics of cmployment, and }
greatly broadening the usual range of job movement both occupationally
and geographically. Under thesc circumstances the role of the statc and
federal government would necessarily bulk much larger than if cconomic
development trends were favorable.

This approach is a good deal more specific, and probably more rc-
alistic, than the first view of a community’s manpower policy. Thus it
carrics quite definite implications for the relative cffectivencss of differ-
cnt policics towards the disadvantaged in certain circumstances; in rough
terms at least, it fiiay cven provide the basis for predicting what policics
in what situations will prove successful.

Unlike the political balance approach, the cmphasis here is on increas-
ing the adaptability of the commuerity’s work force to the requircments
of a developing and therefore changing cconomy. Ultimately, this could
well entail working with the most disadvantaged or “lcast adaptablce”
members of the labor foree, but the first order of business would pre-
sumably be to improve the quality of disadvantaged workers who arc
alrcady well along in the training process and/or give cvidence of being
adaptable to workday responsibilitics. Thus the entire cmphasis of the
two policics could be diametrically opposcd. :

Even in the cconomic development approach, however, analysis is apt
not to yicld very meaningful guidclines for a community’s manpower
policics. In most localitics, cconomic trends are uncertain and unclear. A
thorough cconomic profile of a major city likc New York, Chicago, or

" San Francisco becomes hardly less complex and confused than a profilc
of the cntirc cconomy. When account is taken of arcawide and regionwide
links, cven a profile of a small, well-defined community is apt to yicld a
mixcd picture,

Morc importantly, the manpower development needs of disadvantaged | |
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workers pose questions of social values which cannot be subsumed un-
der a community’s economic development needs. In some long-range or
general sense the two scts of needs may coincide, but there is no assur-
ance that this will be the case. Where they do not, it would be arbitrary
in the extreme to insist that the former needs must be made subordinate
to the latter, To build a community's manpower policy towards the disad-
vantaged around this one consideration would admittedly simplify, but
hardly clarify, the issues involved,

Supply Versus Demand Em phasis

According to a third view, the choice of manpower policy towards the
disadvantaged would depend on whether emphasis is placed on the sup-
ply characteristics of the disadvantaged or on the demand possibilitics
for their services. A community lcaning to the former emphasis would
treat the demand structure and demand trends as given and concentrate
on adapting the supply characteristics of the disadvantaged accordingly.
A community choosing this cmphasis, which is close to the traditional
view of manpower training, would focus most cffort on helping the dis-
advantaged acquire the skills, habits, and attitudes needed to find jobs
and pursuc meaningful carcers wherever and whatever those jobs and
carcers might be. Conversely, if a community chooses to emphasize de-
mand possibilitics, the supply characteristics of the disadvantaged would
generally be treated as given; and attention would then be concentrated
on adapting the structure of demands to mect available supplics.

This latter view may collide with widely accepted notions about the
optimal distribution of labor and other resources, cspecially if the “cre-
ated” jobs require more workers to achicve the same output as before,
but this nced not necessarily be so. If all costs and benefits, social as well
as private, could be calculated, the most economical approach to utilizing
the disadvantaged workers in a given situation might well be to redesign
cxisting job requirements or ¢ven create “new” carcer openings for which
such workers could qualify. There is nothing necessarily optimal, even in
a straightforward economic scnse, about the level and structure of a com-
munity’s demand for disadvantaged workers just because a certain level
and structure happen to exist at a given moment of time,

This approach gives a more precise guide to manpower policy than the
two preceding views, and makes greater allowance for shifts in cmploy-
ment and other labor market conditions. Again, however, it cannot be
used as the sole basis of choice. Clearly, difficulties would arisc if it were
applicd too mechanically, if for no other recason than it would tend to put
major stress on short-term market conditions. The issues raised by sup-
port programs for the disadvantaged entail far broader considerations
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than could possibly bc subsumed under the headings of “supply” and v
“demand” alonc. i

Then too, in most situations both the supply and demand aspects of
aiding thc disadvantaged nced to be attacked at onc and the same time.
A two-sided problem, frequently as much an aspect of conditions of sup-
ply as of demand, gencrally cxists. On onc side is the inability or unwil-
lingness of cmployers to utilize disadvantaged workers cffcctively; on the
other side is the inability or unwillingness of such workers to do what is
nccessary to find productive cmployment. While the specific issucs raised
arc different, the underlying question to be resolved on both the supply
and demand sidc of manpower programs is thc samc: What supplemen-
tary scrvices beyond those provided by cxisting institutions arc nceded
to opcn up meaningful carcer opportunitics for the disadvantaged? While
helpful in highlighting onc of the key considerations, the distinction be- !
tween a supply as opposed to a demand cmphasis provides too limited a

; framework for formulating an adequate response to this question.

e

Market Versus Interventionist Emphasis

on the cxtent to which a community chooscs to rely on cxisting markcet
mcchanisms as opposed to new, interventionist instrumentalitics and in-
stitutions. As indicated at the outsct, any publicly financed cffort to :
broaden cmployment opportunities for disadvantaged workers can be !
viewed as a departure from sclf-regulating market principles, but the cx-
tent and form of the intervention are of critical importance. Some mea-
surcs, such as providing better information to disadvantaged workers
about job openings, arc fully congrucnt with a market allocation system;
others, such as providing public service jobs cspecially designed for the
disadvantaged, clcarly go beyond market principles as usually defined.
While some manpower development measures on behalf of the disadvan-
taged are less casy to classify in this way, the principle involved is crucial
to a community’s choice of a manpower strategy.

1t nceds to be emphasized that this way of viewing the choice of policy i 1
will not yicld clcar and completc answers in any automatic fashion; it }
mercly provides a rough kind of positioning of different types of man- )
power programs in tcrms of a gencrally understood sct of principles. The
specific points at which a community chooscs to fix these programs will
reflect a wide range of considerations, three of the most important hav-
ing just been noted.

The advantage of using this frame of reference is threefold: (1) It is
dircctly addresscd to the different aspects of a community’s manpower
development activitics; (2) it cmphasizes the various possible rclation-
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ships that may obtain between manpower aids for the disadvantaged and
aids for alt members of the labor force; and (3) it allows for differing
results or weightings, depending on particular circumstances and influ-
cnces. A distinct shift, for cxample, in the distribution of political or
social power in favor of the disadvantaged within a community, or in the
prospects for a community’s general cconomic development, or in funda-
mental supply and demand conditions as they affect a community’s dis-
advantaged labor force would have a direct impact on how far a com-
munity would move away from a market to an interventionist posture in
its manpower policics. The value of this approach can best be judged. of
course, when it is applicd to more specific choices.

Functional Relatiousbi[)s in a Community Manpower System

A number of the country’s manpower development activitics on behalf
of the disadvantaged—probably the most important ones—are carried
on as part of a general system of services designed to help all workers find
job openings, make longer term carcer choices, and move up in various
carcer arcas. This broad system of supports constitutes the central chan-
nel of manpower development which, from the viewpoint of the public
authoritics, can be designated as Intake, Job Referral, and Job Placcment
—Carcer Progression. This central channel consists of a quite simple but
comprehensive system of public instrumentalitics in support of tradition-
al labor market relationships: Jobseckers and jobsupplicrs are provided
cxtensive information and other direct but limited aids to help them
match market offers, but both the initiating moves and the final decisions
arc left to them. As noted at the outset, in a gencrally prosperous,
smooth-functioning local cconomy a limited system of supports of this
sort would presumably prove quite sufficient.

A community, however, may decide to introduce another level of sup-
ports which, while benefiting the disadvantaged and in some instances de-
signed chicfly in their interest, would ncvertheless contain important
benefits for the labor force as a whole and would constitute no mere than
a limited departure from cxisting market allocation arrangements, Exam-
ples of this typc of support activity arc broader outreach activities in
poverty ncighborhoods, special informational programs such as the coni-
puterized Job Data Bank system, and cfforts to win the support of pri-
vate firms to redesign jobs and expand carcer opportunitics for a broad-
er range of workers, A move to this level of activity would reflect a failure
on the part of unrcgulated markets and existing institutions to mect the
community’s nceds fully. At the same time it would not reflect a scrious
breakdown in their capacity to copc with most issucs in the manpower
utilization ficld.
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Finally, a community might decide to introduce a third level of man-
power services which would be designed almost exclusively for the dis-
advantaged and which would mark a sharp departure from traditional
market processes or cstablished institutional arrangements. These ser-
vices would include special educational programs, skill training centers,
day carc and hcalth aids, specially designed job opportunitics, and public
cmployment programs—all on behalf of the disadvantaged. A move to
this level of support activity would be associated with scrious cconomic
and social difficultics which morc modcrate measures had failed to re-
solve. The accompanying chart indicates how these three levels of ac-
tivity would be relre-d to onc another in a general system of community
manpowcr services.

The functional relationships sct forth in the chart arc largely sclf-cx-
planatory, but some of the important policy implications suggested by
the chart are worth noting. While the gencral positioning of the functions
at the three levels just noted is rcasonably clear, specific variations or
featurcs could give them a quite different significance. Voluntary cfforts
by private firms to cxpand employment of the disadvantaged, for exam-
ple, would be an intermediate level function, but these efforts would have
a quite different significance if they were heavily subsidized by the fed-
cral government.

Similarly, the dircctional arrows and numberings on the chart indicate
the more important relationships that exist between different functions,
but individuals could move among the different parts of the system in a
wide varicty of ways. Thus, while the Prevocational and Remedial Edu-
cation function (I-B) is most closcly related to Intake (1), in individual
instances it may be closely related to Job Referral (111) as well. Other re-
lationships than thosc indicated would also apply in particular situations,

Three Elements in Manpower Strategy

Historical developments largely explain the relative emphasis which the
nation’s citics and towns arc placing on these three levels of public-sup-
ported manpower scrvices at the present time. Intake, Job Referral, and
Job Placement—the central manpower services shown on the chart—
were the three functions most closely related in a historical sense to the
general needs of employers and workers, and these are the scrvices for
which public facilitics are currently the most fully developed. To the cx-
tent that the upper level functions shown on the chart (I-A through V-A)
are also related to the needs of a broad cross section of the nation’s cm-
ployers and workers, facilitics for these services come next in degree of
development, but this hardly holds true insofar as they are related to the
needs of the disadvantaged alone. Indeed, with respect to their needs,
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manpower activities have centered primarily on immediate job referral,
joblinding, and job-preparation services (111, 1II-A, and III-B on the
chart), rather than on cither the carlier or later phascs of such services.,

This way of looking at the range of policy options open to a commu-
nity in choosing a manpowcer strategy points to three key clements in
arriving at a final decision—the scope of policy, assignment of responsi-
bility, and dctermination of specilic program objectives. A community
should examine cach onc of these clements insofar as possible in an ob-
jective, systcmatic way.

Determining the Scope of Manpower Policy

As alrcady indicated, to the cxtent that communitics have developed
an overall strategy towards manpower development, they have until now
lcancd towards a quite narrow vicw of their role in this arca of commu-
nity services. Their choice of a narrow focus is readily understandable. It
is in line with functions for which thcre is the greatest amount of tested
knowledge and accumulated experience; it is concerned with immediate
and concrete needs for better matching of job offers and job bids, better
information on job openings, and befter skill training in specific occupa-
tional categorivs; and it is addresscd to that segment of the disadvantaged
population which could make quickest and most practical usc of cxisting
labor market opportunitics. It is not surprising that most factual studics
-—cost-benefit investigations, management system analyses, attitude sur-
veys among cmployers and employees, and the like—reinforce this cm-
phasis; after all, this is the aspect of manpower support policics on be-
half of the disadvantaged for which rclevant evidence is most casily found
and in which workers who arc rclatively far along the job-readiness
road are likely to make a good showing. The implication for community
policymakers is clear: If maximum net tangible gains as measured by the
most rcadily available facts arc the desideratum of manpower develop-
ment programs, attention should be concentrated on that portion of the
disadvantaged work force which is most rcady to assume the responsibil-
itics of daily work.!?

A community, on the other hand, which decides to center attention on
the needs of the mest seriously disadvantaged (or least job-ready) mem-
bers of its work force would adopt a quite different strategy. Its main cf-

IWhile evaltuation studies of different training programs (for example, the com-
parative effectiveness of short versus long training periods) generally support this
view, not all the data point in this direction. On the test of comparative gains in
earnings, a recent investigator concludes: “Judging from this analysis, the most dis-
advantaged gain the most from training programs.” Garth Mangum, The Total Im-
pact of Manpower Programs: A Four-City Case Study, Vol. 1, Summary of the Fi-

" nal Report, Olympus Research Corporation (Springfield, Va.: U.S. Department of

Commerce, National Technical Information Service, 1971), p. 39.
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fort would center on overcoming the physical, social, and attitudinal bar-
ricrs which block many of the disadvantaged from finding and holding
decent jobs. Efficiency or cost-bencfit considerations would of coursc
still apply but in a context of opening up carcer opportunitics for thosc
who, while potentially capablc of holding a job, have not cven been able
to takc the first steps necessary to obtain one. While some methods for
dealing with the most scriously disedvantaged arc clearly more cffective
and morc cconomical than others, conclusive cvidence is hard to come
by. Even if it werc not, this way of looking at thc manpower develop-
ment needs of the disadvantaged puts the cntirc qQuestion of a commu-
nity's manpower policy in a quite different light,

In choosing between a narrow versus a broad dcfinition of its target
population, a community would probably not want to go so far as to
devotc its entirc manpowcr development cffort to disadvantaged persons
who arc alrcady well along in job preparation since presumably cmploy-
crs would be willing to provide training for many of these persons any-
way. At the other extreme, it would be equally questionable for a com-
munity to conccntrate all its services on persons who are so scriously
handicapped that there is little likelihood they could ever gualify for reg-
ular employment, In their casc other forms of aid, including medical
treatment, family counscling, or straight-out income supplements would
be nceded. Thus, it may be taken as a gencral guide to manpower strategy
that a community would concentrate most of its manpower services on
the middle zonc of its disadvantaged population—the large group which
would require substantially more in the way of training and other sup-
ports than employers would be willing to provide on their own. While
still comprising a large section of the disadvantaged population, this
would at lcast mark an important stcp towards a sharper delincation of a
community’s manpowcr strategy.

Whatcver the precise scope of manpower policy which a community
dccides upon, periodic factual profiles should be prepared of the size and
charactcristics of major target groups (for cxample, youth groups, un-
employed, undcremploycd, employable, handicapped, and public assis-
tancc rccipients with children) and of employer manpowcer necds in ma-
jor industrics and skill catcgories. Itis cssential that the data be organized
by specific poverty arcas so that the profiles can be brought to bear on
concretc policy choices. Important progress has been made in this regard
in some large mctropolitan centers, but much work remains to be done.2

2See, for exsmple, Opportunity Centers System, 3, Employment Trends and
Demographic Study (New York, N. Y.: Manpower and Career Development Agen-
cy, undated), mimeographed. The data in this study were grouped by 11 target
“regions” so that the number of persons in need of manpower services and the per-
centage of such persons in relation to each region's total population could be deter-
mined (see table in Chapter 1, page 20).
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Assigning Responsibility for Delivering Man power Services

As communitics have broadcned the groups to be served by manpower
programs, the range of services provided by these programs has also
broadened. In terms of the functions shown on the chart, this has mecant
giving increased attention to the pretraining and post-training aspects of
manpowcr development. Neighborhood outreach cfforts are being made
to cnlist young people and other ghetto residents in training programs
and to provide counscling and other support services; efforts are also be-
ing made to offer remedial education and vocational programs cspecially
designed for the more scriously disadvantaged; similarly, explicit cfforts
are being made to open new carcer opportunitics for some of the hardest
to place, cven to the extent of assigning them jobs for which more quali-
fied applicants are available. Almost all the major organizations involved
in training and related programs, including the Training and Employment
Service, MDTA Skill Centers, Concentrated Employment Program, Job
Opportunitics in the Business Scctor, and Opportunitics Industrializa-
tion Centers, offer a broad spectrum of scrvices in addition to direct
training. Nonctheless, such services generally remain on the periphery of
manpower development aids for the disadvantaged.

The way in which these additional services are provided poscs a diffi-
cult organizational problem for a community, cspecially if it is a big
metropolitan center. Should cach of the various manpower programs of-
fer a full range of training and related support services on the assumption
that cach serves a quite different clientele, or should cach pregram con-
centrate only on a single, closely knit set of functions, or should already
established institutions “take back” responsibility for the various services
~—basic ¢education, health earc, job placement, and the like—which tra-
ditionally were in their jurisdiction but have been taken over by newer
organizations?

Common sense would point to the last-mentioned course of action
wherever the longer established institution gives reasonable promise of
doing the job cfiectively. Where an already cxisting organization is offer-
ing a similar service to other groups, it should at least be required to sct
up a largely independent unit to deal with the particular needs of the new
groups. If the needs of particular target groups can be clearly defined and
if a specific strategy for mecting their needs can be agreed upon, a long
step towards resolving these problems will have been taken. In many in-
stances, it will be all too apparent that 4 wholly new approach is required
and that & specially designated center-or facility should be established.
For cxample, wholly new facilitics had to be developed for the MDTA
Skill Centers to get the programs off the ground. In the case of the job-
placement function traditionally carricd out by the Employment Service,
another placement program would be largely duplicative. In some less
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clear-cut cases where existing organizations are utidized in the interest of
cconomy, disadvantaged clicnts are afforded scani altention, if indeed
they are reached at all,

Where wholly new facilitics have to be established or even where exist-
ing institutions arc given added responsibilitics for meeting the nceds of
disadvantaged groups, it is imperative that steps be taken to avoid any
further cutting off of the disadvantaged from other sections of the popu-
lation. This cntails granting administrators of manpower programs con-
siderable latitude and independence in fashioning approaches for deal-
ing with the disadvantaged which depart radically from cstablished
procedures whether the procedures have been developed by the Employ-
ment Scrvice, the public school system, or any other well-established
institution. Carcful planning is nceded to make sure that the disadvan-
taged arc brought into active association with the nondisadvantaged and
the community at large whenever and wherever this can be done effec-
tively. Obviously, this is an issuc for which no single, simple rule of ac-
tion can be devised and to which a community must address itself with
utmost carc,

A related question pertains to the degree of physical decentralization
which should be adopted for various services: Should facilitics be concen-
trated at a few major locatioznis cven though the target population is wide-
ly scattered or should there be a large number of locations cven though
facilitics at any onc location might have to be quite limited? Where cx-
pensive cquipment is involved, as in medical care facilitics, dceentraliza-
tion cannot be carriced very far; but few manpower scrvices fall into this
category. Wherever possible, the different services should be within cdsy
physical rcach of the major target groups cven at the risk of some dupli-
cation of cflort. The most important requircment in this regard is to cs-
tablish a large number of informational and referral centers in poverty
ncighborhoods which would guide persons to the particular type of aid
they nced; ideally, the guidance function should relate to the cntie range
of a community’s social scrvices (welfare, public health, cte.) and not to
manpower scrvices alone. The centralization-decentralization issuc, as
well as the relationship between the new manpower scrvices and alrcady
established institutions, is critically important but can be dealt with more
cffectively in the context of redirecting cxisting programs, the subject of
the next chapter.

Even in the most carcfully balanced structure of services, individuals
will often be required to move between onc manpower program and an-
other or between a new program and some long-cstablished institution in
a related ficld. Persons from disadvantaged backgrounds frequently find
rcferrals of this sort extremely formidable and most difficult to carry out.
Onc of the most important contributions a community can make is to sce
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to it that strong linkages arc developed wherever referrals and transfers
are required. Often this cntails a degree of individual treatment and de-
tailed rccordkeeping which poscs real problems, but such problems are
minor compared to the dropout and other costs that would otherwisc
obtain.

In devising a general approach to the structural aspects of a local sys-
tem of manpower services, a community should weigh the particular type
of service to be supplicd, the adequacy of cxisting facilities for providing
it, the location and other characteristics of the target groups who need
it, and the rclationship of this scrvice to other scrvices and nceds. The
fact that conflicting considcrations will incvitably be involved in deciding
a given case makes it all the morc important to weigh the clements that
go into cach decision carcfully, with particular reference to how cach ser-
vice fits into a community’s entirc manpower developnient cffort, Again,
thesc issues will be seen in a clearer light in the next chapter where the
question of redirecting cxisting programs is cxamined.

Establishing Specific Program Objectives

In formulating a community manpower strategy, specific targets should
be sct for individual programs and functions by which policy can be
guided and appraiscd. Failure to sct such targets has probably been the
most scrious difficulty in implementing manpower policics in many com-
munitics. Lacking definitc formulation of what each program is designed
to achicve—the particular groups to be served, the needs to be met, the
time period within which objectives arc to be realized—and considering
the cffects of changes in resources, in market conditions, and in other
manpowcer programs on a given program’s role, policy can hardly be other
than haphazard. Jerrybuilt structurcs of services arc the inevitable result.
What is called for is not ambitious yet amorphous formulations of objec-
tives about sclf-help, carcer fulfillment, or a new consciousness among
the disadvantaged, but realistic targets and guideposts for determining
cffective program performance.

The community’s responsibility in this connection is to make surc that
the targets sct for the various manpower programs add up to a balanced
total structure, avoiding over- and undcremphasis on any major group
or function. For this purpose a continuing rcview of what the target
group’s nceds are, how existing programs relate to them, and where the
most scrious gaps arc should be maintaincd. Beyond this, the community
needs to consider how individual programs can be adapted more com-
pletely to the system as a whole and how the opportunitics afforded by
the programs can be brought more cffectively to the target groups not
being rcached.
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By and large, cxpericnce demonstrates that programs addressed to
goals which are clear enough so that specific implementing policics are
indicated, and realistic cnough so that specific program standards can be
formulated, are much more likely to achicve substantial results than pro-
grams lacking these attributes. Vocational rchabilitation work for the
physically handicapped and language training for forcign-born workers
are widely cited as being among the most successful programs in the man-
power ficld. Striking results in certain communitics have also been
achicved under manpower training programs for Victnam vetcrans as
well as programs for court offenders in New York and other citics.3 Many
factors were involved in the success of these programs, but clearly three
of them were that the target group under cach program was well defined,
the objectives of cach program were clear, und the policy guidclines for
cach program were sharply articulated. Admitting the serious difficulties
involved, it is cssential that these same clements be worked into other
manpower programs to the greatest possible extent.

Policy Implications and Guidelines

Applying these three elements in a community’s manpower strategy to
particular situations calls for flexibility and imagination since surround-
ing conditions differ so widely. The two major principles to be kept in
mind arc (1) that the various programs and functions should be geared
closcly to the nceds and characteristics of the particular disadvantaged
groups for which they are designed, and (2) that any manpower services
afforded the disadvantaged should be made an integral part of the total
range of such services afforded a community’s general working popula-
tion. While not antithetical, thesc two principles cannot be satisfactorily
reconciled without carcful advance planning and dcliberate policy fol-
lowup. Expericnce in a number of communitics suggests certain guide-
lines to be kept in mind in implementing these two policy principles.4

3For example, in a program fo help 20 returning veterans in New York City
pass a federal civil service examination, 17 were successful——a rate of 85 percent
as against the usual pass rate of 8 percent. New York Times, May 9, 1971, p. 53.
In another New York program 850 court offenders who had been temporarily re-
leased were given intensive training and other aids to see if they could get back on
their feet; 725 of the first 850 participants completed the project as of October 3,
1969; of these, 283, or 39 percent, of the total had their charges dismissed; and
out of every 100 job referrals, 44 resulted in hiring, Vera Institute of Justice, The
Manhattan Court Employment Project, 1970, pp. 43 and 53.

4Materials underlying these principles, as noted varlier, were drawn from gov-
ernment statistical reports on manpower programs in major cities, intensive public
and private investigations of the more important national programs, and numerous
personal interviews with manpower officials in six cities in the Middle Atlantic Re-
gion in 1970 and 1971. These six citics are Baltimore, Maryland; Camden, New
Jersey; Chester, Pennsylvania; New York City; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; and
Wilmington, Delaware.
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Differentiating Among Disadvantaged Groups and Individuals 1
I. Where communities go beyond the first two levels of manpower i
scervices and attempt to mecet the needs of the more seriously disadvan- :‘
taged, they arc obliged to cope with problems of an individual, highly i
personal naturc. At the other two levels of services, individual motivation {
and personal qualifications are assumed to be adequate—all that is necd- ?

cd, supposedly, is to make sure that the disadvantaged individuals are
provided with the same job information and gencral job preparation
which arc madc available to all other workers. At the third level, how- :
ever, an cffort is made to develop or alter the work habits, productive :
capacitics, and cven life styles of disadvantaged cnrollees. Frequently
such programs as Prevocational and Remedial Education and such sup-
portive services as day care, transportation, and health care (I-B and H-B
on the chart) arc designed to reorient personal behavior and attitude pat-
terns of individuals many of whom may be cither openly or covertly hos-
tile to any change. On the “demand” side, hardly less serious difficultics
beset efforts to restructure employer personnel practices through job dc-
velopment and open hiring (1V-B on the chart) and to open up new job
opportunitics for the disadvantaged in government through Public Scctor
Job Expansion (V-B on the chart); in thesc instances decply ingrained
behavior patterns-——not only of private employers but of union officials,
government administrators, and entrenched groups of jobholders as well
—have to be altered in quite fundamental ways. In this respect Skill
Training—OJT or Institutional (111-B) poses fewer difficultics than any
of the other third-level functions; significantly cnough, such training is
closcly identificd with onc of the second-level functions, Vocational Ed-
ucation (11-A).

The distinction between a market and an interventionist emphasis pro-
vides a uscful approach to resolving the dilemma noted carlicr between
treating disadvantaged workers on an individual, differentiated basis as
against a gencral, undifferentiated basis. As already indicated, when a
community moves from the first to the second and on to the third level
of manpower scrvices, increasing attention must be paid to the disadvan- ;
taged as individuals—their particular .nceds, problems, attitudes, and
potentialitics. At the same time, a community cannot be cxpected to
treat the training and placement of every disadvantaged person as a scp-
arately analyzed, fully documented clinical case. Procedures obviously
must be devised to distinguish between those disadvantaged persons who
are virtually “job rcady” when they first register for intervicwing and
placement and those who are in need of much more intensive counscling
and support. Indced, many offices of the Training and Employment Scr-
vice have set up as many as four or five levels of training and support
services for the disadvantaged, cach level providing more personalized

34

4 5

o Sk S,

s g

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




and intensive treatment than the one before. While admittedly far short
of providing a complete answer, this appears to be the most promising
way to resolve the organizational dilemma noted carlier.

2. In an cffective training and placement system, every disadvantaged
participant clearly sces progress at cach functional step cither in terms of ‘
his immediate financial betterment or his long-term carcer goals. Unless 1
cxplicit incentives are provided at cach stage via on-the-job cxpericnee,
added financial help, or advanced technical preparation, disillusionment
will quickly block further cffort. If a job is not available in a line related
to the individual’s training, the degree of resource waste and personal
demoralization becomes serious,

While perhaps applicable to all workers, this applics with special force
to the disadvantaged becausc their expericnce and ¢nvironment arc so
often failurc-oriented. What would be a minor disappointment to a cul-
turally favored person could well constitute an overwhelming blow to a
culturally deprived person. This is a strong argument for linking cach
stage of training or other suppert to a parallel job expericnee for which ;
“fair compensation” would be provided. If this is not practicable, some
other form of benefit or concrete recognition should be built into the
programs, an admittedly difficult objective for prevocational or general
cducation preparation.

It is no less important for the disadvantaged person to face the respon-
sibilitics of the workaday world and his personal life, but this can be done
only in an ¢nvironment in which he has reasonable hope for suceess, or
at least hope for something more than mere survival. This is where so
much of the American middle-class cthic about hard work, getting ahcad,
and taking onc’s knocks completely misses the mark. The prevailing sys-
tem of rewards and penaltics has meaning only if both ends of the system
arc operative, For many of the disadvantaged there is no point in stress- ‘
ing the vicissitudes and penaltics of the workaday world unless and until
their environment becomes basically more favorable. When substantial
progress is made on the latter front, it will be time enough to stress the
hardship clements in the training and development of the disadvantaged.

3. To the extent that training and placement are designed for disad-
vantaged workers, emphasis needs to be placed on close and continuing
personal support by individuals with whom they can fully identify. Gen-
crally, this is best achicved where a person of similar background assumes i
a coaching role, the same person performing this function from the time i
the individual's training starts until he finds a job and even after. Perhaps !
the greatest difficulty in working with the disadvantaged, as noted carlier, '
derives from the fact that their personal backgrounds, associations, and
expericnces predispose them against the discipline required to train for
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and takc hold of a job. To the cxtent that this antijob bias reflects such
basic factors as demoralized labor markets, discriminatory cmployer hir-
ing or promotion practiccs, and unstablc or irrcgular cmployment con-
ditions, a continuing and closc coaching rclationship can hardly prove
decisive; but if it reflects the incvitable daily frustrations of mecting time
schedules, filling out forms, rcading and undcrstanding job instructions
and the like, a personal supporting relationship can make all the differ-
cnce, Unless immediate and cffective assistance is available, thesc daily
responsibilitics arc apt to loom as insurmountable barricrs. The best
equipped persons to perform the coaching function arc usually graduates
of the programs in which the trainces are cnrolled.

4, A rclated requircment is devclopment of followup procedurcs to
kecp track of the whercabouts and progress of individual disadvantaged
trainces, Idcally, a continuing profilc should be maintained on cach
traince from point of “intakc” to point of ‘‘placement™; but, in big city
arcas at least, practical limits would have to be sct on the number of
contacts and amount of rccordkecping involved. A logical plan would be
to preparc a casc file at the registrant’s first point of contact with a com-
munity’s system of social scrvices whether a ncighborhood outreach cen-
ter, a local office of the Training and Employment Scrvice, or other in-
take facility. Responsibility for keeping the registrant’s file up to date
would then be assigned to a specific office, presumably where his or her
major testing, oricntation, or training would take placc. The important
point is that wherever the registrant moves in the system of services, care
will be taken to report back the registrant’s wherecabouts, progress, need
for followup, and the likc. Even more important, responsibility for kecp-
ing in periodic, personal touch with a registrant should be assigned to
this samc office or other specially designated center.

This all-important link in training and development systems is largely
nonexistent at the present time. The highest disappearance rates occur at
four points: between school and initial training intcrvicw, between initial
training and advanccd training, bctween complction of training and initial
placcment on a job, and betwecn initial placement and permanent place-
ment on a job. Expcricnce reveals disappearance rates of from 30 to 40
percent at onc or more of these points in many communitics. Spccial ef-
forts need to be concentrated at thesc critical crossover points to prevent
disadvantaged persons from becoming completely rootless and losing all
hope of cconomic independence.

5. In many instances the personal and cultural difficultics of a regis-
trant arc so serious that the individual’s casc should be referred to a tcam
of profcssional consultants who would draw on their combined skills to
help the cnrollee overcome whatever difficultics he or she is confronting.
While the makcup of the tcam would not always be the same, most would

36




i

probably include consultants in psychology or mental health, job testing,
cducational skills, personal finance or family budgeting, and job develop-
ment or carecr planning.

Under this procedure it would be cssential, again, that the tcam follow 3
through with any proposed coursc of action to make surc that the regis-
trant is not lost sight of after the initial intervicwing and counseling, It
would also be essential that the members of the team work closely enough
with the enrollec and with each other so that a fully coordinated analysis
of his nceds could be made. In practice this means that the members of
the tcam would probably have to be staff members of the main manpower
program—Training and Employment Service, Concentrated Employment
Program, or other center—to which the enrollee is assigned. While tcam
mcmbers could handle other dutics, the task of combiring their cfforts
to mect the particular range of needs of cvery cnrollee assigned to them
would be their major responsibility. While individual cases would of
coursc call for different treatment, in all instances the tcam should con-
tinuc to work closcly with the cnrollee until he has achieved a firm
cnough footing to go ahcad on his own or it is decided that his casc calls
for a wholly different approach.

it e e e o o e T

Relating the Disadvantaged to the General Working Population

6. In most situations, certainly in larger communities, the training and
placing of disadvantaged workers cannot be treated as a responsibility
which is subordinatc to the training and placing of nondisadvantaged
workers. Attention has to be given to a wholly different range of issues
with respect to the former—reading skills, family responsibilitics, health
needs, commuting problems, work habits, and the like—matters which,
if applicable at all to nondisadvantaged workers, apply to them in a very i
different way. If competent people are to be drawn into training and ‘
placing the disadvantaged, the work must be viewed as an independent
professional ficld, offering attractive opportunitics for advancement to
thosc who decide to stay in it as a lifetime carcer. From the viewpoint of
the enrollees, close tics of course must be kept with the gencral training
and placement ficld so that disadvantaged workers will cventually be able
to meet the standards of the open market. From the viewpoint of the train-
ing staff members, however, there is a very real danger that their work
with the disadvantaged will be treated as no more than a temporary inter-
lude—perhaps cven an unwelcome detour—in their general carcers in
the testing, training, and placement ficld, The consequences for morale
and cffective performance which would result from this development
hardly necd claboration.

Similar considerations apply to the administrative lcadership of those
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programs. Subject to accepted standards of honest and cfficient conduct
and to periodic reviews of their performance, those in charge of testing,
training, and placing the disadvantaged should be given broad latitude to
achicve whatever objectives have been set for their particular programs.
If the director of a prevocational program, skill center, or special work-
experience activity is hemmed in by detailed agency rules or specific di-
rectives from a board of dircctors, little in the way of administrative vigor
or innovation can be expected. Too close surveillance, whether a result
of government regulations, interagency jurisdictional rivalrics, pressures
cxerted by or through political leaders, or demands voiced by militant
community groups, can paralyze cffective administrative Icadership. As
in any well-run organization, capable management requires delegation of
authority commensurate with the objective sought.

The issuc of administrative authority can become quite complicated
where the director of a manpower scrvices center, such as the Concen-
trated Employment Program, supervises employees “on loan” from oth-
er agencies such as the Training and Employmicnt Service or Opportuni-
tics Industrialization Center. This is especially the case if representatives
of the other agencies make up a majority of the center’s board of dirce-
tors, Under these circumstances it is hard to sec how he chicf executive
ofticer can possibly have sufficient independence to do an cffective job.
Unless the testing, training, and placing of disadvantaged workers is rec-
ognized as a distinct carcer ficld and the top administrators of the various
programs in this ficld are given authority commensurate with their re-
sponsibilitics, the results of these programs will almost surcly be dis-
appointing,

7. While it is clear that disadvantaged groups must be directly repre-
sented at all major levels of & community’s training and placement pro-
grams, there appears to be no single formula for determining how this can
best be achicved. Where professional or technical clements are chicfly in-
volved, as in determining training requirements for mastering traditional
skills, the participation of representatives of disadvantaged groups would
certainly be less needed than in outreach or counscling activitics where
winning the cenfidence of ghetto young people and securing the coopera-
tion of family groups arc absolutely essential. The difficulty is that such
“logical” diffcrences are casily lost sight of whenever a gencral condition
of mutual hostility and distrust prevails within a community. The most
helpful strategy is to scek out the kind of grassroots leadership which
will take account of these two clements in a given situation and bring
them together in a way that will win the confidence of major groups
within the commiunity. Especially where racial animositics are involved,
traditional, cstablishment-type leadership cannot be expected to perform
this role. Whatever the difficulties, reliance must be placed in these cir-
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cumstances on leaders who have direet ties with the disadvantaged groups
involved,

Similarly, the top manpower council set up to provide overall dirce-
tion to the community's manpower cffort would need strong grassroots
representation if the individual programs are to rcach the groups needing
support. On the other hand, the participation of other major organized
groups in the community—business, labor unions, and local government i
—would also be necessary if the programs arc to gain gencral public ac-
ceptance and cooperation. The mayor or top clected officers would need
to play a major part in this connection in sctting up the top manpower
council, choosing a chairman, and getting it underway. While something
of a cliche, it bears repeating that the cffectivencss of a community's of-
fort to train and place the disadvantaged will largely depend on the sup-
port which these major groups and their spokesmen stand ready to
provide.

While of less importance ihan in the case of the individual manpower
programs, it would scem vawisc for a community's top manpower body
or council to include representatives of any public or private agency
which is itsclf directly responsible for onc or more of the arca’s man- i
power programs. Were this permitted, cffective community direction of Z
manpower services would soon give way to logrolling or interagency ri-
valrics. As noted later, this is a feature of the present Comprehensive
Arca Manpower System (CAMPS) which has caused considerable dif-
ficulty. The top body might well be tripartitc in nature, consisting of (1)
representatives of the mayor's offiee and the general public, (2) repre-
sentatives of organized labor and business groups, and (3) representa-
tives of poverty neighborhoods and other disadvantaged groups. Its role
would be limited to giving broad direction through its executive director's
oflice to the community’s manpower activitics and to conducting a contin-
uing review, again through the cxecutive director's office, of individual
training and placement programs.

Because of the complex and scnsitive issues involved in allocating
funds among the various programs, the choice of an executive dircctor
and the quality of his office stafl would be crucial to the success of a com-
munity's manpower cffort. Main responsibility for formulating manpow-
cr development plans, recommending funds allocations, checking on op-
crations of programs, and cvaluating program results would nccessarily i
fall on the shoulders of the executive director and his staff, Much would
therefore depend on whether a relationship of mutual confidence and re-
spect could be developed between the community's top manpower coun-
cil on the one hand and the cxecutive director and his staff on the other.
Sclection of the exccutive director should probably be left to the mayor,
subject to approval by the manpower council.
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Onc of the chief dutics of thc central manpower officc would be to
coordinate the operations of the various programs which sharc in the al-
location of funds. If cxplicit provision is not made for this function, the
problcm of ovcrlapping activitics and intcragency rivalrics would incv-
itably emcrge again, The coordinating machinery which until now has
been cmbodicd in CAMPS could not perform this function as long as
cach program was financed on an individual categorical basis. This cf-
fectively precluded any mcaningful planning on a local arca basis and kept
the CAMPS committccs from being a major source of innovative idcas
and actions. Then, too, the dcliberations of the local arca CAMPS com-
mittces were largely in the hands of the various agency represcntatives
who were immediatcly responsible for the local manpowcer devclopment
programs. Whilc conducive to a certain degree of accommodation and
mutual support, thc CAMPS structurc was singularly il adapted to sup-
ply the kind of forward-looking leadership that was nccded in most lo-
calitics,

A number of efforts have been made to help the CAMPS commit-
tees become more effective in coordinating programs and sctting fund-
ing prioritics. Under the latcst move, the statc and local committecs are
to be called manpower planning councils.5 The principal responsibilitics
of thc ‘councils will be to advise thc governors and mayors *. . . on the
locally conceived prioritics” for manpower services and on the prepara-
tion of comprchensive manpowcer plans. Whether this step will mark a
major improvement will depend on congressional approval of the Ad-
ministration's proposal to dcccntralizc authority over manpowcr pro-
grams. Even so, since the councils will be limited to advisory functions,
thcir role will probably remain quite limitcd. The critical provision in the
May 21, 1971 announccment is the following:

Bccausc this rcvision of CAMPS does not alter cxisting authoritics
or proccdurcs of agencics, but only relates to agency commitments
to usc plans on funding dccisions, the Regional Manpower Coordi-
nating Committcc (RMCC) is not empowcred to rcquire agency
funding along particular lirics. Ncvertheless, to support this revision
and thc Administration’s commitment to deccentralize, agencics are
not to fund without rcgara to RMCC recommendations.

Thus, if the decentralization program gocs through as prescntly planncd,
major authority will bc vested in local clected officials; if it docs not, fed-
cral officials will still cxcrcisc chicf control.

Sinteragency Cooperative Issuance No. 72-2, Revision of the Cooperative Area
Manpower Planning System, May 21, 1971, mimeographed.
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Conclusion

In choosing a manpower scrvices strategy, a community has a wide range
of policy options. The key issuc is how far the community decides to
move away from a market-orientcd towards an interventionist-oricnted
strategy. Implementation of this policy choicc is a three-step process:
(1) dectermining the scope of manpower policy, (2) assigning responsi-
bility for deiivering manpower scrvices, and (3) cstablishing specific
program objectives.

A community manpower stratcgy on behalf of the disadvantaged must
reconcile the principle that individual differences have to be taken into
account with the principle that the disadvantaged nced to be brought into
the mainstrcam of carcer opportunities. The discussion of how thesc prin-
ciples might be approached was organized around seven points. The main
thrust of the discussion was to trcat such services as special-purpose in-
struments, not as a sct of devices for curing unemployment, poverty, or
other scrious ills of a community. While the bare clements of an approach
were suggested in cach instance, the specific direction which a commu-
nity chooses to follow with respect to these issucs must reflect its particu-
lar nceds and resources. If a community’s manpower cffort develops
along the lines suggested here, the basis would be laid for sctting a strong
manpower program in motion, but the specific ingredients of such a pro-
gram must nccessarily be left to cach community to decide.

41

49

e P i -

AR LA Attt s e s e e




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

II1. Redirecting Existing Programs

After putting a manpower services system in place and deciding on a
general policy strategy, a community must determine whether any cx-
isting programs or activitics nced to be expanded, cut back, or otherwise
altered. This issuc gocs, in part, to the detailed workings of specific pro-
grams—whether, for example, personal counscling or more tradition-
al vocational guidance is more cffective, whether more is gained froin in-
tensive but relatively short training periods or from longer periods bro-
ken by work cxpericnce or other activitics, and whether greater net ben-
cfit is derived from specific skill training or from a more general approach
to skill preparation.

Beyond assessing these relatively specific clements of individual pro-
grams, however, a community must also determine whether a given pro-
gram should be cxpanded or contracted relative to other programs during
a particular budget planning period. Because of the broader considera-
tions involved, questions of relative program level are apt to be much
harder to resolve than those in the first category. Should a locality, for
cxample, cut back on institutional training and concentrate more of its
cfforts on on-the-job training? Should the long-established Training and
Employment Scrvice system (ES) assumc responsibility for a larger
sharc of manpowcer services on behalf of the disadvantaged or should
some of the recently established programs cuch as the Concentrated Em-
ployment Program (CEP) be expanded? Should vocational training of
the disadvantaged continuce to be handled by scparate institutions, such
as the MDTA Skill Centers, or should such training be made an integral
part of the public school or community college system? Should major
cmphasis be placed on programs aimed at developing job opportunitics
for the disadvantaged (the demand side) or on programs aimed at devel-
oping job skills and related qualifications (the supply side)?

Until now, questions of program level in particular localitics have
largely been settled in Washington (more recently in the regional man-
power offices), with cach local program sponsor putting in as large a bud-
get request as he thinks can win approval. If local communitics arc to
assume a larger policy role, however, it is obvious that they will have to
be prepared to answer questions of this sort largely on their own. The two
preceding chapters presented a general set of principles which commu-
nitics will nced to keep in mind in dealing vith such questions. The pur-
pose here is to apply thesc principles to more specific issucs.

Comparisons of diffcrent programs, whether in terms of group atti-
tudes, tangible gains over tangible costs, or more inclusive cost-bencfit
criteria, incvitably raisc morc questions than they answer. Bchind any
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findings lic difficult issucs of social prioritics, political considerations, and
changing cconomic conditions. Despite such difficultics—perhaps because
of them—tic question of comparative program levels in a given com-
munity nceds to be dealt with as objectively as possible, if for no other
purposc than to provide an initial starting point for policy analysis and
discussion.

As indicated in the preceding chapters, appraisal by a community of
any particular manpower program largely turns on how well it fits into a
locality’s overall system of manpower services as determined by the needs
of its disadvantaged population. This entails a rather different assess-
ment procedure from the usual cost-benefit type of analysis. Even if a
program achicves its stated purposc and docs so in the most cfficient
way, the prior question nceds to te considercd whether the program’s
particular purposc is the appropriztc one to pursuc within the local con-
text. As shown carlicr, this can best be dealt with in terms of the entirc
range of nceds of a community’s disadvantaged population for manpower
services when considered against cxisting programs and resources for
meeting thosc needs.

Once the appropriatc rolc to be assigned cach program has been de-
termincd, the question of the most effective way to carry out a specific
program can be tackled; lacking a clear demareation of appropriate func-
tions, any mcaningful assecssment of alternative means becomes impos-
sible. This is the principal reason why the many cost-benefit studies that
have been made of manpower programs cannot be expected to give much
guidance to manpower policymakers at the loca} community level. 2

Adapting Existing Programs-to a Unified System of Services

From the individual community viewpoint, thc most striking fact about
the existing manpower programs on behalf of the disadvantaged is that,
while purportedly cach has a special role to fill, in practice they all do
much the same thing in much the same way. This follows from three
features of the programs: both purposes and means tend to remain quite

IThus, a recent study lists 27 objectives which manpower programs might seek
1o achieve, ranging from more equitable distribution of income to savings on the
cost of welfare. Michael E. Borus and William R. Tash, Measuring the Impact of
Manpower Programs: A Primer (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Institute of Labor Rela-
tions, The University of Michigan-Wayne State University, 1970), pp. 10-14.
For a concise review of the results of cost-benefit evaluations of manpower pro-
grams, see essay by Einar Hardin in G. G. Somers and W. D. Woods, eds., Cas!-
Benefit Analysis of Manpower Policies, Proceedings of a North American Confer-
ence (Kingston, Ontario: Center for Studies in Vocational and Technical Education,
The University of Wisconsin, and Industrial Relations Centre,Queen’s University,
1969), pp. 97-118.

44

5

i e AN a5 GRS g

et e S e e+ S 5 S 3 N 2 e T e SR £ e s 2

-




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

general and blurred; as programs develop, related functions are added to
mecet client needs; and as time passes, closer linking relationships are
formed with other programs to mecet still other needs. The resulting move-
ment towards a common center has much to be said for it since it makes
it casicr for enrollees to get certain basic forms of assistance regardless of
thic program they enter. The problem is that cffort is often duplicated,
resources in a given program become thinly spread, and the special
strengths of different programs are diluted. Specific missions need to be
assigned cach of the major programs while at the same time enrollees are
assurcd casy access to whatever services they need.

This blurring process shows up more in day-to-day practice than in the
formal features of the programs, but it is cvident in the structures of the
programs too. Thus, thc Job Corps is said to be unique in that it offers
young cnrollces a new environment away from home in residential cen-
ters; but like most of the other programs, it also provides “a combination
of additional cducation, vocational training, intensive counseling, and re-
lated assistance.””2 The MDTA Institutional program has concentrated on
classroom-type skill training; but like the Job Corps, it includes a varicty
of related functions such as basic education, vocational counseling, and
help in personal development. Similarly, MDTA-OJT has provided on-
the-job work cxposure along with various forms of skill training and re-
lated services. Experience with these two types of MDTA programs led
to the sctting up of Skill Centers in some 50 communitics where enrollecs
could choose a linc of training from a considerable range of occupations
as well as receive assistance in the form of basic education, carcer coun-
seling, coaching, and the like.

The Opportunities Industrialization Centers (OIC) were set up along
lincs similar to the Skill Centers except that no allowances were paid
trainces and the main support (at Icast until recently) came from private
sources rather than from government. The Jobs in the Business Sector
(JOBS) program has stressed provision of job opportunitics for the dis-
advantaged as a result of pledges from private business; but in the case of
pledges involving contracts for federal funds, provision was also made
for skill training, remedial education, counscling help, and support scr-
vices. The Concentrated Employment Program (CEP) was designed to
provide a similar range of manpower scrvices on as much of a onc-stop
basis as possible to residents living in scriously impoverished arcas,
mostly innercity ghettos,

The other major programs have developed a similar duality: cach has
a somewhat distinctive policy cmphasis, but cach has also added a va-
ricty of other functions i common with all or most of thc other pro-

2Munpuwer Report of the President, April 1971, p. 47,
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grams, Morcover, thanks to linkage relationships, cnrollees in a program
which does not provide a particular support can often get it clsewhere
without shifting programs. The result from the viewpoint of cnroflees is
a considerable degree of interprogram similarity, so much so that there
is little basis for referring registrants to onc program rather than another.
Indeed, the principal referral criterion used by Employment Service per-
sonnel appears to be the number of unfilled slots in the different pro-
grams, not the job-preparation needs of individual registrants,

Judging from the available evidence, there tends to be no clear group-
ing of registrants by background characteristics in terms of different pro-
gram purposes. A comparison of cnrollee characteristics as percentages
of total enrollment in six major programs found the highest pereentage
of minoritics (88 percent) in JOBS, the highest percentage of school
dropouts (78 percent) in CEP, and the highest percentage under 22 (67
percent) and on public assistance (35 percent) in New Carcers; varia-
tions in the percentage totals for these characteristics among the other
programs were not marked; and when other characteristics by percentage
rankings. were examined, no striking differences were found.

Percentage characteristic comparisons for four programs based on
Manpower Administration data for 23 innercity congressional districts in
12 citics show a higher degree of concentration of low income, limited
cducation, and general disadvantaged cnrollees in the CEP and WIN
(welfare) programs than in MDTA Institutional or MDTA-OJT (sce
Table 3), but thesc two scts of programs probably differ more <harply
from cach other in content and purposce thar any of the others,

A major conclusion of a recent intensive four-city investigation was
that the comparative concentrations of client characteristics in different
programs, such as MDTA Skill Centers and WIN, varicd maurkedly from
onc community to the next.5 While a given program in a particular city
may have developed a fairly distinctive character, there was no certainty
it was performing the most needed role in that particular locality.

The intermingling of purposes and functions points up the lack of clear

3Olympus Research Corporation, Evaluation of Manpower Development and
Training Skill Centers, Final Report, prepared for the Bureau of Adult, Vocational,
and Technical Education, Office of Education, pursuant to Contract No. OEC-0-
70-2807 (325), 1971, Chapter 2, pp. 1-6.

iIbid., Chapter 2, p. 16, These percentages were substantially above the figures
for the next most highly ranked programs in terms of percentage concentrations,
The six programs covered in the investigation were MDTA Skill Centers, MDTA
Institutional, MDT A-OJT, NAB-JOBS, New Careers, and CEP. !
SGarth Mangum, The Total hupact of Manpower Programs: A Fonr-City Cuase
Study, Vol 1, Summary of the Final Report. Olympus Rescarch Corporation
(Springfield. Va.: U.S. Department of Commerce. National Technical Information
Service, 1971),p. 11.
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dircction of many of the programs and the nced for a sharper demarca-
tion of cach program’s place in a system of community manpower scr-
vices. While the two preceding chapters developed a general sct of prin-
ciples for gearing existing programs into such systems, questions about
actual implementation remain to be resolved. Final answers are of coursc
not to be expected, but an analysis of how a community might adapt al-
ready cxisting programs into a system of manpower scrvices should throw
considerablc light on some of the major issucs involved,

Program Centralization-Decentralization Issue

The data on cnrollec characteristics of different manpower programs
point up a scrious policy difemma, already noted, which every commu-
nity faces in this arca: whether to centralize a full range of training and
support services in ¢ach program so that cnrollees can draw dircctly on
them in whatever program they enter; or to decentralize training and
support scrvices for all programs on a geographical basis so that cnrollecs
can draw directly on them in whatever neighborhood they live, Program
centralization would provide “onc-stop™ scrvices in a functional scnse,
but it would incvitably cntail an overlapping of training and support
services among programs and a scrious stretching of availabie staff re-
sources, Decentralization would make such opportunitics more readily
accessible, but it would tend to carry a prohibitively high price tag or re-
sult in a scrious dilution of essential services. To reconcile this policy
dilemma, communitics must decide which functions will nced to be kept
together and which can be provided separately; they must decide further
whether the functions in either category can most effectively be provided
at a centralized geographical location or in nuracrous ncighborhood
centers,

In some instances the general principles outlined in the carlier chap-
ters, plus the particular geographical distribution of disadvantaged work-
ers and available job openings prevailing in a given community, will give
an adequate basis for resolving these questions; but in most cases the
answers will probably not be obvious. The following guidclines arc of-
fered as a possible approach to dealing with such less-than-clear situ-
ations,

In order to resolve the distribution-of-function and distribution-of-
location dilemma, & community must first of all consider whether certain

6A closely related issue is whether manpower services for the disadvantaged
should be handled by already established institution: Jike the public schools or by
newly established bodies. This issue was taken up in the preceding chapter and will
be touched on again when attention turns to specific programs,
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manpowcr scrvices for the disadvantaged arc so technical and specialized
that they have to be centered in one location and program or so general
and widcly nceded that they have to be made directly available in cvery
ncighborhood in which disadvantaged groups are concentrated. Certain
advanced skills, medical and health aids, tests for unusual technical ca-
reers, and the like would fall into the former category; so would diagnos-
tic, personal adjustment training and other specialized services provided
the hard-core uncmployed by vocational rchabilitation facilities such as
the Jewish Employment and Vocational Service.,” At the other extreme,
initial contacts and rcferrals for various personal and family services
would nced to be kept as close as possible to the individual’s home and
immediate environment, and so would fall into the second category. The
implications for program planning in the casc of highly specialized man-
power scrvices are obvious, but the most cffective way to provide ser-
vices in the sccond category is much less clear,

A possible approach which has met with considerable suceess in such
communitics as Boston and cven smaller towns like Chester, Pennsyl-
vania, is to cstablish a number of intake oricntation and referral centers
in disadvantaged ncighborhoods which would provide preliminary sup-
ports and guidance on a personalized basis. 1f a registrant needs further
professional assistance in order to qualify for worthwhile employment
or to cntcr a particular training program, he would then be referred to
the appropriate agency. Whether this preliminary servicing function could
best be handled by the Training and Employment Service would de-
pend on how far it has decentralized its operations in a particutar com-
munity and how many of its personnel have direct familiarity with the
problems of the disadvantaged. If the Training and Employment Service
scems inadequate, the city’s Community Action Agency or other grass-
roots typc of organization should be given the responsibility. If the latter
route is taken, a close liaison between the local neighborhood centers,
the Employment Scrvice, and other manpower agencies would have to be
maintained or considerable duplication of cffort would result.

Among the possible ways of handling the outreach and initial servicing
function, the approach developed in Houston, Texas, deserves special
mention. Under an agreement rcached between the Texas Employment
Commission and the city’s Human Resources Development Program, the
initial contacting function of thc HRD Program was assigned to the
Ncighborhood Centers Association and Houston Action for Youth, both
ncighborhood-centered agencies. Outpost offices were sct up in key pov-

7For a discussion of the place of sehabilitation facilities in a system of manpower
services, see International Association of Rehabilitation Facilities, A Comprelien-
sive Manpower System: The Work Incentive Program and Rehabilitation Facilities,
prepared under a contract with the U.S. Manpower Administration, 1970,
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erty scctions, cach staffed with about 10 professionals from the Employ-
ment Commission and 10 “indigenous™ outrcach workers. Under this
structure closc cooperation was maintained with the Employment Com-
mission at the same time that clear-cut responsibility for the initial con-
tacting function was centered in two organizations with close tics to pov-
erty neighborhood groups.#

If a registrant needs aid beyond the preliminary servicing stage, pro-
fessional assistance is necessary; the normal sequence entails interview-
ing, counseling, and referral by the nearest employment and/or other sup-
port services. In cach community the sequence for a registrant to follow
should be clearly established so that he may know what steps to take but,
more importantly, so that responsibility for cach of the major profession-
al services can be assigned to specific organizations, Most of the com-
munity’s manpower agencics would also have to provide some ancillary

services so that registrants would not be required to move too frequent-
ly from one agency to another, but as noted carlier it is essential that cach
organization be given a central mission to fulfill. Success or failure of the

organization would then depend on how cflectively its particular mission
is carried out.

Counscling and other forms of personal development support are one
type of service that would have to be available in almost all programs so
that a registrant would have ready access to this kind of assistance in
whatever program he happens to enroll. Thus, the MDTA Skill Centers,
CEP, the various on-the-job programs, and the like should be equipped
to deal with this aspeet of manpower development, At the same time the
office which is assigned main responsibility for this function should make
sure that cvery enrollee gets the kind of continuing counscling and related
support he needs. This in turn will require close cooperation between the
various organizations involved to ensure that enrollces will not lose the
benefit of any support that they had reecived carlicer. As already indicat-
ed, one way to achieve this result would be to have personnel from the
Employment Service or other central organization outstationed in the
various cooperating agencics.

Any cffort to provide registrants with cffective counscling support on
a continuing basis must include followup procedures to the point wlere
registrants can be expected to make it on their own, Whether this func-
tion would be better handled at the ncighborhood center level or by the
Employment Service would depend on local circumstances, but again the
chicf requirement is that explicit provision be made for making sure that

8Pearl B. Heller, An Outreach Demonstration: 4 Component of ¢ Manpower
Progrum_iu Houston, Texas, 1967 (U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Ad-
ministration, 1969),
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the followup service is actually carried out, While this would seem to be
a logical component of the counseling responsibility, there is surprisingly
little cmphasis on this aspect of community manpower practice at the
present time,

The other major professional services beyond interviewing, counscl-
ing, and referral which would have to be assigned are (1) basic and pre-
vocational cducation, (2) skill training, (3) training on the job, and
(4) job placement. Except for the last one, thése services can be largely
centralized in individual organizations. Thus in the casc of basic and
prevocational education, registrants whose major need lics in this arca
should be able to turn to one program cspecially designed to mecet it
Whether, in a given community, this function should be undertaken by
the public schools, by community colleges, or by an independent body
sct up for this express purpose would depend on the adaptability and re-
sourcefulness of the particular institution involved. Ultimately, the cstab-
lished educational institutions would have to play the key role in carrying
out this function; but under conditions prevailing in most communitics
today, it would probably be unwisc if they were given control over this
activity at this time. The school experience of large numbers of manpow-
er trainces has been too embittering to expect any other outcome. Their
chances of making some progress in developing basic disciplinary skills
and work habits arc much enhanced if their basic educational experience
is closcly linked to their job training and/or actual job cxperience. Even
at the risk of some loss of professional qualifications, the usc of teaching
personnel who can readily identify with cnrollces in the basic education
programs is also highly desirable. At the same time, steps should be tak-
en not to scgregate manpower cnrollees from students in regular educa-
tional programs, thus putting them in a sccond-class status,

In the case of the second and third functions, skill training and train-
ing on the job, account must be taken of the wide differences in the needs
of both the workers and employers who would be involved. The particu-
lar ways in which program functions are defined in these two arcas arc
therefore going to vary considerably from community to community. At
lcast a three-way division of responsibility would probably be needed in
most instances: a program for registrants whose chief need is for spe-
cifie, classroom-type skill training; another program for those chicfly
needing on-the-job work experience; and a third program for the large
intermediate category of the disadvantaged needing gencral skill prepa-
ration and specific job expericnce in roughly equal proportions. In cach
of the three programs certain additional services would also have to be
provided, with the widest range of services required in the last program.

The program to which a certain person should be assigned will, un-
fortunately, not always be clear. Certainly no set of rules based on age,
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cducational attainment, skill prcparation, or general intclligence can be
applied. Presumably most persons who have had considerable job cx-
perience and essential preparation along a particular vocational line
would enter the intensive skill training program; most without any job
experience who have had considerable schooling or specific vocational
preparation would cnter the work-experience program; finally, thosc with
neither training nor cexperiecnce would enter the third program which
combines these two types of preparation.

A substantial judgment clement, however, would remain: What are
the individual’s personal preferences? What is his motivation to work
and/or train? What arc his family background and home situation? Is
the indicated program already overcrowded? These and similar questions
would call for answers on an individual asscssment basis insofar as staff
and time limitations would pcrmit. The essential point is that if the cen-
tral mission of cach of the major programs is clcarly demarcated and
made gencrally known, individuals would have a better chance to get
into the kind of program that would fit their particular needs. The exist-
ing scrambled pattern of programs almost guarantecs the opposite, and
largely explains the present indiscriminate practice of assigning registrants
to the various prograins.

The Training and Employment Service is the established instrumen-
tality for performing this guiding function at present. As the distinctive
roles of the programs become clearcr, ES would nced to give greater

. attention to how this function could be more adcquately performed; to

this end, ES stalf members would need to know a good deal about indi-
vidual registrants, and they would also nced to maintain closc cnough
ties with cach program so that they would have a basis for judging where
different registrants should go. This guiding-assigning function, as devel-
oped more fully in the next section, cannot be divorced from the more
general counseling work performed by ES; noncthcless it deserves sep-
aratc and cxplicit attention,

Finally, responsibility for job placement of disadvantaged registrants
at the community level, the fourth function, nceds to be clarified. At
present, the staff of cach program keeps on the lookout for job openings
for their completers. Considerable decentralization in the jobfinding pro-
cess is to be expected and welcomed. With respect to the disadvantaged,
however, it is cspecially important from the viewpoint of both registrants
and cmployers that individuals rcferred to jobs possess the minimum re-
quirements for acceptable performance. Unless certain safeguards are cs-
tablished, poor matchings arc bound to occur, to the detriment of pres-
ent and future registrants in the programs. Employers in certain ficlds witl
be besieged by job developers of the various programs, all sccking to
place those who have complcted training under their acgis. It goes with-
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out saying that individual registrants should be able to seck job oppor-
tunitics on their own, but staff members of individual programs should
be required to clear job referrals of registrants with a central jobfilling
agency. In most communitics this would be the Training and Employ-
ment Scrvice.

There is no reason why individual programs should not work out spc-
cial job-placcment arrangements with particular groups of employers;
in fact, this is an csscntial part of most on-thc-job training and work-
experience programs. Nevertheless, it is cssential that all job-placement
arrangements of this sort be worked out in full cooperation with the Em-
ployment Scrvice; otherwise, wasteful and sclf-defeating rivalrics to fill
available job openings arc bound to arise. This is but onc aspect of the
much broader question of employment programs for the disadvantaged
which will be taken up in the next chapter.,

Once the central missions of a community’s major manpower programs
have becen clarified and reformulated in terms of a total system of services
for the disadvantaged, the means for deciding what additional scrvices
should be made a part of a given program and what kind of linkages
should be cstablished among the different programs would be at hand.
The most important test to apply to both questions is how closc a given
scrvice is to a program'’s central mission, 1f very closc, the scrvice should
be incorporated in the program; if closc but not intcgral, a linking rcla-
tionship with other appropriatc programs should be cstablished; and if
mercly tangential, probably no positive action would be nccessary. Other
considcrations, such as the additions to staff that would be required, the
other scervices that would have to be foregone, and the projections of
longer term nceds, would also descrve weight; but closeness of function
would constitute the major policy guide.

These relationships and distinctions are difficult to sort out in vacuo
and arc best analyzed in terms of specific programs now opcrating in
many communitics. The four federally financed programs descrving most
attention in this connection arc: the Training and Employment Service,
the Manpower Development and Training Act programs (cespecially the
MDTA Skill Centers), the Job Opportunitics in the Business Scctor
(JOBS) program, and the Concentrated Employment Program (CEP),
A fifth program, the work and training portion of thc government’s new
welfare program (the Federal Assistance Plan), is surc to have a major
impact on community manpower policics if it is finally ¢nacted into law,
but the terms of the legislation remain uncertain at the present time. This
discussion is thcreforc limited to considering how the four programs
notcd above can be fitted into a comprehensive system of community
manpowcr services,
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The Employment Service in Community Manpower Systems

The central mission of the Training and Employment Scrvice, as stated
carlicr, is to provide dircctional aids to the disadvantaged in finding
worthwhile cmployment. The chief performance test to apply to this
part of its activitics, therefore, is how cffectively it carrics out this sup-
portive guidance role: Is the neeessary information about the available
range of jobs and the steps that must be taken to qualify for them getting
to the disadvantaged in the most effective possible way? Do the initial
intervicws, tests, and other vocational guides provide adequate grounds
for deciding on the next steps for registrants? Are the Employment Scr-
vice staff members close enough to the community's manpower develop-
ment programs on a continuing basis so that disadvantaged registrants
are referred to the program best suited to their needs? Are the stalf mem-
bers of the Service also in a pasition to refer disadvantaged registrants
to other appropriate agencics if additional support services are needed?
Has the Scrvice seen to it that followup procedures involving its own and
other agency operations are established to ensure that referrals are effec-
tively implemented? Doces the Service provide the widest possible match-
ing of choices among cmployers and disadvantaged jobscekers without
engendering unnecessary duplication of job-development and job-place-
ment activitics? Taken together, these questions constitute a serics of
tests for determining how good a coordinating und informational job the

Employmient Service is doing on behalf of a commiunity’s disadvantaged .

groups,

The most troublesome issucs confronting the Employment Scrvice
with respect to the disadvantaged arc to decide what other functions are
intcgrally related to the central mission of the Service just described and,
with respect to still other functions, what kind of linkages the Service
should cstablish with agencics or groups mainly responsible for such
functions. As to the former issuce, apprising registrants of training and job
possibilitics through vocational counscling and other means would clear-
ly come within the Service’s purview. So would working with training
program administrators and cmployers in determining whether registrants
qualify for particular openings. If intensive counscling or further profes-
sional treatment is required, however, the Service should provide refer-
ral help only, with the understanding that the more specialized support
would be made available clsewhere. Many, perhaps most, of the problems
posed by disadvantaged workers cannot be solved by means available to
the Employmient Scrvice; it should therefore encourage, not discourage,
other specialized agencics to step in,

As to the sccond issue, the Employment Service should maintain close
tics, not only with the three other manpower organizations under cxam-
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ination here but with a number of others, especially such civic groups as
the Community Action Agency, the public schools, vocational cducation
organizations, Chamber of Commerce, and other employer groups. Em-
ploymient Service functions needed in the programs of these other organi-
zations should be handled on site by outstationed Service personnel.
Morcover, while supervision of outstationed persoiinel should be left to
the organizations to whom they are assigned, carcer prospects of such
personnel need special safeguarding. A premium, not a penalty, should
be attached to outstation work of this sort. This and other linkage issucs
arc not going to prove casy for the Employment Service to solve; the
issucs, however, are best approached from the viewpoint of the various
programs or organizations involved.

In carrying out these information, guidance, jobmatching and related
functions on behalf of the disadvantaged, the Employment Scrvice faces
an inhcerent contradiction: 1t is the principal coordinator of all training
and cmployment activitics for the disadvantaged in a community, but it
is not in a position to assume full responsibility for any onc of these
functions on its own. As noted carlier, initial interviews and referrals can
best be carried out by grassroots neighborhood centers; but if the person
needs professional support in the manpower arca, the Employment Ser-
vice should handle the further interviews and referrals, For its part, the
Employment Service is well equipped to do much of the gencral counscl-
ing, testing, and guidance work; but if intensive professional help is in-
dicated, the assistance of other agencics will be needed. This same shar-
ing of responsibility should apply to the job-placement function with the
proviso that the Employment Service should be given sole responsibility
for maintaining a continuing inventory of job opcnings in a given labor
market arca. Other manpower services such as basic cducation, language
training, and dircct vocational preparation would presumbly fall outside
the purview of ES altogether.

The course of action which this indicates for the Employment Scrvice
—provide the first linc of professional manpower scrvices within a com-
munity for the disadvantaged, but share responsibility for many of these
services with other groups or organizations to the cxtent that their special
expertise is nceded—is not an casy one. In some communitics, ES has
alrcady moved a considerable way in this direction, but in many others
little significant progress has been made. The essential difference in com-
munity cxpericnce often comes down to a matter of finding capable staff
to take on the ncw and broader functions. Any community which hopes
to develop an cffective program of munpower scrvices for the disadvan-
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taged should make sure that the Employment Service in its arca is de-
veloping along these lines.?

MDTA Skill Centers in Community Manpower S ystems

The various training programs financed under the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act make up the main clements of training activitics
in most communitics on bchalf of the disadvantaged. These activitics
range from privately administered training classes or on-the-job training
to publicly administered programs, all of which, however, are largely
federally financed. It would be a herculean task to analyze cach of these
programs to determine whether it is fulfilling a legitimate purposc within
a community’s system of manpower scrvices. Rather, attention in this
discussion will focus on just onc of the programs, MDTA Skill Cen-
ters, since it ¢pitomizes many of the issuces poscd by the other MDTA
programs.

The 70 Skill Centers now operating in the United States provide a va-
ricty of manpower services for the disadvantaged in their communitics,
notably full-tinic and part-time classes in occupational training, cmploy-
nient and personal counscling, basic cducation, job development and
placement, and cmployment followup of Skill Center graduates. In most
cases the Centers are sponsored by the local school system, their pur-
posc being to provide more meaningful vocational preparation than cither
traditional public school or private vocational training programs can
offer.

In the decade of the sixties it became increasingly evident that many
young people, especially in the large citics, were getting little from their
school expericnce; and when they left school as graduates or dropouts,
they had few opportunitics to pursuce any meaningful occupational train-
ing or to find worthwhile ¢mployment. While 35 percent of the enrollecs
under the MDTA legisiation could be from nondisadvantaged back-
grounds, disadvantaged participants in Skill Center courses were to re-
ccive allowances and the programs were chicfly designed to help them
develop employable skills.

Of the major federally funded programs, the MDTA Skill Centers ap-
pear to have a more clear-cut purposc than any other. Morcover, this will

*For a vigorous attack on this aspect of the Employment Service record, see The
Lawyer's Committee for Civil Rights Under Law and the National Urban Coali-
tion, Falling Down on the Job: The United States Employment Service and the Dis-
ecvantaged (Washington, D.C.: 1971). In this connection it is worth noting that
since 1970 the Employment Service has shifted its emphasis away from serving the
disadvantaged and towards *. . . greater emphasis on developing cooperative rela-
tions with firms.” Manpower Report of the President, 1972, p. 63,
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doubtless remain true wherever a community’s public school system fails
to meet the vocational training needs of the disadvantaged cffectively.
Even the Skill Centers, hiowcever, cover such a variety of activitics that
their place in a community’s system of manpower services remains some-
what vague.

At present the Centers endeavor to meet the needs of experienced
workers for training in specialized skills; the necds of less experienced
workers for training in general categories of skills; the needs of young
adults with no employment experience for entry-lcvel jobs; and the needs
of persons with very limited basic educational preparation, with difficult
family problems, or with serious personal difficulties. Given the large size
and shifting character of Skill Center enroliments, there simply is not
cnough trained staff to take care of all of these functions and groups ad-
cquately. Enrollees who, by rcason of cxperience and/or temperament,
can take advantage of the classroom training gain much from the pro-
gram; but for the many participants who arc lacking in these respects,
the benefits are much less. The latter often require individualized, sus-
tained, broadly supportive aid which may be the very antithesis of
straightforward, classroom-type vocational training. Barring the addition
of much larger and more versatile stafts, the Skill Centers cannot be cx-
pected to do an adequate job at all these levels of responsibility.

This diffusion of function makes any rational allocation of registrants
among programs much morce diflicult if not impossible. Aside from con-
siderations of physical location, many registrants could just as well be
referred to any of a half dozen federally funded training programs in a
given locality of which a Skill Center might be one. It is hardly surprising
under these circumstances that the Employment Service, as noted carlier,
bases referrals mostly on the number of slots that happen to be open
rather than on the different types of programs to be found in a com-
munity.t0

While the appropriate sphere of the Skill Centers cannot be pinpointed
with any assurance, experience indicates that their central mission should
be to provide gencral vocational tiaining, chiefly in a classroom sctting,
for disadvantaged persons who need special support in developing an
employable skill and who have the potential for putting this type of train-
ing to good use. The “special support” test would exclude those who
could be expected to find jobs or training through private employers or
other muans; the “potential” test would exclude those who have severe
personal behavior problems or show no willingness to carry through with

WThe other main problem with respect to enrollment procedures is that many
Skill Centers have experienced chronic underutilization of their facilities, a circum-
stance that cannot be attributed to the slowdown in business activity alone.
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a sustained program of training. Judging from the responses of Skill Cen-
ter administrators and cmployers of Center graduates, as well as from
factual reports on employment records, the latter type of enrollee poses
the most scrious difficulty with which the Centers have to deal. While it
is clear that training opportunitics must be made available for such en-
rollees, it is very doubtful whether the Skill Centers are the most effee-
tive mechanism for doing so.

Sharpening the focus of Skill Center programs in this way would nar-
row the range of persons whom they serve somewhat, but a broad “mid-
dle” category of disadvantaged would still be cligible. With a sharper
policy focus, the Centers would not have to give as risuch attention to
such related scrvices as personal counseling, coaching, and basic educa-
tion although some staff would have to be retained to meet special needs
of this sort. More attention, on the other hand, could then be given to
vocational and carcer counseling, job development, and job placement
which, if handled in close cooperation with the Employment Service,
would prove extremely valuable to many Center enrollecs.

The chicf value to be derived from such a change would be that the
Skill Centers would then be able to provide a higher quality of training.
Courses could be better planned, more cffective use could be made of
cquipment and simulated job situations, greater flexibility could be per-
mitted as to when students would be able to join classes of their choice,
morc provision for tcaching experimentation and retooling time for staff
members would be possible, and a greater emphasis on individual atten-
tion and small group tcaching would become possible.t! These a:hanges,
which a number of Skill Centers are already beginning to adopt, do not
follow automatically from this sharpening o policy objectives; cven if
they should, it would be difficult to prowve that the Skill Centers would
subscquently do a significantly better job. All that can be said with as-
surance is that if the Centers would move in this direction they would be
concentrating their resources on the specific mission which they seem
best cquipped to carry out,

The other basic difficulty confronting the Skill Centers is that they run
the danger of being cut off from general community institutions and de-
velopments—other government agencics, public schools, labor market
opportunitics beyond a few entry-level jobs, and the like. Too often the
result is that cnrollces who complete the training arc cither limited to a
narrow range of lower skilled jobs or find no remuncrative work at all,
Now that the Skill Centers have become relatively well established, it is

'These outcomes would embody many of the recommendations made in the 1971
Olympus Research Corporation study, Evaliation of Manpower Development and
T raining Skill Centers, op. cil.,, Chapter 9, pp. 32-37.
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important that thcy form much closer ties with the wider community so
that their cnrollees can be brought into the mainstream of cdueitional,
cconomic, and secial development. One of the most promising experi-
ments in this direction has recently occurred in Denver, Colorado, where
the Skill Center, while maintaining its scparate administrative structurc,
has been included within the newly established community college. This
has meant that “MDTA enrollees attend the samie classes with regular
students awvd even receive college credit.” 12 If ties of this sort can be de-
veloped weith other institutions of a local arca, the MDTA Skill Centers
will be in a position to play a much fuller role in community manpower
scrvice systems.,

The |OBS Program in Commtmity Man power Systems

On lanuary 23, 1968, President Johnson proposed an ambitious pro-
gram which came to be known as Job Opportunitics in the Business Scc-
tor (JOBS). Under this program privatc industry was to pledge jobs for
persons of a disadvantaged background who would not normally qualify
for cemployment. Government, for its part, was to identify these persons
and, where companies could not afford to do so, cover any spcecial train-
ing costs the participiting comipanics incurred. During the first two ycars
of the program the National Alliance of Businessmen (NAB), the em-
ployer organization sct up to administer the program, cmphasized com-
pany participation without financial help from government; but with the
slowdown in business, federal aid in the form of contracts covering em-
ployment commitments of firms became more important. While socially
laudable. the pledging of jobs by employers will probably always occupy
a shifting and unccrtain position in a community’s system of manpower
services because it will be completely dependent on profit prospeets and
the willingness of employers to assume the added costs of hiring persons
from disadvantaged backgrounds. This discussion will center on the phase
of the program which involves federal financial aid because it is suscep-
tible to a considerable degree of governmental direction. The suggestions
for shifting the policy focus of this aspect of JOBS do not of course apply
to the pledging of jobs.

Experience to date leaves little doubt that federal aid in the JOBS pro-
gram has made a distinctive contribution to opening jobs to the disad-

2Mangum. op. cit.. p. 65, The report continues: “The presence of basic educa-
tion and prevocational orientation for MDTA enrollees made it available to other
students. Thus from MDTA there emerged in Denver an institution committed to
and capable of serving the disadvantaged but avoiding segregating them and stigma-
tizing them as second class."
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vantaged in private industry.3 The special value of the program dcrives
from the fact that it has opened job doors in many (usually larger) com-
panies to disadvantaged workers who otherwise would have been given no
such opportunity and from the fact that a job opening is guarantced to
every worker admitted to the program. Even more than in the casc of
the MDTA Skill Centers. however, uncertainty exists as to what placce the
program should occupy in community manpower systems. From the start
of the undertaking until the present, policy has wavered between mount-
ing a massive attack on uncmployment and poverty as against 2 much
more highly sclective effort to improve carcer prospects for limited num-
bers of the disadvantaged. Judging from public pronouncements of the
business and government sponsors of the program, the former theme is
still domiinant; but in terms of actual practice, cmphasis has begun to
shift to the sccond. If the JOBS program is to play an effective role at the
local level, its position in community systems of manpower scrvices needs
to be clarified.

While hiring under the JOBS program is limited to persons of disad-
vantaged background, the participating firms quite naturally look for the
best qualified disadvantaged persons available (the “crcaming” process).
As jobs have become scarcer, this tendency has been accentuated. The
most frequently expressed reservation on the part of the e mployers before
joining the JOBS program was that many of the program participants
would lack work motivation and other personal qualitics that are needed
to make good on a job. As a corcllary to this view, participating firms in
the program have sought to avoid hiring the most scriously disadvan-
taged; this raiscs the question whether many of the cnrollees in JOBS
would not have been hired cven in the absence of the program,

The muassive hiring campaign undertaken at the outsct of JOBS, how-
ever, brought a wide cross section of the disadvantaged into the employ-
ment ranks of companics. Contrary to the cxpressed opinion on the part
of employers before joining JOBS, there is no clear evidence that cnrol-
lees performed less cfficiently than regular hires. A carcfully designed
in-housc study of a sampling of JOBS cmployers by the Manpower Ad-
ministration reported that 71 percent found no difference between the
work habits of this group and thosc of regular cmployees of the same lev-
¢l. JOBS employces were said by 19 percent of the employers in the
sample to have worse habits, and by roughly 10 percent to have better hab-
its than regular cmployces.™ There are no satisfactory data for testing

WBObjective investigations of the JOBS program have admittedly not been able to
quantify this finding since systematic data are not available,

HGreenleigh Associates, Inc., The Job Opportunities in the Business Sector Pro-
gram: An FEvaluation of Impact in Ten Standard Metropolitan Statisticat A reas,
prepared under a contract with the Office of Policy, Evaluation, and Research of
the Manpower Administration of the U.S, Department of Labor, June 1970,
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whcther these predominantly favorable perceptions among participating
cemployers were justified.

Expericnee does, however, point a dircction along which JOBS might
well mwove in the future, and that is to make surc that the participating
firms provide high quality, broadly supportive scrvices for disadvantaged
enrollecs who can put such scrvices to good usc. The key idea behind
JOBS is that, with government financial support, companics will find it
possible to take on persons who do not mect usual hiring requircments
and that if certain training and other special supports arc provided, they
will prove to be fully productive employecs. The Manpower Administra-
tion in-housc report cited above analyzed retention rate.. »f JOBS cn-
rollces in a sampling of participating firms; the firms were rated by the
extent and quality of thic support scrvices they provided.’s Tke findings

were as follows:

Rating of program Average retention Number
service package rates (in percent) of companies
l.Strong . . . . . . . . 55.1 20
2. Adequate . . . . . . . 40.0 24
3. Inadecquate or nonexistent . . 374 29

The cffects on retention rates when participating companics in the sam-
ple were ranked in terms of opportunitics afforded cnrollees to move up
in the jub siructurc were cven more striking.!6

Upgradi .2 Average retention Number
opportunities rates (in percent) of companies
1. Good e e e e e e 62.4 19
2, Fair . . . . . . . .. 43.3 31
3.Poor . . . . . . . .. 314 24

The future dircction of the JOBS program indicated by thesc findings
would fit in well with a community’s system of manpower scrvices. In-
stcad of filling “any available job with any available body,” cmploycrs
would be expected to use the government’s funds to provide meaningful
jobs that carry a rcasonable opportunity for carcer progression, carcfully
planncd and administcred on-the-job training, and a well-developed sys-

5{hid., p. 80. The ratings pertained to (a) the effectiveness of jobcoaching, (b)
whelhersthe basic education program conlained job-relaled instruction and whelher
this if§truction was 1ailored to 1he job and to production nceds, (¢) the length and
quality of 1he orientation program, (d) whether provision for minor medical and
dental care was included, (e* whether followup existed after placement in OJT, (f)
whether jobcounseling and jobcoaching were effectively separaled, and (g) trans-
portation.

w6tbid., p. 82
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tem of support scrvices. Those services closcly related to the worker’s
job responsibilitics, such as work oricntation, basic communication skills,
jobcoaching, and vocational counscling, ought to be made availablc on
thc companics’ premiscs if at all possible. Other essential supports, such
as general cducation, medical scrvices, child care, and transportation,
could perhaps best be handled through linkages " with outside agencics.
Responsibility, however, for making sure that both types of services are
available as nceded should rest with the participating companics and
ultimately with the federal Manpower Administration, the funding
agency.l?

If the JOBS program is redirected along these lines, only disadvan-
taged persons who show both the need and the potential for this kind of
intensive, high quality work-training cxpericnce would be referred to it.
Enrollces would presumably come from a wide vange of backgrounds
within the disadvantaged catcgory; requiring a certain minimum level of
cducational attainment, job experience, or general intelligence would
hardly provide a satisfactory criterion for deciding who would find the
program of greatest help. As indicated carlicr, steps would have to be
taken by the Employment Scrvice and other organizations to cstablish
more cifective recruiting tics with schools and better outreach relation-
ships with ghctto community groups in order to identify morc cnrollecs
who would be especially benefited by the program. Preferably, the coucti-
ing function would be carricd out by somcone with the same background
as the disadvantaged trainces, and representatives of interested commu-
nity groups should be active participants in carrying thc company pro-
grams forward. At thc samc time, cnrollccs would be held to regular
standards of pcrformance on the jobs assigned to them; condescending
trcatment from a scnse of sympathy or guilt would ouly compromisc the
status of the cnrollees and undercut the entire program.

Enthusiasm for the JOBS program fell sharply with the drop in busi-
ness activity after 1969 and the shift from tight to loosc labor markets,
The discnchantment reflected in a number of studics was in no small
mcasure due to the overblown rhetoric with which the program has al-
ways been surrounded; verbal overkill appears to be as scrious a weak-
ness among busincss as among political lcaders.!8 If the training and job
cxpericnce in JOBS had been coupled with fuller support scrvices and
genuine carcer opportunitics, participating cmployers would have faced

7This is the direction which hus been particularly emphasized by leaders of the
Coalition-JOBS program in New York City.

8Much of the criticism voiced in a recent Senate committee report, for example,
can be explained in these terms. U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, The JOBS Program: Background Information, 91st Cong., 2d sess.
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1970).
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achicvable goals and the entirc program would have been put on a more
sceure, if less glamorous, footing,

CEP in Community Man power Systems

In April 1967 the federal government launched its most innovative and
certainly most difficult undertaking in the manpower ficld, the Concen-
trated Employment Program (CEP). The program was built around the
idca that the employment nceds of residents in arcas of extreme poverty
could best be met if important components of training and related ser-
vices were offered at one location in cach such target arca. Subcontracts
were made with various agencics which had responsibility for the services
involved, but direction and coordination were given to a prime sponsor
(usually the Community Action Agency). At present, CEP centers are
operating in about 80 target arcas, most of them in city slums.

Despite scrious criticisms by investigators and concerned groups, CEP
has added a valuable dimension to community manpower services for the
disadvantaged and descrves to be continued. Admittedly, experience un-
der the programs has been extremely diverse. In the case of Boston, for
example, CEP was an integral part of a solidly based Community Action
Agency—Action for Boston Community Development (ABCD)—right
from the start; through ABCD’s ncighborhood employment centers, CEP
was able to forge strong links with the important poverty arca groups
and, after a trial and error period, with the Employment Service. 19 At the
other extreme, the CEP organization in Denver was never given a clear
place in the city’s political or institutional structure, and it did not have
control over enough funds to give it any effective influence over other
manpower agencics such as the Employment Serviee, Opportunitics In-
dustrialization Center, and the like.20 The CEP cxperience in Philadel-
phia and other communitics has fallen between these two extremes.,

The clements of strength in the CEP experiment, at least in a potential
sense, deserve claboration. Concentrating a number of the services. at one
location provides a favorable setting for enrollees to find out what kind
of training they nced and what further steps they will have to take to find
worthwhile jobs. CEP is closer than any of the other federally funded
programs to the groups it sccks to serve. This is due not so much to
the location of the centers as to these factors: the sponsoring organization

In the words of one investigation of the Boston .cxperigncc, “Oulslalion_cd [State
Employment Service] personnel provide many of the services, do so effectively and
have seeded the [State Employment Service] with new attitudes us a result,” Man-
gum, op. cit., p. 66,

20/ bid.,
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usually has strong grassroots representation; many of the staff members
are from disadvantaged backgrounds; provision is made for personal
support, typically involving individual coaching by peers who come to
know cnrollees on a one-to-once basis; and referrals to other agencics arc
made only after careful assessment is made of an individual's particular
needs.

The greatest strength of CEP is also the source of its most challenging
problems: many of its cnrollees are severely handicapped in terms of
health, motivation, or emotional stability as well as seriously disadvan-
taged in terms of education, skill training, and job expericence. In con-
trast to the Employment Service, MDTA Skill Centers, and JOBS, the
similarity in background of CEP staff members and the personalized na-
ture of the program attract enrollees who would otherwise not be involved
in any training or job-scarch activity at all. The only other major program
which has some of this same quality is the Opportunitics Industrializa-
tion Centers (OIC), but the fact that OIC participants do not receive any
training allowances makes a substantial difference,

Nonctheless, the chances for marked success of CEP, not too surpris-

‘ingly, were small from the outset. Many of its activitics overlapped with

the Training and Employment Service and other agencics, so questions
of jurisdictional prerogative soon arose. The cooperating agency repre-
sentatives outstationed at CEP centers still worked for their old employ-
ers supposcdly but were subject to the direction of the centers’ managers.,
Poor administrative control or poor stafl morale was the almost incvi-
table result.

Large numbers of registrants with widely varying skills and capacitics
had to be interviewed, tested, and provided appropriate aid—something

that could be done only on a carcful, individual case basis. Considerable

publicity was issucd about the value of the program to participants in
terms of jobs and income, but few steps were taken to assure that jobs of
any type would be available. In many instances little was done to win the
cooperation of major private employers and, except where the prime
sponsor was under the control of the mayor, relations between CEP and
city government were not close. All in all, the fact that the program actu-
ally got off the giound and has stayed aloft is in itself no small accom-
plishment,

During 1969 and 1970 numcrous proposals for strengthening CEP were
made, a number of which have been adopted. The most important in-
volved clarification of the responsibilitics of the various agencics involved
in the program and a tightening of administrative controls. Techniques
were introduced for speeding up the referral of clients with special prob-
lems, such as drug addiction and alcoholism, to other agencics. Steps were
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taken to cstablish morc cffective intake procedures, better planning and
counscling with respect to the individual's carcer needs, more adequate
jobfinding and job development, and integrated management informa-
tion systcms.2!

Important as these procedural changes doubtless are, the question of
policy oricntation and dircction remains unanswered. CEP still includes
many of the same functions performed by the Training and Employment
Scrvice, MDTA Skill Centers, JOBS, OIC, and other agencies; and its
placc in a community’s system of manpower scrvices is still obscure.
Aside from the requircment of residence in a target arca, a client's cntry
into CEP scems as hit or miss as admission into the other programs. The
basic issuc whether CEP should provide most of the training and related
scrvices itsclf or, after providing a few orientation-type aids, refer clients
promptly to other agencics for such training and related services remains
unresolved. The former approach would entail a considerable duplication
of functions and, given present staff and funding limitations, would mean
that the CEP ccenters would have to cut down the number of their ad-
missions drastically. The latter approach, while significantly cheaper in
dircct outlay terms, would reduce CEP largely to an intake-referral agen-
cy, hardly diffcrent from the functicn performed by the Employment
Scrvice.

Whether CEP can achicve a distinctive place in community manpower
service structures depends on whether a reasonably clear functional arca
can bc found between these two extremes. The best possibility would
scem to be for the CEP centers to concentrate on the personal develop-
ment and basic skill abilitics of regisirants—a broad cnough focus to in-
clude scveral stages in an individual's employability development but not
so broad as to include advanced, specialized job preparation. The follow-
ing questions, however, need to be answered: Why not work to broaden
and strengthen the school systems, or perhaps the community colleges,
rather than sct up alternative “cducational” programs in special poverty
arcas? Similarly, why not broaden and strengthen the Employment Ser-
vice, the MDTA Skill Centers, and the other manpower service agencics
which function along roughly parallel lines?

Responses to these questions would depend on the answers to two
more underlying questions. The first is whether the schools, community
collcges, Employment Service offices, and other institutions within a com-
munity can cficctively reach poverty arca residents in need of this kind of
general carcer preparation. At present, few would deny that these pre-
dominantly white, cstablishment-oricntcd institutions suffer scrious han-
dicaps in this rcgard. Justificd or not, many poverty arca residents feel

AManpower Report of the President, April 1971, p. 67,
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nothing but bittcrness towards them. Changes in policics and personnel
are beginning to bridge this gap, but even under the most favorable cir-
cumstances, their cffects will be a long time in coming. Urtil then, the
case for a specially designed program along the lines of CEP scems
irrcfutable.

The sccond question is whether the particular mix cmbodicd in CEP
will achicve both community acceptance and demonstrable results. Each
componcnt—substantial poverty; grassroots input into policy and admin-
istration; an cmphasis on individual, personal treatment; and a combining
of various scrvices provided by “outside” agencics at onc location—is of
value in itself, but whether the outcome is viable when they arc put to-
gether in a single framework is more questionable. Spokesmen for pov-
crty residents want to sce tangible results in terms of jobs and carnings;
staff members responsible for an individual’s basic carcer development
deal with less tangible factors; outstationcd personncl from other agen-
cies vicw the program in tcrms of their special professional cxpertise.
Keeping the three clements in continuing balance requires both clearly
articulated policics and carcfully orchestrated implementation.

The most distinctive fecaturc of CEP is that it is opcn to poverty arca
residents who may not qualify, at least immediatcly, for any of the other
major training and development programs. The danger of such a rolc is
obvious: CEP could casily bccomc a dumping ground for the untrainablc

and uncmployable. This would be made all the morc likcly to the cxtent

CEP's responsibilitics are concentrated on the basic, longer term nceds
of poverty residents, lcaving to other agencies responsibility for more im-
mediate training skills. While some safeguards in terms of cligibility re-
quircments and training coursc offerings would be appre; riatc, any dras-
tic structural changes would deny the purposc of CEP aitogether. There
is thus need for an approach which would retain the cssential character
of CEP but put it on a more solid basis thun now obtains.

The most hopcful development in this regard is the incrcascd cmphasis
being placed on helping poverty arca residents get over whatever initial
hurdles may be blocking their scarch for worthwhile jobs. Since thesc
barriers arc often personal and individual, stress nceds to be placed on
carcful case trcatment; the attempt to deal simultancously with great
numbers of such registrants is almost surc to prove sclf-defeating. The
fact that basic tapacitics and qualitics arc involved—the ability to rcad
and intcrpret instructions, the willingness to accept responsibilitics, the
desirc to achieve cconomic betterment-—underscores the importance of
closc, step-by-step support. Since the morce usual rewards are not likely to
come quickly, other forms of rccognition and satisfaction must be pro-
vided. The use of coaches and counsclors personally attuncd to the nceds
of thosc participating in the program should be cncouraged. While this
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kind of an emphasis would not yicld casily quantifiable cost-benefit re-
sults, it would give CEP a distinctive and important place in a commu-
nity's system of manpower services.

Conclusion

The foregoing discussion has reviewed some of the ways communitics
might proceed in adapting existing manpower programs to the needs of
the disadvantaged. The problem is not so much improved efficiency, more
cfiective control, and the like but rather one of delincating the specific
role of cach program more shavply and then adapting the various pro-
grams to their assigned responsibilities. One such realignment has been
sketched out herey others might seem more appropriate in particular situ-
ations, The crucial need, however, is for cach community to develop an
overall manpower strategy which will broaden the training and devcelop-
ment opportunitics for its disadvantaged citizens, Until this is done, the
present haphazard and arbitrary pattern of services will continue to prevail.
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IV. Developing Community Public
Employment Programs

National manpower policy has largely centered on helping those in spe-
cial nced to acquire the skills they require to find worthwhile jobs. This
cmphasis was wholly appropriate as long as such jobs were gencrally
available, but by the e¢nd of the sixties this basic assumption no longerheld.
Between 1965 and 1969 the national unemployment rate fell from 4.5
percent to 3.5 percent, but in 1970 it jumped to nearly 5 percent and in
1971 to 6 percent, During 1971 ncarly five and onc-half million persons
were reported out of work; and while the current upswing should reduce
the total somewhat, uncmployment is not expected to fall below 5 percent
in 1972,

The change in job conditions had a particularly adverse impact on
persons lacking marketable skills who were current or potential partici-
pants in manpower training programs, sincc many fewer employers were
in a position to tuke on new workers and competition for such openings
as there were had become much keener. While staff cutbacks reached up
to the higher skill categories, they fell mest heavily on the lesser quali-
ficd, more recently hired employees,

The two programs which had treated job placement as an integral part
of skill developmenc—MDTA On-the-Job Training and Job Opportu-
nitics in the Business Scctor—became seriously weakened by this change
in labor market conditions sinee both depended as niuch on job cxpan-
sion in the private sector as on training subsidics out of public funds. The
other manpower programs faced hardly less serious problems as the task
of finding job openings for their graduates became more difficult. In these
circumstances the shift in attention to jobereating actions by government
was to be expected, the issue being not so much one of principle as of
timing, method, and scope.

Government [ob Expansion Program

The way for national gevernments to deal with rising uncmployment, in
the view of almost all modern-day cconomists, is to pursuc broadly ¢x-
pansionist fiscal and monctary policics: to maintain or incrcasc goveirn-
ment expenditures while holding or cutting tax rates on major sources of
income and to pump ncw moncy into the cconomy via the central bank
and the commercial banking system, The United States government’s
actions in 1971 and 1972, somcwhat unexpectedly, followed this script.
Budgetary cxpenditures in relation to tax revenues yiclded big deficits,
$23 billion in fiscal 1971 and $26 billion (cstimated) in fiscal 1972,

69

7"

e




[N SNSRI U e o, g

More importantly, the federal budget position at full employment shifted
from substantial surplus toward substantial deficit over this two-year
period. Similarly, Federal Rescerve policies resulted in o very rapid rise in
the money stock in the first half of calendar 1971 at an annuat rate of in-
crease of 10 pereent, and & more moderate but generally supportive rate
of increase (about 6 percent) since then. The difficulty was that these
measures did not achiceve satisfactory results on vither the inflation or
the uncmployment front. The cost of living continued to move up, and
uncmployment remained at an unacceptably high level. Morcover, the
country’s bala..ge of payment position, instead of improving in 1971,
actually deteriorated at an alarming rate,

In these mixed and frustrating circumstances, what further steps could
the government take? The answer came with President Nixon's su--ise
announcement of August 15, 1971, The principal steps propos:ts for
dealing with the rise in prices were the temporary wage-price freeze and
the limijtations imposed on government spending; the principal proposals
aimed at controlling unecmpioyment were the reintroduction of an invest-
ment tax (or “job development™) credit (10 percent the first year and 5
percent the sccond), the climination of the 7 percent automobile excise
tax, the speedup in the $30 increase scheduled in the personal income tax
exemption, the suspension of the dollar’s convertibility into gold to stim-
ulate exports, and the imposition of a 10 percent temporary surcharge
on imports. Even if Congress had accepted all these measures (and some
were considerably modified), their effectiveness in checking inflation and
reducing unemployment 'vould have been open to question; nonctheless
they constituted a shaip break with policics adhered to previously.

S N St e kR Daph e S g e g a A A 2 S e Y et o

The other main approach to controlling unemployment—direct job
creation by government action—was not entirely precluded by these pol-
icy decisions, but it was thereby assigned a distinctly minor vole. Earlier
a strong case had been madve for a federally financed job program in the
public scrvice scctor on the grounds that many services were going unmet
precisely in the ficlds in which an abundance of unused manpower was
available to undertake them.! The jump in the unemployment rate after
1969 gave added strength to this view, and it was this development which
finally led the Administration to accept a federally supported job-cre-
atien effort designed to help special groups who could not expect to find
cmploynicrit on their own.

v
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In this sense, proposals for a public employment program were but a

1See, for example, Harold L. Sheppard, The Nature of the Job Problem and the
Role of New Public Service Employment (Kalamazoo, Michigan: The Institute.
1969); and Bennett Harrison, Public Employment and Urban Poverty (Washing-
ton, D.C.: Urban Institute, 1971). i
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logical extension of manpower training and other support services to as-
sist the disadvantaged in finding job opportuni..cs. In a very strong, sus-
taincd expansion such groups might be expected to find worthwhile work
if only they could acquire the necessary skills; in less vigorous cxpansions
this would not be true, and outright government action to make sure they
get job cxperience would scem much more justified. Despite mounting
congressional pressure, the Administration resisted the latter view, con-
tending that the expansion would be strong cnough to provide most, if
not all, the necessary new job openings. So the program of public service
cmployment which finally emerged was a relatively modest one, and cven
this was largely enacted in spite of, not because of, the Administration’s
desires,

Public Employment Le gislalion

Proposals for public employment programs arc anything but new, and
prior experience affords a wide choice of approaches from which to fash-
ion a national policy. While hardly comparable, the best known models
arc the New Deal work-creation program of the thirties and the various
programs that have been in existence in a number of European countrics
for many years. More germane to the present situation, a number of this
country’s current manpower programs, including the Neighborhood
Youth Corps (NYC), Opcration Mainstream, and Public Service Carcers
(formerly New Careers), provide federally financed work experichee for
special disadvantaged groups. Communities plarning scucral public em-
ployment programs could learn much from analyzing cxpericnce under
these programs.

The in-school and summer work programs of NYC have a rcasonably
clear-cut objective: the use of federal funds by local government or non-
profit organizations to provide part-time or temporary work to disadvan-
taged young people to help them stay in school and develop employable
skills, The out-of-school program of NYC is addressed to the much more
challenging task of providing full-time work expericnce in public or pri-
vate organizations to young people who have dropped out of school. It
has proven extremely difficult to find many jobs under the latter program
that might lead to worthwhile carcers, cspecially for boys. A concerted
cffort is now being made to emphasize remedial education, skill training,
and supportive se vices as part of the out-of-school program, with a view
to inducing more of the enrollees to return to school or enter a commu-
nity college.2

Opcration Mainstream is a small federally financed job program chicfly

2Manpower Report of the President, April 1971, p. 45.
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addressed to the needs of the middle-aged unemployed and older low-in-
comc persons in small towns and rural arcas. It sccks to provide mean-
ingful work cxpcriencc which at the same time will improve the local
cnvironment through conscrvation projects, housing rchabilitation, better
carc for the clderly, and the like, In fiscal year 1970 there were only
18,000 c¢nroliment opportunitics in Opcration Mainstrcam as against
ncarly 500,000 in the various branches of thc Ncighborhood Youth
Corps and 200,000 in the MDTA programs.

In its present form the Public Service Carcers program (PSC) concen-
trates primarily on helping disadvantaged persons sceure regular or civil
service jobs in public and private nonprofit service organizations by pro-
viding funds to cover the added costs entailed by hiring and upgrading
the uncmployed or underemployed. Such funds can be spent on remedial
or other types of cducation, vocational and personal counscling, skill
training, transportation, day carc scrvices, and “technical assistancc in
merit system modcrnization, job restructuring and design of carcer lad-
ders."™ Its predecessor program, New Carcers, also utilized federal funds
to open up carcer opportunitics to the disadvantaged; in its case private
nonprofit organizations as well as public service organizations were in-
volved, funds could be used as wage supplements, and there was no re-
quircment that the jobs had to be regular, permancent positions. While
PSC is still in a formative stage, it is alrcady apparent that it faces many
problems in getting cnrollees into regular positions on promotablc tracks.

New Carcers has been continued as one of five components of the PSC
program, The first of the remaining four components provides statc and
local governmental agencies with funds to help disadvantaged employ-
¢ces, 17 years or older, overcome barricrs to promotion and carcer ad-
vancement. The second, roughly similar component, authorizes the De-
partment of Labor to negotiate agreements with other federal agencics
to build PSC projects into their grant-in-aid programs on behalf of pub-
lic hospitals, school districts, and the like. The third component, also de-
signed along similar lines, secks to expand the Civil Service Commission’s
new Worker Training Supplement to the register of persons cligible Tor
maintenance and service worker jobs, thus avoiding a traditional cm-
ployment cxamination. Thus, all threc of these components apply the
JOBS program concept of “hirc now, train later™ to the public scctor.

The fourth and final component of PSC, the Supplemental Training
and Employment Program (STEP), was initiated in 1970 in response to
the cconomic slowdown, STEP accounted for about-a fourth of the $136
million budgeted for PSC in fiscal 1971, The purpose of this program
was to provide additional training and short-term work cxperience in

3bid., p. 175.
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public or privatc nonprolit agencies for workers who have completed
training programs but cannot. be placed in regular jobs. The work ex-
perience provided under the program has been mostly in clerical occu-
pations, but it has also included “some positions as teacher aides, motor
pool drivers, auto mechanics (in city garages), and nurses aides and or-
derlies and a few welding assignments,”™

Preliminary evaluations of the New Carcer componcent of PSC have
generally been favorable, though fully adequate data are lacking.5 The
main value of the program lics in the fact that cnrollces can take advan-
tage of cducational and other supports while holding intern positions in
cducation, health, and other human service agencies and—perhaps morce
important—arce virtually assurcd of a job upon corupleting the program.

The Public Service Carcers program is part of a broader cffort to in-
duce local. state, and federal government units to modify traditional hir-
ing procedures and open up jobs above the entry level to persons who
cannot meet cxisting requircments. Among other provisions of the law,
the Inter-governmental Personnel Act of 1971 authorized the Federal
Civil Service Commission to make grants to statc governments for the
purpose of incrcasing the recruitment and development of disadvantaged
individuals. During 1969 the Department of Labor, the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, and the Dcpartnient of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment authorized the National Civil Scervice League to spearhcad a
national effort to facilitate the hiring of disadvantaged persons in state and
local government jobs in other than traditional scrvice-type occupations.
The League has accordingly inaugurated a program known as Public
Agency Carcer Employment Maker (Project PACE MAKER) under
which state and local governments may request tcams of personncl tech-
nicians from the League to review their civil service systems and recom-
mend ways to remove the legal administrative and psychological barricrs
to cmploying the disadvantaged.6 It is too carly to asscss the impact of
these cfforts, but onc can see the kinds of difficultics which a program of
this sort incvitably faces and the sort of concerted action which is re-
quired to overcome them.

Wbid., p. 42,

5Cost-benefit data assembled in a Department of Labor study indicate an average
training cost per enrollee of $3,881.50, but based on the total annual increase in
carnings of both graduates and terminees, it was estimated that total social benefits
would exactly equal program costs in less than 1.9 years after program completion;
lacking a control group, this finding is hard to assess. U.S. Department of Labor,
Manpower Administration, Nuitonal Assessment of the New Careers Program.
July 1967-October 1969 (Washington: 1970), p. 104. The other components of
PSC were too recently established to permit any systematic appraisal.

§1bid., p. 173,
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The Ener gency Em [)onment Act o f 1971

With the slowdown in the cconomy and the rise in uncmployment
which began at the end of the sixtics, pressure soon rose in Congress to
go beyond these limited job-creation cfforts. The initial push came from
liberal Congressmen who felt that nothing less than a massive public jobs
program was required. In 1968 Congressman James G. O'Hara intro-
duced a public employment bill which would have provided onc million
jobs, with some training, at a total cost of $4 billion the first ycar, the
total to risc in subscquent years. In the same ycar Congressman John
Conyers, Ir., submitted a bill providing for three million jobs at an initial
cost of $16 billion per ycar, the sum to shrink by $2 billion annually
thercafter.” Neither bill passed.

The next wave of legislative proposals embodicd more modest job-
creation targets and incorporated some or all of the Nixon Administra-
tion's recommendations to decentralize control of manpower training ac-
tivities and get away from rigid catcgorical programs. The bill, however,
which was finally passetl by the Housc and Scnate in 1970 largely re-
flected the views of Senator Gaylord Nelson and other lcaders of the lib-
cral wing in Congress. This bill authorized $9.5 billion over a four-year
period for a national, locally planncd program of job crcation in public
scrvice cmployment and cut out most of the Administration’s proposals
for turning over authority for manpower training programs to the citics
and states. President Nixon vetoed the 1970 bill, chicfly on the grounds
that the public scrvice jobs were too likely to become permancnt, dead-cnd
sinccures/and that the bill failed to decentralize control of manpower

'\E_?lisy“

In 1971 Congress once again addressed itsclf to the public jobs ques-
tion and decided to separate the public employment issuc from the Ad-
ministration’s manpower revenue-sharing proposals. The legislation as
finally passed, the Emergency Employment Act of 1971, took account of
some of the Administration’s criticisms of carlier bills. Still, it was some-
thing of a surprisc when President Nixon agreed to sign it into law on
July 12, 1971.

This legistatiofTauthorized the expenditure of $2.25 billion over a
two-ycar period to cover as much as 90 pereenit of the cost incurred by
federal, state, or local government bodics in providing transitional cm-
ployment in ncc'_dcd public scrvices during periods of high uncmploy-

"The O'Hara bill was H.R. 12280 and the Conyers bill, H.R. 14493, both submit-
ted in the 90th Congress. See Michael C, Barth and Frank H. Easterbrook, Work
Relief in the Depression, Enrope aud the Manupower Decade: Some Implications for
Programs of Public Employment, Working Paper #2, Office of Planning, Research,
and Evaluation, Office of Economic Opportunity, August 1970,
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ment. Further obligation of funds is to ccasc if the national uncmploy-
ment rate falls below 4.5 percent for three consccutive months. Of this
amonunt $500 million is to be used in fiscal years 1972 aad 1973 to c¢s-
tablish a Special Employment Assistance Program to liclp cover the cost
of public service job programs in local arcas in which uncmployment has
been equal to or above 6 percent for three consccutive months.®

Eligibility for entrance into tic program is limited to the uncmployed

and underemplayed, a category which includes many others than those
who are disadvantaged by reason of income, race, or cducational attain-
ment. Thus, the law explicitly provides “that special considcration be
given to wacmployed or underemployed persons who served in the Armed
Forces in Indochina or Korca on or after August 5, 1964 ...."% In the
Act’s statement of findings and purposes special mention is also made of
those who have become uncmployed or underemployed becausc of tech-
nological changes and shifts in federal expenditures in such ficlds as de-
fensc, acrospace, and construction. In light of this broad definition of cli-
gibility, it is hardly surprising that only about 30 percent of the cnrollees

to date fall in the disadvantaged catcgory, a fact which greatly lessens the

significance of the program for this scctor of the population.10

Another major feature of the legislation is that it provides transitional

jobs only, with the understanding that persons given such jobs will be

traincd and upgraded wherever feasible into permancnt ecmployment.
This portion of the law was clearly aimed at overcoming one of President
Nixon's major objections which he cxpressed at the time he vetoed the
1970 Icgislation. At thc samc time, the Act states that the jobs arc “to
fill unmet needs for public services in such fields as cnvironmental qual-
ity, health care, housing and ncighborhood improvements, recrcation,
cducation, public safety, maintenance of streets, parks, and other public
facilitics . . . , ctc.”!! The total number of jobs which will be made pos-

BCongressional sentiment for broadening the new program led to a proposed
amendment introduced by Congressman Henry S. Reuss (H.R. 2011) which would
authorize $4.5 billion expenditures over a two-year period, as against $2.25 billion,
and further liberalization of the law.

SThe Emergency Employment Act, 1971, 92d Cong., st sess., Sect. 7(b) 4,

1As of November 30, 1971, 30 percent of all jobholders in the program were
Victnam-era veterans and 35 percent were members of minority groups; these per-
centages are of course overlapping to a considerable extent.

UConference Report, Emergency Employment Act, June 28, 1971, 92d Cong.,
Ist sess., Report No. 92-310, p. 2. According to the statement of the legislative
managers accompanying the Conference Report, the Act “. .. was not to be con-
strued to authorize the removal from a job of any individual after a certain period
of time, nor was it to preclude approval of certain types of jobs which were per-
manent in nature.” This point is emphasized by Austin P. Sullivan, Jr., in a paper
“Public Service Emplovment—A Congressional Perspective,” to be printed in the
1971 Annnal Proceedings of the Indgstrial Relations Research Association.
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sible by the Act falls between 150,000 and 200,000, which may be com-
pared with current cstimates of total unemployment of well over five
ntillion.

Another picee of legislation, the Administration’s proposed welfare
reform, will also affect community public employment programs if and
when it is enacted. Under this legislation, every member of a family on
welfare who is found to be available for work would be required to regis-
ter for suitable work and/or manpower training. As part of the “work-
fare” requirement, the Sceretary of Labor would establish public service
projects through grants to public or nonprofit organizations “in ficlds
which would benefit the community, the State, or the United States, by
improving physical, social, or economic conditions.”!2 The proposed law
stipulates that the employment provided by these projects will be aimed
(1) at developing the individual’s cmployability through work expericnce
and (2) at cnabling individ.. ds to move into regular public or private
cmployment. The Secretary of Labor is directed to provide whatever
manpower scrvices and training may be necded for welfare registrants to
become sclf-supporting, particularly any child care services thai may be
required. It is estimated that the proposal would authorize up to 200,000
public service jobs for employable persons now receiving assistance un-
der the Aid to Familics with Dependent Children program (AFDC);
there arc now about 10 million persons receiving AFDC help, an in-
crease of roughly four million over just the past two years.!3 Under the
praposced law, payments by the states arc not to excecd 100 percent of the
cost in the first year of employment, 75 percent in the sccond year, and
50 percent in the thivd. 1 :

Choosing a Public Employment Stategy

This body of enacted and proposcd legislation marks an important de-
parture in the country’s efforts to provide employment opportunitics for
the disadvantaged and other “hardship™ groups, but in its present form
it is too limited to have more than marginal effects. Even if all the funds

WReport of the House Committee on Ways and Means on H.R, 1 (May 26,
1971), Social Security Amendments of 1971, Title XX1, Sect. 2114 (¢) (1), p. 347.

Bbid., p. 2.

"n announcing the wage-price and other new economic policies on August 15,
1971, President Nixon said that further consideration of his welfare reform plan
would be delayed for one year, Another law passed by the 92d Congress, the Ac-
celerated Public Works bill (S. 575), provided $2 billion for public service jobs,
but it was vetoed by President Nixon. In his veto message of June 29, 1971, the
President said thut the new jobs created by the latter bill would be mostly in con-
struction, that they would be long delayed, and that they would not help those ex-
periencing the most serious unemployment—Vietnam veterans, unskilled youth,
and those who cannot find work because of lack of training and opportunity,
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appropriated under the Emergency Emiployment Act of 1971 were con-
centrated on the hard-core uncmployed and other socially disadvantaged
groups, the amounts would fall far short of mecting thceir nced for uscful,
remuncrative work. Morcover, as already noted, the law covers jobless
Victnam veterans, workers displaced by cutbacks in defense and acro-
space expenditures, and those affected by technological changges; also it
is as applicable to short-term as to long-term uncmployment. Viewed in
national tctms, these provisions of the ncw legislation mean that its cf-
fects will be much diluted. The impact of the Administration’s welfarc
reform proposals, if enacted, would be confined to the disadvantaged, but
even these proposals would have quite limited significance. Thus, the
main import of these legislative developments lies in what thcy may
presage for future policy in this arca.

These considerations make it doubly important for communitics to
direct such public cmployment funds as arc available into the most pro-
dvctive possible channels. In doing so, communitics face cssentially the
same questions as those cxamined in carlicr chapters in connection with
chaosing a manpower policy stratcgy: Among those eligible for jobs under
this legislation, what spccific groups and individuals should be sclected?
Similarly, among the gencral kinds of work authorized under the new law,
what specific jobs should be filled? What wage rates and other conditions
of work should be established for these jobs? What training procedurcs
and other support scrvices should be provided? What steps should be taken
to cnable persons in these jobs to carn promotions and/or sccurc regular
cmployment? What should be done in the casc of those who cannot qual-
ify for promotion after a rcasonable trial period? While the law indicates
in general terms how these questions are to be approached, cach com-
munity is given considerable latitude to formulate its own answers, Some
of the more important considerations which communitics will facc in dcal-

ing with these questions arc reviewed below.

The assumption underlying the Emergency Employment Act of 1971
is that the nced to provide both public jobs and public services is presently
so great that ncither objective will have to be given precedence over the
other. In a strictly formal scnse this is true; in a typical community therc
arc many persons who would qualify for openings under the program, and
there are many arcas of public employment in which they could be placed.
Under thesce circumstances it would be altogether possible to handle the
matching of applicants and job openings in a strictly mechanical manner.
The dangers that would be involved in any such approach, however, de-
scrve cmphasis.

First, the very fact that the pool of cligibles is so large means that poten-
tial cnrollecs will vary tremendously in terms of background, ability,
and motivation. The same holds for the performance requirements in all
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the different jobs appearing on the cligible list; the lesser skill jobs will
require little in the way of prior expericnce and training, but those above
this Icvel will call for specialized skills and aptitudes. Unless careful
matching procedures are followed, the results will almost surely be un-
satisfactory.

Sccond, the Act specifically limits cmiployment under the program to
transitional jobs which, at the same time, will lead to regular work and
worthwhile carcers. It could be argued in this respect that the Act poses
a contradiction in terms: transitional jobs are entry-level by nature and
for this rcason most unlikely to lead to permancnt positions.!5 At the
very least it is obvious that the juxtaposition of these two requirements
will pose a most difficult policy choice in many communitics. Presumably
most communitics will compromise this issue in some manner, but the
issuc whether to emphasize entry-level or higher skill positions needs to
be faced squarcly.

Third, communitics will also have to choose between a “middle-class™
and a “disadvantaged-class™ emphasis in deciding who will be admitted to
the program, While the Act, as noted carlier, lnys down somc generil
guidelines in this regand, considerable discretion is left to local determina-
tion. A number of communitics will doubtless conclude that their most
pressing public service needs center in education, health, police protec-
tion, and the like but that their most pressing public joh needs center in
maintenance, common labor, and similar lesser skill occupations. Given
the conflicting pressures and requirements that seem likely, the path of
least resistance will be simply to put the most readily available bodics in
the most readily available slots—an outcome that can be avoided only
if communities formulate clearly defined policy objectives and choices.

Practice to date among communitics has apparcntly varicd widely on
this scorc. Speaking of the 322 workers to be hired under the program in
Philadelphia, for example, the mayor flatly stated: “We feel that the
jobs should be at custodial and laborer levels,”!6 In the case of New York
City, on the other hand, chicf emphasis at the outset was placed on teach-
ing jobs and work related to professional ficlds.'? In many smaller com-
munitics, such as Chester, Pennsylvania, jobs are scattered among a wide
assortment of occupations and public agencies with no discernibic pattern
or plan of action.!® The likclihood that interagency logrolling or political

BSullivan (see footnote 10).
WThe Evening Bulletin, August 25, 1971, p. 14,

UNew York Times, August 22, 1971, p. 29, Three thousand jobs are being fi-
nanced in New York City under the Act,

BChester is anthorized to hire 132 persons; the city's present payroll consists of
400 full-time people. )
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considerations will be controlling where no explicit criteria are developed
hardly nceds underscoring. .

Fourth, the agencices to which applicants arc assigned will nced to de-
velop cffective procedures for implementing the purposes of the law. Spe-
cific steps will have to be taken to help the worker become acclimated to
his job, to sccure whatever additional training and supportive scrvices he
might nced, and to provide the expericnce and opportunitics necessary for
his carccr development. Presumably most of the jobs will not come under
civil service regulations, but the law provides that the basic conditions of
work will have to be the same o5 for the regular employees. Before ap-
proving any proposal, the Manpower Administration will have to deter-
minc whether the public agency administering it is in a position to fulfill
these requirements.

Fifth, in deciding who is to be assigned what jobs, account must be
taken of the fact that the law may be short-lived. If, as now planned, the
legislation cxpires in two years, the public bodics receiving grants under
the program will have to cut out the jobs or underwrite the cost by other
mcans. This will be a painful decision for any grantee to make, but the
impact will be greater on some agencics and occupational categorics than
on others. More importantly, the adjustment problems will vary consid-
crably, depending on what types of individuals are given work under the
program. Carcful advance planning and investigation will therefore be
essential,

In light of these considerations, communitics will face difficult deci-
sions in determining what persons should be given job opportunitics and
what public agencics and jobs should be brought under the program,
Each comniunity will accordingly nced to sct up some kind of machinery
for dcaling with thesc questions. A few cities such as New York and
Scattle had lnid the groundwork for implementing a public employment
program betore the Emergency Employnicnt Act of 1971 was passed, but
most had not. Unless adequate preparatory steps arc taken, results under
the program are bound to be disappointing,

Choosin el ob Inicumbents

In deciding who will be given these jobe, the basic issuc which a com-
munity will nced to resolve is whether it feels the program is designed
primarily for those who, while currently unemployed or underemployed,
will nced only temporary work to get back on their fect. There will be
strong pressurcs te wive the legislation this interpretation. After all, the
Act is aimed solcly at providing temporary work; the target groups, as
alrcady indicated, include Victnam veterans, displaced workers in de-
fense and acrospuase industrics, workers affected by technological change,
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and other groups which include many persons in addition to the hard-
core disadvantaged who pose scrious adjustment or other personal prob-
lems. The chances of workers in this last category cver securing promo-
tions' to regular cmployment may appcar remote.

On the other hand, onc of the main purposcs of the legislation would
be defeated if the least skilled, least cducated, and Icast socially favored
among the target groups arc excluded. These arc the very workers who
face the most unfavorable alternatives if they cannot get work cxperience
and for whom the public employment program is most likely to be the
only chance of getting such expericnce: While workers from scriously dis-
advantaged backgrounds face special difficultics in winning promotions
and achicving regular employment status, many of these difficultics grow
out of examination requircments and other long-standing personncl pro-
cedures which arc ‘being increasingly questioned. The case for channcling
a substantial portion of job openings under the Emergency Employ-
ment Act to workers of scriously deprived backgrounds is therefore a
strong onc.

To the cxtent that communitics move in this direction, allowance will
have to be made for the special training nceds and other support scrvices
which such workers usually require. The Act stipulates that a minimum
of 85 percent of the total money appropriated must be spent for wages
and benefits of participants, lcaving only 15 percent for all other partici-
pant costs including skill training, education, supportive services, and ad-
ministrative costs. This will requirc communitics to achicve closc coordi-
nation between the public jobs program, cxisting manpower training pro-
grams, and thc other major support scrvices in the local arcas so that
these related needs of participants can still be met.

Communitics will be understandably inclined to propose jobs which
can be. filled by a few large groups of workers with cssentially the same
kind of skill and background, leading td a concentiation of such workers
in onc or two ficlds or lincs such as health, cducation, or office-clerical,
This would have short-run administrative advantages, but it would carry
scrious dangers for the program. Such large groupings could casily be-
come cut off from regular agency personnel and thus be put in a sccond-
class position. The task of helping these workers achicve regular cmploy-
ment positions is going to be difficult at best. The entire cffort would be
greatly facilitated if participants were widely distributed among a varicty
of ficlds and departments since this would contribute to individualized
attention and support and would incrcase the chances for their career
advancement, At the same time, some form of overall control or monitor-
ing would be nccessary to make surc that the purposcs of the program arc
being realized and individual participants are actually getting thc cxperi-
cnce and supports they necd.
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Choosing Job Openings

The Emergency Employment Act of 1971 scts forth the kind of public
cmployment jobs which are to be financed by the new program but only
in the most general terms. The listing of unmet needs for public services,
noted carlicr, is cxtensive but cven that is not mecant to be cxhaustive,
The Act stipulates that “to the extent feasible, the jobs are to be in fields
most likely to expand within the public or private sector”; the Manpower
Administration’s program guidelines list 28 occupational lines in this
catcgory. The Act also specifics that, while the jobs are to be transitional,
they are to lead into regular employment in the public or private scctor.
The Sccretary of Labor is to review periodically the status of cach person
cmployed in a public service job under this Act “to assure that if the job
docs not provide sufficicnt promotion prospects, maximum cfiorts shall
be made to locate ecmployment or training opportunitics providing such
prospects . . .” (Sect. 11 (a) Emergency Employment Act of 1971). In
addition, the Act specifics that the jobs financed under the program are to
result in an increase in employment opportunitics over those that would
otherwise be available and are not to result in the displacement of cur-
rently employed workers (Scct. 12a).

Even though the number of jobs involved will be relatively small, most
communitics can be expected to interpret thesc stipulations conscrva-
tively. The funding is to be temporary; many of the workers will not meet
conventional hiring requirements; problems of adjusting such workers to
i ncw job environment will be difficult at best; the reactions of workers
alrcady on the job will be uncertain if not definitely hostile. In these cir-
cumstances, as noted above, communitics will be strongly inclined to lim-
it the jobs to a few well-defined categorics.

Whatever the short-run advantages of such a policy, it would clearly

"," have serious long-run disadvantages. Instead of opening possibilitics to

regular cmployment and carcer advancement, this sort of policy would
be more likely to foreclosc them altogether. Positions such as janitor, la-
borer, file clerk, and the like may lead to carcer advancement; but the
chances arc good that they will not. The fact that the jobs under the pro-
gram arc to be funded only temporarily from federal sources makes it
all the more important that they be regarded as nearly as possible as

" “rcgular” positions right from thc start, thercby casing the transition
to permanent employment when the funding period ends.

This emphasis scems altogether appropriate cven if most of the partici-
pants in a community’s public cmployment program are from extremely
disadvantaged backgrcunds, Many regular jobs in public services can be
fillcd: successfully by persons who cannot meet the formal requirements
established for such positions. With the increasing concern over the dis-
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crimination which these rfequirements centail, there is a strong casc for
dircecting fedcerally supported public employment programs along these
lines. No threat to actual performance standards now in effect would be
involved; the sole change would be that ability to do the job would take
the place of certain cducational, testing, and other requirements. Instead
of lowering standards, onc wonders if they would not in many instances
actually be raised.

A corollary of this policy oricntation~—anrd onc clearly called for by
the. new law—is that participants in the program arc expected to move
ahcad in normal carcer progression. This featurc of the government’s
policy would be negated if the jobs were miostly for strictly nonprofes-
sional personnel such as special aides and others not directly linked to
usual promotion tracks. Indeed. the law specifically dirccts communitics
to make surc that training help and other supports will be madé-available
to participants so that they can overcome any barriers that might pre-
vent career progression. Since the number of participants cven in the larg-
est citics will be relatively few, a well-planned cffort to make the work
fully comparable to regular jobs should yicld tangible results.

Conclusion

As this review of the public service jobs program suggests, experience
under the Emergency Employment Act of 1971 will provide a testing
ground for revenue-sharing proposals in the manpower and cmployment
ficld. The states and citics arc given wide latitude in determining how the
moncy made available by this legislation is to be distributed. Obviously,
the funds are too limited to have a major cffect on manpower training
programs, let alonc overall job trends, in mcst communitics. Neverthe-
less, the law will bring into sharp focus the question whether local con-
trol of training and job funds can be geared into cffective communitywide
manpower plans as outlined carlicr in this report. If the public seivice job
moncy is trcated largely as windfalls to meet a scattering of neads, the
casc for revenue sharing in the manpower field will be seriously under-
cut. If, on the other hand, communitics use these funds as part of carc-
fully worked out plans for manpower development, the prospects for rev-
enue sharinig in the delivery of manpower services will be much enhanced.
Every community has a heavy stake in how this question is resolved.
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