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,manpower system much,
systeh did permit 1ﬁcorporhtlon of several pev youth programs, and
did peramit special attention to the neads of ex-offenders, drug

older’ workers,
local economy and admlnlstratlve d}fects in
substantial cutback of on-the-job training.
with twenty-two reconmendations.)
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OVERVIEW,

Principal\Eénd;ngs.and Conclusions
. \ . ,

< N 1

1. CEFA found Boston with a diversified, degentralized 'employment and
traln;ng system fashloned over the prevzou§ decade from':a gamut of h
' categorrcal programs operated by twp- community based organlzatlohs and

by the Boston School Department (BSD) .. The communlty agencies had well-.

defined programs serving the -econgmically dlsadvantaged, lncludlng

substantial proportions of mlnorltles and yoyng{ people.
2. Senlor 'staff of the Boston Manpower istration (BMA),™them-

e ¥

selves preferrlng such a system, persuaded the Clty administration ‘of .
its desirability. The staff in turn relied on the existing institutidns.

>
3.+~ During the year of administrative decentalizatign preceding CETA,

7
)

the Manpower Area Planninq‘Council;(MAPC) yas~fashioned to reflect thése
preferences. Renamed'the Mayor's Employment and Trainrng Council (METAC) ,
its ;uhstantial community representation, accessibility and openness,
continued under CETA.' The Council served, as intended, as a shield a-

gainst p01itical/interference. The vitality of the METAC has_hween a dis-
tinguishing feature in Boston. 2 ’ -

4. In practlce, if not on paper, the BMA and” the METAC have been re-
sponsrble solely for Tltle I programs. An independent office ("CETA-II")

’

under® the Mayor, has been responsible for PSE. ¢ N

-
. ’
\

5.. The METAC and the BMA acqulred a voice rg PSE, but it ré%alng minor.
0peratlonal links between Title I programs and PSE weré slow in developf

‘

ing and are still relat1Vely weak. C o - . ' . :
6. The PMA hac ronszderable dlfflculty achieving admlnlstratlve capa—
bility. ’A number >f factors have’ been responsxble' stafflng problems

' and turnoVer, an_e:rly fallure to take advantage of reglonal Employment
and Tralnlng Admlnlstratlonu(ETA) technical help, and the early lack of
agency cooperatlon 1n developlng MIS. Howeyer, the BMA has taken the
" lead in developlng model evaluatlon and follow-up technlques. )
7. Asjde from PSE, CETA ha not changed Boston ] manpower system much.. .

~

However, unexpected lag fund and the responszveness ‘of the/METAC prpcess

dlg permlt anorporatlon of several new youth programs and did permlt

’ -y

.

’




spec1al attentlon bo.the needs of ex-offendersq drpg addicts, older

e - . .
. - ’

workers and women. ‘. ! '. .

Al ° *

8. ‘The one lmpprtant 1nternall¥ initiated change was a.substantlal - .
.. . cutback of OJT because of the weakness of the local econcmy and equally
‘ \ipportant because “of admlnlstratlve defects in the program. - .
’ 9. A much more substantlal change in Tltle I programs, the closing of |

the BSD—operated skil} center, was prec1p1tated from outside the system.
] [N N
The released resources kllowed *be BMA to experiment for the flrst tlme\)

. N with purchase of service contacts at area technloa‘_schools. ol ’ X o l .
10. PSE prov1ded the city with useful services mariy well-admindstered. -
AN QSE enyollees in the first two years were more likely than Title I en- o A
rollees td be better—educated, adult white males of pr1me working age. . .
. Pers1stent METAC presgure flnally led to women and ethnlc minorities
\ receiving prlorlty for slotw~ehat became vacant. . : . )
ll. It 1s pgobable that the PSE admlnlstratlve lapses wo&ld have been /
" <~ . prevented if from the start the program had been under the superv1s1on
. . of the METAC. It also 15 likely that the enrcllees mix would have in-
cluded relatlvely more lof;-term unemployed, economically d1sadvantaqed
women and- ethnic mlnorltles, and that links would have been establlshed '
) between T*tle I and PSE programs.

?

Recommendations

S l. The Title I allocation formula should be amended to better reflbct

a pripe sponsor' s nat1onal share of poor persons 16 to 64 years, old, or’

persons 16 to. 64 1n families earming 70 to 80 percent of the DOL's lower

level annual budget in the area, with a minimum amount per poor or low

income person, equal to the prior year's per person amount Ln real terms.
2. A distinction should be made between funds spent to ralse employ- '
ablllty and those spent for income support, such as st1pends.‘ The’ latter

might come from HEW, the former from the POL.

Py

3. Thé benefits of decentrallzatlon and decategorlzatlon could be achlevid
b alternatlve klnds\of prime sponsorshlps that are relatlvelz*lmmune from
) local political lnterference, able to employ caxeer staffs with a long run,
p L profess1onal commltment,' and of suff1c1ent size to achleve admlnlstratlve ot
economies of scale. 'One alternative model might be'special units\_f the r

reg1onal ETA ,as prime sponsor, coverlng cohe51ve labor market areas smaller -

‘ N
* . . .
- . f . D
. .
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than the SMSA. ' ‘ ' - R e

) '

' 4. Thg respongiblility of advisory coungils should expllc1tly in€lude actlvltles
funded by [Titles II, VI ane\:il. Adwisory counc11§ should be streﬁgthened by

'héviﬁﬁ‘its own staff funded "rectly by-the-DOL
- §

5« rlmf sponsors should receive countercycllcal funds for Title I act1v1t1es
. ® above thelr basrc Tltlé I allocation ln d’&er to permit Jhe lengthenlng or ex-
panSLOn of sach programs when ‘labor market conditions deterlorate.

. 6. -Title II programs should be llmlted to unemployed or underemployed‘economLJ

\

cally‘disadvantaged persons ané/or unemployeé or underemployed persons whose

famlly lncome is 70 to 80 percent of the area s lower level family budget. Links

“ * should be required.between Title I and Title 11 programs. ' \

\'7. Half of a prime sp’onsor's Title VI sleots (Should be reserved for economically.

+ disadvantaged persons Qr persons in families whose income is' 70 té 80 percent

. '

. L 4
of the area‘s lower level family budget. The other half should be drawn from

-
. :

the long-term unemployed. . . *
8. PrqErams for in-school youth should be on a year-round, contlnuous taXis,

combining gducatlon ‘with re’ated or reyevant work experience) similar to co-

.

. operative work-sgudy prbgrams R L
9. OJT programs should be conflned to prlmary\\abor«market employers! defined j
1in texrms of the area s ave'age hourly earﬂﬁngs, and its quit and layoff rates.
,One acené\\\hould be resoonSLble for both: Lob development and enrollee recrujt-
ment. . ) . g ‘
. 10. Special techﬁlcal‘trainlng should be provided to all job developers'in
3 Title I and Title II programs to enable them to esrabiish close, continuing ;
> ' links witn employets. L ) ¢ .
" 1ll. special 1ncentives should be given f&r enrallind and successfully teyminating .
the most disadvantaged. '- ; . )
'\
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. This report 15ea, case study "of the lntmoduction of the ComprehenérVe

Employment and Tralnlng‘Act $CETA) in Boston, and the research was unde{taken
T as a subcontraCt to a larger pro;ect 1nvolv1ng CETA in various éommunltles in
Eastern Massachusetts. «The prime contractor was Massachusetts Institute of

Technology, with funds from the Offlce of Research" and Development, Employment

'. and Training Admlnlstrétaon U.S. Department of Labor ‘ ) ot

. L4
. .

v

Objectlves of the Study - i S .o

! »

The decategorlzatlon and decentra&xzﬁtlon tenets of CETA have slgnificant,

1mplxcatlons for the develdﬁment and adminlstratlon of employment 'und training

- - 3

policies.and programs The Act glves to the executiwve of ficess of'units of
*local government major resoonsrblllty fox the identification and Selectzon‘Bf
target groups to be served, and for the creation, 1mplementat;on monltorlng
and evaluation of employment and tralnang delivery systems (i.e.,agencies and

their programs).. Local governments -are tOfdetermlne the nature of programs

" and seleet the gigencies to prdblde ‘the sqrvices. An& 1f desired, .a local govern—

ment can be boéh ‘prime Sponsor and sole deliverer. '

—

. It was expected that decentralization’and decategorization would 1mprove
. manpower programs py freeing them of rigid requirements developed on the Pederal

level for unlform appllcatlon throughout the country, and by havrng deClalonS
LY o

made by 1nd1v1duals-1n immediate andrcontlnulng contact w1t§ local ‘ecoriomic,
- 5

social dnd pelitical conditigns. This intimaty was expected'to lead to seryices

that more accurately answer local.needs. But'the questions to be answered were:
what w1ll be the .impact of CET§ with respect to target groups, and employment
and trarnlng institutions? And what 1mpact will these changes have on program
performances? .o )

The principal objective the pro;ect is to demonstr;t@ the feasibility
*and value of uslng an outside. organlzatlon (a) ‘to’ chronicle and analyze the. *
,changes in employment and training plannlng and programs occurring in one major
city, Boston, as the Federal policy changes from'a centralized and categorical
policy to a decentralized and deGategorized ore under CETA, and (b) to eramfne
the‘lmpact of those changes on emMployment and training programs and institutions,

the 1nternal s ructure and staffrng of these 1nst1tutlons, program partlclpants,

/
- » ‘ »
. .




-

.

. 1st1cs, enroliments, t 'natlon and work experlences were collected and analyzed

and the com&unitfr A second major opiectlve of thlS pro;ect is’ #o studyshow -

-the.CETA prime'epo or monifors and: ejgluates its programs ’ - ..

, : ‘ . . .y |

. , R 3 i i . \v' 3 B . -y oy M . 4‘
Methodology and Staff | - e , . v e R

The étudy trace the ’;elopment of ].;ocal employment‘and trammg pollcles" ! .

\ v
tlons “and thelr progr and, cllents would beﬂjafflclently apparent to draw o7

general conclu510ns. ' . A

operatlng of éemployment and trarnlng_programs. Program data of client character-

in order to assess” *the résults of local employment and txalnang declsxons. “iThe

interviewlng technique§ ed were open-ended, and adapted o the 1nd1v1dual

'

s '

agefcy or 1ssues under. d1 cusilon. Staff memhers regularly azte ded the Mayor s
e meetlngs of

Emoloyment and Tralnlng VLSory Commlttee meetlngs, as Nell as
the numerous subqommlttees. The methpdology also lnvolved -periodic meetings with"

the City's Employment and raLnlng Admlnlstrator and key members fof his staff to

report study findings and discuss‘their‘implications for strengthening. the \ T
program planning and smanagefent. An early draft of this report*das distributed

to key officials in 'the reldvant Federal, State and local pffices for their:

* .

,cormments. . L0 . T

The research was conduct d b§ the'two'principal investigators and one “re-

search assistant. 'Work waS\ egun in the fall of-&974 and contlnued into the

searcih of Boston's employment}and fraiming programs since the late 1960's. They

were authors of ‘the report on |Boston in the zolume Metropolitan Impact of Man- -

4

power Programs: A Four—Clty mparison, ed. Garth L. Manqgum ‘and R. Thayne | 4

. Robson {Olympus Pubflshlng Co.} 1973). 1In 1974 the researchers completed a

styéy for Thg”Boston Urban.Obs rvatory, Alternatlve, npower’ Strateg}es for 'the

City of Boston, \hlch rev1ewed mployment and tralnlng plannlng in Boston during =

the tranSLtlonal fiscal year 1904. ' v ’



Boston'’s Ecﬁnomlc Env1ronment o
-

’,

‘Dur%ng the 1960's Boston’s populatlon dropoed substantlally, fglm 697,000

to 641,000, ‘a loss of 8. lfpercent, and at the same “time the age mix, the raclal

mlx and the geographlc dlstrlbutlon of its populatl also, changed. Desplte the

net loss of qe51dents, “the numbed of persgns_aged 15 to 29 showeda gain of 22

percent and by 1970 thls age group constltuted 29 »0 perceht of Boston's popula—

tion, compared to 21.8 percent ten yeats earlrer From 1960 to 1970 the number.
) of nodhhltes 1n the Boston area‘(mostl¥ oqncentrated in the City) rose-from

69 600 to 1193, 200, up by 41 6 percent If we add the 1970 census lastlng of

20 lGO Spanlsh-speaklng, whom ‘the 1960 census does: not identify spparately,

-

the rise in mlnorlty group members would be even greater These changes in the-
. .

B
city s age and racial mlx had 1mportant labor force consequences.

Between 1950 and 1970 heaéy job losses occurred in Boston~s manyfacturing,

transportatlon and trade sectors Suhstantlal galns were made 1n f’nancew ser-

vice and gQwernment but these were bnly. enough to rdise City's total employ-

-

ment by’ 2.0 percent over the twenty-year perlod. These]chang re~ordered ther rel-

“ . ative importance_of Boston s 1ndust:1al sectors. ’ In 1950 the two top séctors

- hy

were trade. (Wlth 26.3 qercent of all jobs) and manufacturlng (with 19.6 percent)a
wﬁl&e services represented only’ 13 8‘percent By 1970 the dominant sectors :

were trade (22 2 percent of all ]obs) ahd serv1ces (21 2 percent), while mana?ac-

- e
turlng accounted for only 12 0] percent of Boston's employment "

. fhe city's ocquatlonal structure mlrrored this transformatlon In 1960,
of an est1mated1479 780 jobs in Boston, 58.5 percent were whlte—collar ]obs,
30.5 oercent manual, and ll.O peroent servmces., 1n\1970 61 2 percent of the

estimated 509 100 ]obs were white collar, 27.5-: percent manual,gand 11.3 percent
. . B ' O
. services. T T N /).' -

L) 4 » \

An examination~of 1975 employment data hy economic sector for the United

States, Massachusetts and the Boston SMSA 1ndicates the weakness of the Boston
job s1tuatlon for the dlsadvantaged ‘(See Table 1.) Note,that the - SMSA 1ncludes‘

64 communities surroundlng the C;ty of Boston. '

. .
v

.t The manufacturlng sector, whlch normally employs alsubstantial number‘of

poor and d1sadvantaged, is not a growth industry, and An Boston SMSA 1t em%}oys

P

a 31gn1f@cantly smaller percentagé ‘of total employment than it ;afs inall of
rlzed occupa-

the United States. In, the growing sérvice sector there is a pola
tlonal skructure Wlth profess1onal administrative and techn1cal ]obs at the top

requlrlng exten51ve educat;on and tralnlng, and’ low-paylng, menial jobs at’ the
., » - . . -
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) Major Industz¥ ; ih"d}é‘»' .S., Ma‘ssachus'ett‘s, and e .
the Boston SMSA, 1975 v, D : A
. ! e oo  J - . .
! RS . : e " '
L 1-; N AN ' L .
Sector o0 o Unlted States RS MassAchusetts Boston SMSA K . )
' Non-Agricultiral--Total 1503 53) 100m0N -, T 100304 T
_-Manufacturing—-Total © o238 C . 255 " 19.9
Durable? - . . '13.9 C14.1 S ¥ 25 W ,
.*Non-durable . e . 10.0 rle4 7.8
. - L . N ,
. - s - ..
Contract Cdnstfuctibh- 4.5 - . 7 3.4 ) 3.8 - . >
! [ M ’ v N
Transportér.lon & UtllitleSJ 5.8° . . 4.9 5.4 ‘Y ,
) 4 . . &
» . N "
Whoclesale & Retail Trade 2.0, P 22.7 23.0 . e X M
Finance, Insurance, Real . . ’ ¢
Estate - . 5.5 R W s . 76 .
’ . ‘. . - . ] - .
Services, M.LScellaneous, . & ~ N B N
M.mmg . 18.2 ' 21.8.» 25.5
Go‘vernmerrt, Total. * Y 19.2 ° '15.5 o 14.8 ot
.. s L3 . - v
. . . ¢ .
7 ' . o T
’ ' . . - \j . i
- - , i et , - ‘ . ]
Table 2. Compdrison of Annual Unemployment Rates . ‘ Lo
S Y ! ' ‘ - £y :
United States - ~ MassdChusetts: oston SMBA -City of Boston .
- . B M [ § A N . ' .
1970 4.9 ,- T 48 L 4.0 4.9
. . . ‘o, . e ; ’ -, .
1971 ' 5.9 . 6.6 ‘ 5.7 Sl >
. . " < A - A . : . h
1972 5.6 6.4 4 \ 6.3 . e 8.0 * ,-
. Ty . Cto . -
1973 . 4.9 6.7 " 6.9 8,5 N e
A & s . * o
. - » <ﬁ v - ' v
1474 5.6 7.2 7.2 8.8 .
vy, - "‘ . L ' . * .. © . - ‘
1975 - " 8.5 11.2 1026 . - 13.0° x
’ ~ ! ~ .Or * ‘ '..‘ &
- > . M‘ v )
, L Estlmated ‘by City Labor staff for Bostah CE'I‘A\qrant ‘A
a; lica’c.xon, FY X o ‘ ' :
PB o . EN
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. ,bottom requirdng limited educatlon and trm."’ﬁmg. The poor and the dlsadvantaged
E T are unlversally blocke,d from the?obs at the top.. Y. ) ‘A R

. Oné normal. gro\vth sector —- government —(‘1s hardl¥y that at present State

and local qovermnents wh:.ch normally -émplaqy substantlal humbers of' the poor and |

g ’ the disadvantaged,, ade in 2 financial bind and are not expanding.” Evén, the onte—. -~

g grow:.ng flnanclal sector seems to ‘have lost its steam, and ccSn,r.ract constructlon

- has had a devastatlnl; drop. L . AT .
N - . . c

. ovex, the 1970 75 period the -la.borA—forC:e in the Boston SMSA rose by 4/9 per- .
e . ce‘nt, but employment declined by 2. 3 percent Q In qéneral +the unemployment rates

were, higher. in Massachusetts, the Bostén. SMSA ‘and ‘the C:Lty of . than 1n,

v the U{uted States. ' But the tstimated unempléyment rates =y of Boston ‘-

’ l‘were the hJ.qhest See Ta.ble 2 ] In an econémic enVJ.ronment such as that whlch )

- ' . ‘Boston faced clearl»y made” a tra-nsa.t:.on from a cen‘trallzed and Federally spec:.- )
) fl.ed serldes of. emﬁloyment a!xd tralning programs S a decentsralzzed and decate-
gorized program a very dJ.ffJ.dult ope. And compoundlng ‘the probIems was the K

~ fact that the CJ.ty recelved less funds»than prev:.ously wtule\the cost of 11v1rrg .

"“@"k"g,, was rising rather, rapidly. ) - . .ot

-

-

Py

T CETA becamefthe respons:.b:.l:.ty of Boston as a p‘r‘%’me sponsor J.n October 1974. ’
— . “
' . . Between that date and .0ctober 1976 the Boston CPI ro%.l percent.
R

(see Table 3.)' 'In kach of these two years the Boston TJ.tle L allocatlon fell

A

i by about. 10 pdgcent fn'terms of current dollars; but in real terms the “drop,
&~ qver the tyo—year perJ.od was about 30 Q\r\en't Such a ‘drastic financial squeeze
undoubtedly made ﬁhe employmen{'. ‘and trainz.ng programs wunder &Ta a appear less

- ° - 1
- - ’

successful thanuw d otherw:.se haye been e case. - . o

¢ . \ ‘-/’ . . e, e ’ vy ) a

" / - . ’ ’« i \ - * a
Pre-CETA Emplﬂt and TraJ.nJ.ng Prﬁjms "3' .. ' q ‘

The pre-CETA progra.ms can be seen largely in terms of the clash between an
, L ao aggresslve comrgu‘ty based* organlzatlon, Action for Boston Commum.ty Develop-
ment, Inc. (&D} ' energlzed by the civil rights movemént of the- 1960 s,a.nd the’
larQesee*of federal antJ.-poverty and t:cammg funds,, and the tradltlon‘;aq)publlc'
‘;. agencles, the Massat:husetts Dlv;.s:.on of Employment Security (MDES) and the

Boston school ’bepartmen.t (BSD) ‘I'heré were othgr 1mportant attore and agencles,

g

s ~ - b'the evolVJ.ng drama of the sixties and early seventies was domJ.nated by ABCD 8
g
challenge and the halting response of its two majoxr a,ntagon:.sts, spurred at .
‘ ¢ critical tlxres by a not always decJ.sJ.ve federal government

'Phe flrst training programs were those orgam.zed under- the Manpower

’

-

!
DevelOpment and Tralnqxg Act (MD'I‘A) ' not orlgmally deslgned to help the

- . . . . ‘e .
. » N . - .

\)4 ' -
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) g Table 3. /" Boston Consumers' P:l;e Index, 1967=100
PR ’ . . ) - ' ‘ PO
N . T . ’ Annual _ Percent Change,” '
' A January Aprii July October =~ Average in Ahnual Average
. ) . ] .
* " } “ . . . ) .
o 19‘5 113.6 . 115.1 116.4 119.4 | /11657 i o . ’
- ' . L 3 L
. N - 1 -, N | ¢ . .
’_197.1 . 1120.7 121.6 _ 132.7 124.3 122.7 . . 5.1 “
. Y 727 124.8 - 126.2  127.0 . -128.9 1271 * 3.6 S ;
C . - : / ' '
- h 73 129.7 ° l32.f 134.2 138.7 134.7 6.0
. ‘o T : ) ’
174 142.0 “145.2 149.2 . +153.0 148.7 0 3.9
v 75 156.4 159.0 163.0  184.8 . 162.1 +9.0 l e
L .76 171.9 .- 172.5  175.3 176.1 174.5 . 7.6 o
©T977 179.4 182.1 . . , ~ .
. . ) 4
. » ) ) * t [ -
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‘ povezh-stricke_n di;edvanteged, and referred )o as MDTA ,institutional training.
' This tfaining reigned as the deminaqﬁ program until, about 1966, when funds were
siphoned off for the Conientiated Employment Program (CEP) and for‘incentivée to-
) 1employer§ td hire the dlsadvantagqa (NAB/JOBS) . 1
Aithough MDTA funding first became avallable in t! late s er of 1962, the -
flr%t MDTA lnstltutlonal course did not begln in Bosto ntll*e y the followxng
) year. The delay was attributed to the cautious behavior of the dec1310n—nakers 4

-

in the MDES, the Massachusetts Department of Education (MDE),‘end the BSD. A :
conservatlve MDES staff found it difficult to accept training as a goal, perhaps
bedause this revezqed DES' accustomed role of referring applicants alreddy .
equlpped to meet employers' hlrxng specifications. The ESD, lnihun, was alleged
, Eu/Pe dominated by trad;tlon—bouqd personnel”who held narroy views of the role -
. . and scope of educaflon and who dénlgrated ?ccupatlonal‘tralnlng. Vocational S cr

edmcators in the MDE were unwillirnig or unable to bypass locél school authorities
: or pressure them to respond more aPproprietelyree the MDTA.

By 1965 ABCD had beqén to £ill a lebor mafket voId by combatting dnemployﬁ

‘Fnt among disadvanthgeé youth in inner city areas left by the unaggressiveness

of MDES and state ang lgcal educators. ,.In 1966 ABCD_installed'in poverty areas

» . -
. .

¢ 0.
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Neighborhood Employment Centers ' (NEC's) that were to provzde a "comprehensive
system of referral" .and othen “employment serv1ces" for ghetto r351dents . Vi
CEP was introduced natlonally in the spring of 19§7fw1th the purposes N
of concentratlng limited MDTA'and Economlc Opportunlty Act (EOA) funds on a few
target are4s in order to have an identifiable impact, of 1nvolv1ng prlvate employ-

ers in hlrrng the dlsadvantaged, and of centrallzlng LOcal administration to co-

ordknate exlstlng programs in’ target areas. ABCD became Boston's CEP sponsor, )

and a unique feature of thig CEP was its Orieamtation Centers (Oés)._ These cen-
ters prQV1ded lS weekt "orientation" courses all but two of which were actpallj

entry level skill training , ) : -

Boston Wwas one of the 50 crfles to whose private employers President Lyndon B.

Johnson appealed in January 1968 to employ 500,000 hard-core unemployed over the - '

next 3 1/2 years. The National Alliance of Businessmen (NAB) was orgénlzed to
1mplement the goal. The Pres1dent also proposed using Federal funds to sﬁppbrt
businesses partici ‘ng in the program, ¢alled Job Opportunltles in the Bu51ness
Sectof (JOBS) The Contract phase of NAB-JOBS began. LnkBoston early in 1958 and
by mld-lg70 60 JOBS contracts had been awarded, providing about 2060 slots to
be filled over a three-yearuperlod. " - |
On paper-Boston's:Work Incentive Program'gWIN)-began in August 1968, but it o )
was not until mid-w{nter that the MDES' WIN teamslbegan processing Substantial
numbers of Welfare Department referra\s An adequate number o’ appropriate refer-
rals was a chronic ptqblem, because of heavy social worker case loads and de-
pendence on voluntary partlclpants The 1971 Talmadge amendments to the Soclal
Security Act led to a’ghnabout in the philosophy, operatlng practlces and struc-
_ture of ‘Boston's WIN, and thls reversal began in October 1972 with a freeze on
'1nstltutlonal eprollments. The number of successful,completxons in FY 1973 was
small: 641 of the cumulative total of 2832 participants had been ‘placed in unsubs1-
dized jobs, nearly half dlrectly, without any intervening tralnlng, maost of the
.others had.been placed after 1nst1tutlonal tralnlng, and onlg 18 after OJT ’
- The..Pyblic Emplqyment Program (PEP) began its recrultlng in Boston In.Sep—
tember 197l, and by the styrt of l97g the c1ty had hlred 424 persons for its 569
slots. Approxlmately 7,000 people applled for thé 569 slots. Of the total num-
ber of 978‘EEA hires, about 38 percent Stlll remained to be placed on permanent
/fﬁobs ds of November 1973. The»employment prospects were dlmmed by high unéhploy-

ment and the City's 4tr1ngent budget.

. . - i S
s . :.t:‘ -71‘) .\ . . ¢




. ~ oY . .
» . - h ] . ~ \ . . LY
. ~ 4 7 » . .
’r ) ‘
N -
. N - . 4
The Plannlng and Administration Process : Wt ’k pt

, ' The Cooperative Area’ Manpower Plannin:j"}ystem (CAMPS) was uxstltuted in
March 1967, as a joint effo¥t=of various federal agencies to reduce the problems
of duplication, overlap and fragméntation in the employment and training area.
The iilginal CAMPS committee for the Boston SMSA was tOO-QPWleldy a body to ac-
complish.an§ of thé’planning agency's goals, and by the fall of 1968 it, eed ’
to décemtralize by ‘creating several geographic subcommittees, oné of which was
for the City of Boston. Ten organizatidhs Wlth interests in employment and
training programs in Boston were chosen for membership on the Bostog subcommit-
tee JIndividual subcqmmittees developed staffs to deal with tke technical issues

f

lanning and evaluation. . (f;j .
7 The baSic weakness of CAMPS n this early period wgg its lack of authority
to allocate funds among program spbnsors. There were ne definrtlve rules about
+ the organizations eligible for representatioh on CAMPS, and no rules on voting
rights. It operated by consensus, although there were few instances when a vote
" would have had any practical -meaning. , o L . ‘
The,  Boston CAMPS subcommittee underwent a series of changes during 1971,
and the result was a newly constituted bady deSignated as the Boston Manpower .
ArEa Planning Cquncil (BMPAC). A series of supcommittees were created, ea¢h
responsible for reviéwing in- depth\the proposal of sponsors for specific target‘
groups in-the disadvantaged popul tion ahd making recommendatiqns for the cen-

sideration df the BMAPC as a whole The BMAPC also oreated a Labor Market Ad-

. . & .. .
visory Council (LMAC), in cénfo ce With‘the 1971 Talmadge Amendments to the ..

Social Security Act, to provide abor market information for the\administrators

" of the WIN program. -

The Transition - ,
- &

By administrative action the ﬂepartment of Labor began the process of de-

centralization and decategorization in l973 and the FY 1974 became a tranSLtion-
al year. The ComprehenSive Employment and- Training Act legislated the deqqurali—
zation amd decategorization, and FY 1975 was the first full year of CETA

This current research is an‘effort to determine whether, at least in-
transitional period, tne‘décentralization and decateoorization of'emplo nt- and
training programs‘have imprpved the'administration of'the'programs and\the

delivery systems.

1'

')
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? THE TRA_NSITION PERIOD -- TITLE I - /

» . 4

.
3

Th; goals of CETA weJ!'the decentralization and decategorlzatlon of employ-
ment. and training programs, to be attained by glvlng local aut rltles, within
prescribed limits, the right to dec1de‘wh;ch groups should be served and in what
fashion. The ratlonale behind decentralization and decategorlzatlon,was the be-
lief’ that the programs would better reflegt local needs, and could be better co-*
ordinated and more effectlvely admlnistered& It was felt that local electﬁe of-
flClalS would- ge more aware of, %nd more responsive to, local needs and local
economlc condltfgns artd hence better ab%? to dev1se programs to accommodate these
needs. Local control also would permrt the part1c1patlon of communlty Lnterests,:
prev1ously mandated by the Economlc Opportunity Act :

In Boslon, decentrallzatlon\mqant cen%rallzatlon and coordination by the
prime sponso represented by the Boston Manpower Admlnlstratlon (BMA) , whose
function is tg admlnlster Title I-activities. 'Inltlally Jitle I was given nearly
.all the attention of the BMA; because the prior experience of 1ts staff had been
with activities encompassed bv Tltle I, and because it did not have responsxbl}ity
for the PEP. The PEP admlnlstratlon had been assigned automatically to an office
dlrectly llnked with that of “the Mayor; this office essentlally was a centlnuatlon
of the one malntalned for the PSE. 1In.Boston, ngtional programs under T1tle III
were represented only by a youth demonstratlon project under the ausplces of the

3 1. .
Boys Club of America. ’ .

Pre-CETA Employment and Training Structure ‘ - T

. » 3 . >
. To.a substantial degree, program decentralization and integration has‘existed.

. -in Boston since the mid-1960 in the form of the CEP, admlnlstered by ABCD, .which

was’ and still is, the dominan _manpower institution in Boston. The BMA in effect,

was;bulldlng, even before the passage of CETA on an already ex1§t1ng admlnlatra-

"tive foundation. The Manpower Administrator of the ¢ity had been associated with <

community action agencies, reflected their ph%losophy, and had directed CEP for

.~

a time. . . R .
1 i

l. After €ETA, in l976 the initiative of BMA staff members was responsible

¥or obtalnlng national or reglonal funding for three demonstratian projects of =
%ome significance: (1) an evaluation model to be replicated by ‘other prime sponsors
in the region; (2) a WIN/CETA partnership ‘to train out—of school 16 to 1l8-year .
olds in AFCD families; and (3) a YWCA project to train females for tradltzonal N
.male occupatlons, chiefly the trades. . 7

. 9 1’7 / s

~
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" The CHMPS had existed here as elsewhere, but was. not an effectivexplannang Y
. or decision-making group, because it was not part of the fundlng process. A
‘Department of Labor (DO% grant had &unded a manpower staff in the Mayor's of-
~ fice to asstst CAMPS. This staff became the secretariat of the MAPC when it ' ‘
.- became responsible. for the administrative decentrallzatlon mandated by the DOL
in FY 1973. By then the MAPC had estaBllshed four subcommlttees. The religpce ‘ ol

on subcommlttees was contlnued and exXpanded under the adv1sory council establlshed-

. s
.

under CETA. \ . Y. . o .

P . 4

.
[} .

Durlng éke evolutlon of the current adVlSOIY counc11 the geoq\aphlc scope ;
of the éoston plannlng area was narrowed Orl"nally under CAMPS, it had included °
~ the entire Standard Metropolltan Statlstlcal Area (SMSAL; but by 1971/72/ the *
chalrman of CAMPS. expllc1tly restricted his act1v1t1es, and in effect ‘that of :
CAMPS to Boston programs. Under the 1973 pre-CETA admlnlstratlve decentraliza-
txon the then MAPQ was expanded to lnclude four adjacent communities, none of
.o which were included when the Boston MAPC was reconstructed under CETA. The o
’ paxting was voluntary The*'City of Bostcn had seen no particulan advantage in '
contlnulng thls relationship and stslbly some broblems dealing with lndependent \~‘
conmunLtles.. The former members felt new geographlc allgnm%nts would enhance

x,
thelr ablllty to obtaln funding. This reformulatlon dfd not mlrror the interde-

..

. .. afndence -or economic ceallthF of thetﬁocal labor market, but rather traditional
7 parbchlallsm and short ,run political advantages " For manhy years, sﬁburban com=
ggnltles have taken’ the attltude that they do not'ﬁant tgsadd Boston s burdens ‘
L to their shouﬂders ! -0.,' ' ‘ » L N
The WAPC subcommlttees, prior to GET% had rev1eved proposals from agencies

' regardlnq programs to sorve membérs of the dlsadvantage populatlon and had made P
’

rete

‘recommendatlons to the MAPC The four Bubcommittées were : (14 the LMAC, re— :

. qulred by the 1971 Talmadge Amendmgnt to the Soanal Security . Act w1th a juris-
dlctlon confinmed to the WIN, (2) “the Hlsganlc'subcommlttee, responsible for !i
Engllsh-as-a*Second Language EsL) programs; (3) the .MDTA subcommittee, respon-
s1ble for adultaqxstltutlonal tralnlng and work experlence programs, and (4)

the Youth subcommi ttee, responsxbfe for work experience programs for Ln-school
¢ ¢

.and out—o,‘.-‘school youé-x . ' .

o

Decentrallzatlon but not decategquzatlon also had Wccurred under the 1971

, without any link to the evolvxng . .

Emergency Employment Act (EEA), when Boston' city administration received the
money, hlred tHe tralnees and prov1dedéthe jo

3 MAPC op manpower programs conducted under the’ MDTA r thel? P ,
[ .

e, S ‘w0 18 . g
< .




. although later,modified tc; some entent lea.ng clearanee for PEPR. Was '’ exerc:.sed o

) \ .
., . . "
. ", As noted, the city still has (as of Spr:.ng 1977) .two, not'one, manpower IR
“offices. t 'Ihe BMA, under the City's, Offlce of Commerce and Manpower is re- ‘ I'{
spons:.ble for T1tle I programs but conducts none itse l'f. Another offlce -

(kn’n as the "CETA" OfflCE‘) in" the City Adninistration had operated the PEP,
ang fell helr to CRTA's le:le II and vr i:xutles on paper, PEP fell wlthin

the jurlsdlctlon of-he BMA and with enac t'of CETA, PSE as well, but in .
!

practlce PEP was operated J.ndependently by the "CETA"‘ off1ce wlth lJ,ttle if anY o

BMA d;.rectlon - The initial adm:.m.stratlon éf PSE followed a similar cou.rse, o

by the Mayor s effacé of Personne\l mot uncommonly referred to as the Mayor s
; * rd

matronage ofrlce. s s A e Lot

Dur:.ng 1974, the relat:.ons‘ha.p bet‘deen the "CETA" office and the. office of rs
Commérce and Manpowexz: was nevey cleably deﬁ.med' Commeroe and »Manpower may" have

been respon,s:.ble ﬂ:le‘oreﬁlcally fot- PEP, and- later for Title II but had no. c,lear*

‘lme of auﬁhorlty over e:;tﬁer. The relatlo shlp Was ambiguops and‘becaqge even* ’ \

more So when the Clty s “Office. of Proqram Mahagement anl} Ev‘a.luat;on ,(,OPME) began
to g;.ve~d1rectlon to, but wlth no apparent lA-e 'of Fuﬂhorlty, o.ver PSE Thls am- o T
AN

blgulty was erased w.lthm S.eVeral.nonths when 1t became known that *Oﬂ‘ME, as an : ’ '

S S e
-house con'sultant was temporarily dlrectmg t}le " TA"’«!fflce, ,1.n orde'lg tor

\‘

) meet serlous DOL ch;tlclsm of :.té operat:.bns After .reorgam.zm% and restaff:.ng

the off;.ce OPNL. wl"chdrew,, By l‘976 the:"CE:DA" bffrce w.as qn,:.ts own. Despite

the earl:. onfus:.on and the d1v1ded authon?.ty, there. was collaboratmn betwéen

- the BMA and’ the OPME "CETA" ‘of £ica, and f.upcf'.xonal lmjcs»have been slowly for'jed o

between Tltle I programs and PSEf G ' , (L ot b
,.f\. . \ 2

’ o .

at effeet, if any, dld CETA havg, on the c:.ty $ mm'xpower objectlves? 'Ihe
Act 1tsel,f speaks in Broad terms /élvmg pr.unessponsor‘s latitude to decide goals -

\ N . .

and prlo‘rltles . S

’
- o
~

[

AL
' \
. . .. , P -~ . .
-~ - . 0 R R ~ .

Goals of tETA . . s -2 . \ al .\ .
: The objectlves stated’ m the Clt,y. s Annual Plans were broad not very .
speclflc.a ’I'hey were much llke thoé‘e‘ of pge-CETA days, i. e., to J.mpro,,ve the em~ [?\!'
ployablllty of.. thEspoenr and,.dlsadvantaged\ and to develop jobs for these perSOns. .

"I‘hese goals st1rred llttle debate. The BMA expressed t_hem in the following terms

m its FY l974 grant appllcat;,on (page 8): ' , -~ . . ’ '
- e L (2 - K LA ) » ° A B adi ] ‘

1, A-d1v1slon that is supposed to be endEd it l977 by p'hys1cally 1ntegrat:|.ng

-

, the, staffs, of both offices under on‘e’ roof. ) \ '

4
.
)
IJ 1
*
~ 3
.
LS
*
el
!
.
'\‘l

L2, HOwever, .@ithout Federal regulations and DOL direction the planned .admini- .

strative Jommg of the two offlces -and the ‘slewly evolvmg program links might:

. not have occurred : ' )

, SRR L ‘11.19-/' o ’




_”Mayer Kevxn H. Wh;te, tHrough the Boston Manpower Area ‘Planning
Council, wifl dirdct locay efforts toward ag§isting. the poorer resi-
dents of the MAPC ' in developing education and skills-to enable them .
<o find meanlngful employment.. "Manpower monieg would be used ‘with
other resources to ifcrease the income and employability of Tthe urban
poar, to expand -employment ,opportunities, and to create a skilled

abor force to mheef® the needs .of local industries. %PeCLflcally, mag -~
“ pQwer plannlng must be concérned with the entire,range of economi¢ ‘and °
Educatlonal ;ssues whlch‘affect the earnlngs and employabllxty of ~
Boston;area resrdents... . )
Y ' . -

’
.

The FY 1975 and l976 grant appllcatlons used much the same language Such academic

‘nlcetles as dlsplacemept effects', the nature of the expected gain in employablllty,

the amount,.or Lts duration went unaddressed L N \
. Spec1f£c goals have to be gleaned from the performanpe standards' developed.

for the.different programs iunded by the BMA. ﬂWo criteria have predominated.

One has beén the malntenance of enrollment ledels at 90 percept, so that slots

_Would not remain empty, Stlpend monles left unspent, and people not helped who

could have been. For all but X *school youth tne secon? criterion has been place-

ment if-an unSubSLszed job tta wage above a, specified level or levels .The -

focus ‘has been short texm. Bexng hlred and worklng one day constitutes a jab

t .

,placement (It must pccur within 60 days after leavxng a program counts ir-

\/
\Fespectlve whether ;pe person or the program found the job.) -

There were no publlcly debated and adopted performance standdrds before Py

+

1975. “The flrst oppbrtunlty for jadvisory counc11 con51derat1on of performance

standards was associated w1th FY 1973 plannlng. The Fy 1974 plan had incorpora-

; ted etandards in pre—cEfA agency-contracts ‘(after BMA consultatlon w1th regmonal
. DOL staff). The stardards adopted for FY 1975 were .softened versions of the 197§
ones. The.F! 1975 standards weré based on a comblnatlon of actual accomplish-
ment and consxderatlons of feasmblllty, and permltted modlflcatlon if waxranted
'by poor lahor market condltlons Nonetheless, the BMA would llke to tighten
standards to spur program merovement 2 ‘ ) v, . .‘ r,

Reliance on job placements as a standard was'a carryover from pre-CETk'days.
The agencies lost no opportunlty to’ state their conv1ctlon *that “Washlngton"
dlsbursed manpower chiefly on thls ba515 before CETA Worried -about the future
_ntentlons of the DOL and the Congress,,the agencies™maintained that FY 1976
Spre-CETA retentlon'measures based on 3-mnnth and 6-month follow-ups were not part
of the off1c1al performance standards. Although anorporated Ln BMA contracts
w1th the agencxes for lnternal use by BMA staff only, Advlsory Council Commlttees
d1d not use retention rates ig evaluatlng programs in FY. 1975 o2'FY 3976 planning.
: 20 L .
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tralnees, at first only termlnee& of skilled training programs but broadened e
1n the second and third years to cover most programs In addltlon careful ‘evaly~ i
ation® studles have been conducted by the BMA of the City's last three, Summer o
Pfogram for‘!Conomlcalby Dlsadvantaged Youth (SPEDYY and’ another will be conduc-

“ted of 1tsl977 one. g e

°
-

THere *has been only a'slight shift i. favor of other, possibly more appro= ;.
priatelstandards. In 1976, for example, as a result -of agency and commlttee
lniglatlve, the predominance,’of ]Ob placements for out-of-school youth proqramS
was modlfled by giving more wglght to other desr;able goals, such as returnlng
to schopl full- tlme’, More lmportantly, in FY 1977 the BMA lntroduced standards
*ncorporatlng retentlon, that li, contlnulty of epgployment. The FY 1977: grant ’.
‘- appllcatlon included a 20 percent reténtion rate for 30 days' for most programs

Spme thought. was glven to including wage gains in standards, but sketchy and
dubious pre-CETK earnings data have Tuled that idea out The dominant agencies, ¢
however, have: clung to the exce551vely shbrt run standard of job placement at a
\reasonab’e wage, especially for adult programs So far performance staﬁdards have
not been used sysematrcally in plannlng, although such a use is contemplated for’
the FY 1978 Plan.l As late as 1976, there were insufficient data and enough /7
N dbubts about their reliability to rely on attainment of performance standards to’
decide fung%ﬁg‘cuts. At fault was the inability of the BMA™to develop an internal

‘ihformation systém.tapable of providing -the data needed to monttor and evaluate -
programs. o ) -

! T Use in planning of the'findings of the longitudinal follow—up surveys has,

1

been modest ‘ Follow-up information has served to verlfy aqency data and ap-
. parently hekped the BMA staff to make recommendatlons for FY 1977 program re- :
ctfons and to recommend FY 1977 contyacts The survey also will be used in
FY l978 plannlng However, the telatrﬁely small number of completed interviews

per program makes for absolutely. large\standard errors, qgcept for a few large
programs. - - RPN ."‘,“" : .

The evaluatlons of SPEDY have contributed to-'better staff and agency under- ;
standing of the variety of” program benefits to dlfferent youth and have enabled

operators to dlstlngulsh between favordble and unfavorable sites. However, de= - -
- : ] :

tails of the evaluations have not beén provided to the Adqisery Council or its

-

. 1. However, standards have been used by the staff as a basis for corrective

acti ag well as. for the preparation of recommendations to commlttees about
aSntractdt proposals. i} e
. N ” '
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c?pmittee'for cquncll“members to make indepgndent judgmentsa > CL ’ -
) The_?MA and Advésory Counc;l‘had_pq'resgrvations that Title I was for the 4

poor, for thé economically‘disadvantaged whether unemployed under—émployed, or It

not. Minority. group members, especially-those wlth erratlc work hlstorles and. '

limited educations® cdntlnuéd to be prime cllentele. In contrast, pre=CETA' MDTA/ v ?

programs could have /trained minority.group members who were npt economically

‘

disadvantagede and, of course, MDTA programs were not limitedeto residents, of the
City of Boston. R ) v

The decision about which groups among: the disadvantaged were to be served

was based oen.a detailed analysis Qf the "universe of need;" the des1gnated

groups were much like those recelvlng manpower services before CETA. There were

.a few shifts-in empha31s,.however With CETA, Boston gave greater attention to t.

drug addlcts, and ex-offenders, - and poss1bly less to ln-school youth, although. PR
these modest redirections were not made meedlately or slmultaneously Later,
urder advocacy pressures, women's interests recelved greater empha31s, as did

mlnorlty groups other than Black.

ME&SE' Structure and Rolé ’ ‘ ) - B

e CETZ 23-member (as of mid-1976) advisory council, renamed the Mayor's

Employment and Training Adv:.sory Council (METAC) ,l currently has a substructure -
of 13 commlttees (former}y called subcomm ees) responszble for dlfferent
functional areas; in contrast: the MAPC had just four lnltlally Committee chair-
persons are METAC members, but other, commlttee members need not be and often are
not. Committee members are drawn from agencies with manpower programs, and from
other organizations, public and private, in related {ields, or are individuals

with pertinent experience or technical knowledge. The METAC and its committees
meet monthly and more frequently during the Hectic one®r two monthsiprior to

the submission of the grant application or when critical issues arise. Aall

meeti:nj ara op to the public. Askigned to each commitiée is a BMA staff

member. 1!"; : *
The organlzatlons and individuals on the METAC/Stll reflect the basic
orientatlon of the pre—CETA MAPC. Its members were chose by BMA OfflClalS in ’

consultation with key agencles, to reflect their mutual phllosophy of communtfty

4

oartlclpatlon and advocacy T™e council was concelved as a shield, or buffer,

against city.officials unacquainted with, or unsympathetic to, the nature and

. .
. N .
P -

fl' From the pre-CETA indentification of MAPC °

K -

-
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ob]ectlves of the fhanpower programs created 1n the 1960's to flght the war
agalnst p0verty Ihe decision to serve only the economlcally disadvantaged,
whic¢h has been relterated repeatedly, is a product of the proponents of thls

phllosophy oh the adv1sony council. ,

In addltlon to ten'METAC Standing Committees (see Table 1l.) with mixed
mémbership,'there also are a Membership and Rules Committee,'composed only of
METAC members, and a Steerlng Commlttee, composed of the chalrpersons of  the ,
Standlng Committees. Most of the Commlttees do more than oversee speclflc
functions or prOgrams They- also are advocates for unigue elements of the eco=-
nomloaliy " advantaged, as for .example, the Youth affairs-Committee, the.Ethqic
Lingqistics Minorities Committee, the Substance Abuse Con&ittee oY the‘ﬁomen's
Committeesr Only the Employment Service, and. Job Training Committees approach .
ihe strictly functional «dn their concerns. ‘

The committee structure of “the METAC evolved as new groups and needs arose
‘but it evolved ‘without expllclt cons1deratlon of the appropriate membershlp It
was natural that groups wlth a-direct lnterest\ln specific power programs
would become members. Since FY 1974, the number of commlttees %as grown from
four (?nder MAPC) to tHe current thirteen, indicAtive of the expansion in the
number of priority gr béi‘% ser;ed, ano_of their involvement;}n the process.
The 1ncrease inscommittees is’a measlre of the responsiveness’of the BMA and METAC -
- - 1%

to local needs N - .

The comp031tloﬁ or size of the committees had never been explicifly speci-
fied. This issue had causeQ.uneasxness for some time and came to a head when a
proposal ‘sybmitted by-an agency whlch'was not a committee member, was rejected
in favor of a proposal of .an agency whlch was a votlng member and which voted on
1ts own proposal The re]ected agency ralsed the questlon freom the floor during
a regular open METAC meetlng It is to the credit of the process*that the METAC
structure perpltted th;s criticism to be v01ced accepted it, and developed
guldéllnes that reduced the lnfluence of agencies on committees and estaoﬁlshed

maximum s1zes Nonetheless, METAC recept1v1ty was in anticipationbtof imminent

changes inspoL regulatlons tﬁat required a restructurlng of committee m mbershlp

Table 1 llStS committee members by sector affiliation: government busxness,
including both proflt and gonprofit, program operators, cllents, technlcal re- ‘
/ source people, and unlon. The new membershlp rules required that n# sector

4 chld.comptise more than one-ghird of a committee and that no agency with a CETA-

" funded program .could_have more than one voting member. Furthermor?, members of -

.

-
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i
|
i
TABLE ﬁ - Afflllatlon of Members of METAC Committees, Boston

/ . 19713a ) .
N ] | . , TV Member's Affiliation ; .
- P N t g kR {per centage) .
' . o f Com- R . '
Committee mitte Governmant Business »|Program’ Oper ator Client - ‘Teclinical Union | Other-
: ! g P
. Membeds | City {Sltate. Funded |Not funded|partic-| non- .| Resource | » .
, - < B by BMA |by BMA pants parti-
. T L o < - 3, (f = " {cipants
- / . »
1. Jaob Traiming’ 5 0 | ae 0 5 0 . 0 0, o 0 0
o ‘ hd . ' . R R D
2. Ethniq/f,mgum-tic 13 1 ] il 0 5%, 2% 0o - 1% 2 0 0
Minorities - ~ ., - - : - . p -
, . i a .
g ‘ : 5 1 : o ’
3. Employment Services| 10 0 L 3 . - 0 0 .0 0 0 .
4. Youth ' 13 C3 2 | o 6 o. | 1 0 s 0 0 -
5. Substance Abuse 10 1o R B & 3* 1. 4 o |, s5* 0 0
. oy L) —_—
6. Older Workers 14 ‘ 3 2 ‘. 1* .:\ 2% 5. 0" - "2 1% ) ‘0
7. Offender's T e 2 2 o-, 4 2: 0° S 1 o [ o
8. ‘Labor Market 12 o) o2 | 3 0 L 0 o 4 o 1 2* ax
" Advisory i .
’, . . . Py A s . -
‘Y i
b R . -
9. Women's : 20 -4 4 !1 , 0 2 4 o 4. 1 7 0 !
» - . . ,\ .
N | T T
10. EEOP 8 1 2 [0 . 2 . | o 0 0 1
' - ] ' 0 ‘. PLd
a. Omit PSE, membership and rules, and Steering Committees.
b, Women's Committee and EEO Committee each have one representative of a federal agency each. S
*Memi 3&%0222?&128 g))rgaghan. oné category. If a committee member had more than one affiliation, 'the
. - R ] ‘ . .
24 . | E 25
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‘. again passing them on to the METAC for its acceptance.

"agencies.

> F hd ¢ < .§ ‘: i S >
. . ) . '.I )
\ - e g . . & W
’ £ -~ . 4..

8 ) . . ) : ) ' ' . T e v .

_ agencies which submitted proposals could not vote on them; however, they could, . &
participate in the disgussions. - ‘ ' \\/
- . R ‘e e . \ - N 'y

* ’ /‘ -
4 . ) \ * " . 2 ‘ !
The Planning Process - .. . <A

. At one -time the Steerlng Committee and the METAC but now only thg~METAC
recomend the basic allocation of funds and prlorltles, whnch constltute the -
annual plannlng strategy. The Lnd1v1dua1 commlttegg deal w1th thelr programs
or 1nterests within this framework ' ‘

Once an off1c1al estimate of the City's Title I allocatlon for the .
forthcoming fiscal year becomes known, the planning process begins with the‘o
preparatlon by a staff task force of an annual planning strategy -*The latter-
is presented, along wlth ,the staff's 3ust1flcat1on to the committees for thelr .
recommendation to the- fyll METAC. The plannlng gtrateqgy dlstrlbote nekt year's
funds by type of mprogram or service, such as.;?stitutional skill training, or

assessment, and among broad-client categoxies, such as youth or adults, as well

as among specific segments, such as enders. The strategy, of course, tan o

X

4

After the METAC has“adopted an annual strategy, the staff tasg‘force[ guided

be predisposed towards the existing rogram and agency mix. .

by cr1ter1a which the committees have helped devise, examines pro als submit- -
ted&by the agencles. Next the task force S recommenﬁatlons about proposals are
rev1ewed by the approptlate committees for their recommendatlon to the METAC.
Commlttees w111 also review performance standards recommended by the staff, -
The.METAC's recommenda-
tions<then go to the Mayor for his acéceptance.. These recommendations constitute
the major components of the specific contracts negotiated between the BMA and
program operators. Here the Commlttees<<;k theychoose ‘can also play an active ¢

-—

role, although they seldom have.

During the fiscal year, major contract modifications follow the same route.
In addition with METAC approval, new contracts for new programs can be initlated
hy Committees, who'recdmmend thelssuanoe of Requests- for-Propesals (RFP sJ along ‘

with committee developed and approved criteria.’ .

3 s
The METAC recommenddtion to the Mayor can be influenced by the City Council,

because it must accept any 'Federal funds coming in to the City! as weli‘astapprove

w

their use. The Council thus can refuse to approve, the Plan, which comes. to it

. . > 1
from the Mayor, if the Council has its own views about specific programs or .

The Council cannot lncrease a program s funds but it-can delete them. . .
R ‘ , .

" 26 =
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Last year, for example, the Council refused to approve the plan unless a_ con-,

troversial program to place minorities in construction jobs was dropped.

v

,"I!he major. issues,y .then, to which the commltt‘s have confined themselves
haVe been }'.he development of performance standards (done in Sprihg l975) ' the ¢
revlew and. approval.of spec1f1c“proposals by contractmg'agencies, and the re=-

view a.nd approval of® thOSe parts of the gra.nt appllcatlon within a comnu.tteefs

* . -sphere of mterest.~ T!}e co ittees so far have réceived only lug,l.ted information

on.an erratic basis about\ staff ] evaluat:.pg and monitoring act1v1t1es. As.

a resuLt, co‘mm:.ttee mvol ement here has.been slight. There has been no regular‘
systematlc'repo\rt% to commlttees show.g the nuﬁ)er of mdrvrduals ‘sprved by- pro- "
grams thé” results, and the money expended nor of the extent to Whl h agensles

t
have met performance standards-.2 ’ <

i .

’mJ.s lnformatlon gap is the result of the dlfflcultles the BMA has had in
establlshJ.ng a Mana.gement Information System (MIS), in part because of pOIJLtl-'
- cal and orgaxuzat;onal constraints. In addltlon, the grow?:h in the nuiber of )
"committees and’'the large number of METAC and committee members have made the
. “ ‘timely disseminatioh of information extremely” difficult. Committee men\l:ers ,
have been forced to make decisions without adequate inforrytion, because of’ ‘the'

" late arrival of important, documénts and "lack of tJ-.me to study them. Information
is basxc to the participatory process if it is to contrlbute,to the success of
. . »
- decentrallzatlon and decategorization.

. . P '
- Despite the openness of the advisory system, and the involvement cf a la.rge
number, of agenc:.es and mdrvrduals in a v1gorous participatory process, the .

IS

questJ.on ®till needs to be” answered whether the addltlonal costs of each member's
time and energy and the addi#ional tosts of administration have led to correspond-
* ing benefits to the plannmg process itself’and t& the mix and quality of
" services? It is.difficult to say ‘whether’ there has been an overall mprovement
* in 't'."he Quallty and ef ectiveness of. proqxins. Nonetheless, gams have- resulted u§

e v, ¢

1. te prime sponsor was able to maintain the progmam by fundmg lt out of
unSpent “funds from the Rrior fiscal year .

- . djowever pe?ormance standards have been uséd reqularly,é by the staff to.
prepare recommendatlons about program proposals submittkd by agencies. These
~~/ background lyses Qave néver been released to the’ committees or METAC. Per-
formance stand also have been used by the staff to help prog:anﬁ improve their
wvperformance. A ndtably suct‘!ful corrective action followed a‘special examinatiom
*in 1975 of Sklll traynlng programs using age@ ~records of placements and place-
ment wages'. . - , -

L 4

. .
A ‘. - -
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the form of improvements in specific programs (such as skill .training follow-
lng a special, staff study that led to correct1ve action). Moreover, memme;:
of the METAC and its committee substructure accelerated development of both )
the MIS and the evaluation system by constant criticisms in’ open meetings of
the dearth of information for sound de9151on—mak1ng. The BMA staff was ex- 1
tremely sensitive to the frequency and. frankness of these comments. They proved
increasingly embarrass1ng ) X '
The time aﬂh energyidevoted to participatory declslon—maklng has not yet
led to s&gnlflcant chanqes in terms of 1nnoVat1veness or local adaptablllty,
the key justifications of CETA. * 3till, 'the system qas able to incorporate three
rather successful youth programs (one a natlonal demonstration project) . New
.agencles represented by new. groups were the vehlcles for 1nnovatlon: Their
entry nationally caused conflict, because they became rivals for funds and had
thsgpotentiai’of becomin? articulate spokesmen for the same (or similar) clienj
‘Moreover, the pooling of agency experience and wisdom has led to improved teén-
nical and operational decisions and possibly to better planning and policy
decisions. Beneficial changes in existing programs have occuryed, but these
have not been widespread nor substantral:. . _ ’ ) fo
On the other hang, the intrusion of local polltlcal considerations. in the

recommendatlon of speclflc activities and agenCres could have weakened the

"system as a source of help to disadvantage minority groups, because of a lack of

p¥litical organization ahd relatively few votes compared to other groups. ﬁhas
hasnhappened just once "and then ‘temporarily.l Most pf the conflict has occurred

afong disadvantaged groups,. including, minorities, coStending;for a shrinking

pot of men\N_# The system potentially q?s become more vulnerable to local pres-

sures to divert manpower ‘funds to uses of dubious merit, questionable, that is, "
if the crlterlon is one of raising the employability af the chronically.poer.

WuﬂkthmtMmhubﬁnmdaummuminmwkaaﬁsme%msm v

_" their quality, with potential, for more.

The METAC also was designed to make am independent contriﬁution as a

$ud

system of qhecks and balances to. protect the legitamate interests of dlfferent .

groups and to insure an equitable dlstrlbutlon of CETA regources. Over the

longér run, such.a system was llkely to prevent domination by any one interest, °
: . . ‘ L .
a.goal of special importance where many diverse groups Mave great needs but the
. 2 - . )
resources to meet them are scanty.

- r -

ks
» .

- . 2 v/
T

1. when the City Council refusql to agree to the inclusgion, of a mino?!!y
hlrlng prqgram in construction in the 'FY 1877 plan. . .

' . 1928 o '
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v, .
An open decision-making proggss probably was needed to protect politi-
" cally weak and vulnerable community agenc¢ies and their economically disadvantaged
clients, as wéll.as to prevedt‘tne use of programs for the political advantage
of city officials. The METAC's predecessor, the pre-CETA MAPC, was fashioned as
"such a safegugga. The METAC perpetuated this role. The METAC's openness, ac-
\ -

cessibility, and composition, lncludlng substantial agency representation,

v

7.
were intentional. They were to mlnlmlze the chance of secret,;folitically domi-
5 .

‘nated decisions inimical to the‘interests of existing communi t ased agencigg
serving the poor. The decision to.restrict the prlme sponsorshjp to the City,
rather than include the other communities covered by the MAPC, had a similar
purpose. It was feared that these, two of yhlch were relatively affluent, would‘
object to a policy of serving only'thn.economically‘disadvantaged: 'it also

was questionable whether one and possibly a second community were part of Boston's

labor market, as defined by commuting possibilities. - %

The deliberately nurtured openness and accessibility of the METAC was .
responsible j&a— .important way Ior‘the‘evolution of a more cooperative rela-
tionship tween th agencies and the BMA, after an initial year=~or, longer of
acrimprfy and distrust at contributed to the BMA's admlnlstratlve failings,

METAC offered a forum in whlch serious concems could be alred particularly’
by communlt; agencies most endangered by the pending cuts in Title I adlocations.
.; ... The refusal: of the BMA to dlsproportlonately reduce any-singl® agency
*and the METAC s adoptlon, despite the BMA's oppos1tlon, of a local "hold-
hdrmless” formula, also played important roles. But'both‘vere products\of the
., council and-its progcess.’ TheﬂMETAC was a visible symbol that Title I programs
belonged‘to the tity's poor and their agencies. Representatives of these =

[y

agencies had - helped desxgn the Council and had significant roles in its decision=-
- 4

making process. The METAC structure precluded City.Hall domlnatlon of the pro=-
cess, even if it had so des1red, and precluded the poss1b£11ty of polltlcal en-

croachment tipon, or even the absorption of, agenc1es and their programs

-

The fact that some decls;Qns had to be prlvately negotiated does mot,

’

vitiate this conclusion. Such decisions came to the METAC for its approval,
"ana if they had not, could have been appealed to lt One weakness of the METAC,

of course, was the difficulty outside agencies had penetratlng the System. Yet

ggey did, and probaply will continue to do so, v . ‘

v
3
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BMA: Internal’Organization and Functiohs
i .

U. i - -
. ", e comparatively low priority gfven by th& Mayor o Title I a;tivities

- has meant a lack of serious involvement and’ direction at this level These |
. programs have not been a critical concern to the»Mayor for a number of pos-
sible reasons: the danéer of white backlash, especially in an election year
in whichechool integration'waslan important issue;.the relatively small share ’.
that CETA Title I mongy is of "the®total city budget; and the-seriougness of .a

other municipal praoblems. The ﬁayor's office in effect has le¥™ the BMA con- _

siderable freedom\to develop its own policies. Perhaps. the inevitable conse= .
, . quences Of establlshlng a new offlce, the BMA has been unable to escape a

pattermn of "crisis" mandgement, and addpt a style of .deliberate long-range Y

plapning and decision-making guided by explicit detailed goals. “
. . -

: Theoabsence from the start of City Hall interest in Title I‘brograms was
an asset. Left to develop unimpeded'was the participatory process and its
inclusion of agencies ang gro&;s representing the disadvantaged.that,aseured
continuation of programs already serving them. The existence of the Council
in turn greatly reduced the irkelihood of City Hall efforts to im?ose its
views on TitlefI activities (but not, as noted below on the BMA's freedom to
hire, fire, and reward its staff) . . ' —

Not unlike other prime sponsors, the BMA subcontracts the city's Title I

A ,*

employment and training programs, making the BMA strlctly an administrative

B .
V. * bedy. It also subcontracts some of its admlnlstratlve functlons. Mohitoring -

L‘~of yooth programs- has been aSSLgned to the City's Youth Activities Commission,
’ and r/llow-up to' a prlvate-non-proflt institution. MNonetheless, the responsi- .
bilities of the BMA are vast. 'The employmentwand tralnlng network in Boston
is complex. There are many diverse interest groups, and many rivalries among °
program operators and among client groups. There are also conflicts between
-~ the BMA and other public bodles. The intensity of the conflicts and rlvalrles
have softened considerably since the flrst year or more of the CETA as. agenc1es
s recognlzed thdt they were not going to be destroyed and as thev acquired a’
meaningful voice in the decision-making process. .
. The staff of the BMA needed the managerial skilld, sensitivities, and =
persohalities to accommodate these competing.interests,was,Qell as considerable
understanding of manpower programs. -Many of the original gtaff lacked these _

¥ . . . s . \ r ¢
critical qualifications. Staff quality and dedication were mixed. In some

cases, Hfbh calibre people were obtained and remained part of the staff; :in

/
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other cases, potentially able people dld *not perform satlsfactorlly because

of a lack of conffitment, or lefs by the tlme they had become experienced for

° more permnent employment or for advaniugent. Tﬂrnover, especlally in the . \
" * first two yeaxs, has been high, mfklng t dlfflcult to establlsh a wel].‘> —

lntegrated, coordlnated organization. The 'staff's lack of c1v11 service status
h#d its, toll. Furthermore’, the Manpower Administration was not helped by s
inheriting a staff with conflicting loyalties because a top administrator re-

»

mained employed at the BMA after belng superseded. o

-

The{background of the ‘staff has remained diverse in terms of educatlon

and experience. The twi;;izxﬁgﬁlClals hdve spent ‘many years as administrators

.
«

of manpower programs, bo ising from relatively low positions in community {
action agencies' that are now importaht contractors. .Key staff personnel hqve .
.an understanding of manpower programs and of local political realities, but .
lack the game grasp of administrative personnel pgmqtices. In contrast, manyg

of the other staff have had some manpower experience, but in limited\spheres.

Few have had prpfessional training in manpower or economics, and none haye had
formal Eraininé in personnel management and in admihistratlon, nor, in statistics

and evaluation ‘techniques. - . « .

\ -

The pOlltlcal nature of Elty employment has not let the BMA have enough |
‘ freedom to hire whom it wants on a merit basieg, nor has it been free to remove
staff members £dr poor performance There has been, inefficiency ‘and lnaccuracy
in the work of the BMA staff who act as liaisons betwofn the.BMA and agencles, - »
and who prov1de crucral lnformatlon to the METAC commlttees. It is not always
clear whether these defxcxencxes are due to 1nadequate lnternal communlcatlon
e OF due .to the’ perstital quallflcatlons and motivation of some of the llalsons.
Despite the political cepnstraints on BMA adm;hlstEatoff;/pqer'tlme staff et-
fectiveness has improved, exceptionally able people 'have been hireo,.and on
k] halance the calibre of the'éM;fstaff now probahly is the same as.that of the
Regional ETA. . e e . )
Boston was not prepared to assume lts;prlme sponsorshlp until Octocber y
1974, the beginning of the second:quarter of FY 1975. During the flrst guarter
'the DOL had to directly fund .contractors. The BMA expended consxderable ef-
fort in the 'first fiscal.year to establishing a viable~organization.despité the
existence of a planning/éfaff for over a .year. The first year also was a

trial period in which the authority of the BMA and METAC was tested by the

agencies. Existing contractors, espectally community agencies, were highly .

A1 .. "
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susplclous Of\-.'Clty s intent, anxious. about_gts political intrusion, ‘and ‘
dlsmayed abgut knev1table fundlng cuts under tha'?ltle I allocatlon formila. . . .
The agencies saw thair survival threatenet. SR : . .

. ) o . -
‘ A& the same’ ' time the BMA's authorit® bver the agencles was serlously péﬁ- .

-promised by the lack f a reliable* MIS and by stafflng'problems The BMA had
to share control over hiring deczszons and‘was hurt by'the turnover, 'which was . .
7 in part a-direct consequence of the. fotmer constra;nt. Agency d;strust and the
- EMA s lnfor;atxon hlatus precluded a ratlonal:cholce of agencles and proqrams, C o
plannlng was admlnlstratively impossible. * Deteriorating economic, cond;tzons.gn
the area, whlch lmpedpd chances of meetlng program goals exacerbated the prob-
lem, making agencles even more reluctant to cdoperate 1n developing an MIS, .
- - havxng<no flrm commi tment ‘that Their data w0uld not be turned against them.
The fact that the - goal of the'lnltlal MIS effort seemed to be one of ldentlfy- "i

‘

S lng 1nellg1ble enrollees conflrmed agency fears. A serlous irritant was the

—

known hOStlllty of a, few of, the. BMA staff toward certalg ggencles wRhose per-

formance was thought to‘be poor, their program data unrellable, and thelr ¥
1
~ admlnlstratlve expenses exceéﬁ\ye.‘ o
.,'- ~ . i / ] P \ - . " i
.. . s ) 4 y . ) - .
’ Role of the Regional ETA . .

- - 4 *

* . . . * . - . .- :-
During the transitiqn perlod,.unfortunately, the‘reglonal,ETA had to reduce-
and reassign its staff; it probably could not have undergaken as assertative
. an advlsory'role as i%t would have liked - Tq, the BMA, the reglonal office seemed

‘ less an initiator of actlon than a reactor to problems of prlme ‘sponsors. From ., '

. the-vxewpolnt of prlme spOnsor, the regienal office did not orovxde help ‘when
T i't was sought at critical jundtlons, so that pyoblems irntensified and beagme’

r Sources of ‘censure and embarrassment., In‘some cases, the regional office may.
have been unable.to provide‘prompt, clear cut answers because of national office
indec151on. Howewer, BMA people thought there was too few regional staff as- -
signed to Boston, and too littlelcontinuity in tbose assigned, ‘reasons enough
for communlcatlon delays:. In addition, older, experienced‘members of the BMA
conszdered some of the reglonal office representatives assligned to Boston as
young, and without enough familiarity with local manpower . .complexities and w1th-

.out enough decision-making authorzty to be, helpful  in regglv1ng politicall¥y
sensitive issues. These attitudes led, to resentment reﬂ&ected for example,

in a conspicuous absence of BMA personnel from (or erratic attendance at)

training sessions conducjed by the *egxonal offlce s ManpowerTralnlng Institute

. * (MTI). In turn, this apparent indiffer®nce persuaged the reglonal office that
CoLt ) w‘ﬂ” " 32 % .
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the BMA did not want help, and contributed ;o a mutual qpestlonlng of motlves.
- Regional office staff are conv1nced that better attendance of BMA perSonnel
at these meetlngs would have enabled the BMA rd avoid a number of administra-
tive pltfalls, lncludlng the fa;lure to establish a satlsfactory flnanclal
management system' (FMS) . ., T co- ' - .
The CETA PSE staff felt even mbrelheenly about what they considered a,
lack of initiative ‘on the part of the regional Dbg' They felt that if it’had
been less passive, some- ‘of #he serious problems ‘later encountered over: ellgl-
blllty and other alleged infractidns of regulatzons could have been prevented
They bemoaned the indecision, delays and ex-post fagto changes in regulatlons

the fact that the region

tion of PEP in. a formal report and was alert td" prevent similar problems with

v

PSE. However by then there probably was enough mutual guspicion regard1ng

motlves to. hlnder a constructlve collaberatlon

)
Probably more fundamental was that thé help sought by thé BMA was not

strictly technical or even interpretative. Caught between the Heeds (and early
fears) Of‘ltS contractors, the BMA needed help in resolving conflicting polltl-

cal presspres that was admlnlstrltlvely 1mpossrble for the ETA to, render. ‘Mére=

)
over, the BMA's lnltlal/perceptlon was that the regional office's role was to

help the prime sponsor achieve its goals, if it sought help, but otherwise not

to intefere. The City's PSE staff shared these views, But they also were

” e >, ¥ 3 i3 . 3 s
» caught between antithetical pressures, the expectation of a City administration
‘ in.an election year, and Federal regqulations callinyg for impartial access to

,publicly funded jobs.

1

Contrary £o the BMA's perceptlon, from an outsider's perspectlve, the

>

callbre, candor and cooperatlveness of the reglonal DOL staff aSSLgned to

-

Boston_has been lmpre551ve In deneral, these personnel have been knowledgeable,

hard—Worklng, not insensitive to local political and organlzatlonal nuances,

objectlve,.but not rigid. However, they have been spread thin, and-have found

'few chances‘to visit agencies. They may also have been handicapped by the

Lnabllzty of the BMA to quickly develop an internal information system. The
lnformatlon has been available in organlzed form in the agencles but has re-

marned inaccessible for systematic arld contlnuous-monltorlng and evaluation by

N . . l
the BMA and for the preparation of reports needed by the regional office.

- L] * .
1. A single source of most manpower funds in an area‘has/g;;plified the
research task of gathering data. g

’

®
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and in- thelr lnterpretatyané It is difficult to reconcile their complaints w1th
al

ffice earLier had criticized the City S admlnlstra- .

s
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. In the first-year of CETA, there were two regional liaisoﬁs:with the
primg, sponsor. Both individuals had been assigned to Boston during the pre= :
CETA pericd of categorical programs and had helped usher in CET3/ Neithe;,was
inexperienced or unacquainted with Boston's problems. However, by the sedGnd
year there was only one liaison By the third year, this ind1v1dual had left '
‘and had been replaced by .a person "with conSLderable experience Lut in another

~area. ' , ’,‘ $ . @ , . .

’ Regional ETA representatives worked closely with Boston ik helping'imple-
ment CETA. Short of doing the task themselves7;it is difficult to see how they
could have done more. Their counsel about a variety of issues helped.the BMA
resolve its funding dilemmas. However? the regional starf despite technical
advice and constant urging, were unable to speed early development of two est

sential administrative tools. The sparse content of the quarterly reports
required by the DOL might have misled the BMA, and possibly even the regional
offices, about the priority to be given to developing these toels .’

Admiftedly the regional staff were unable to devote.as much: time. as it
would have liked to personal contacts and on-site visits. Changes in congres-
sional funding during the first fiscal year required modifications frequently ,
encugh to divert a suostantial proportion of the™time from field work to proces-
sing paper flow. In addition, staff time had to.be.shifted from Title r
‘issues to investigate charges levied against the City's PSE program

Nonetheless, the regional ETA was instrumental in esthblishing a FMS ln(
the BMA, in fogcing development of MIS, and in the BMA' s implémenting of affirma-
tive action procedurés. T?e regional office also was critical ip speeding
reform of the administration of PSE. : o ’.‘ f

The BMA had to react when the DOL rated the pefformance of the Boston prime
sponsor as unsatisfactory in FY 1976 because of inadequate financial reporting.

An acceptable FMS was ‘installed by a regionai ETA fiscal expert on temponary
loan to thf BMA. Furthermore, if 1t had nét been for constant pressure from

‘the regional office, the developuent first.of a manual and then of an autcmated
MIS might have been delayed even further * (The automated system still has 2
few lingering problems to solve before it becomes fully operative.)’ The estab=
lishment of an EEO committee of the METAC and the appointment of an rEfirmative

FY , - . o4 ! / ;

1. Only 20 other prime sponsors including Massachusetts Balance of State,
out of the naticdn's total of 431, were rated unsatisfactory. Ten of the 21 un-=
satisfactory prime sponsors were 1n the ;hree states of New York, New Jérse
and Indiana, and ten werg older c¢ities, or included older cities, with subst
tial .urban decay. Only 6 of the 21 were not in East Coast States or Puerto
Rico, and only one was west of the Mississippi River. Differences in regional
officd application of Federal regulations might be involved.

) 725 )Cl . . RN .
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action off1cer were the result of slmultaneous pressure from both the DOLa.and
the Women s Commlttee These results, among other thlngs, suggest the neces-

sity/of a‘continuing federal presence.

[y

, City manpower. administrators contended that the Regional ETA failed to
prov1de adequate technical asslstanoe.. It is difficult to measure adequacy,

but the  Regional DOL staff did make personal visits to the BMA," and the reglonaf
office also conducted one-day and two-day tralnlng sessions in a wide range of
sub]eéts and 'at varylng degrees of depth for Region I prime spénsor staff and
advisory counc1l members., Accordlng to the Regional DOL,'the reduct;on.ln its .
personnel and the lnabllity to reallocate staff promptly because of <civil ser-
Iv1ce restrlctlons prompted the reglonal offlce to deveiop a group basis.for pro-
AVldlng technléal aid through conferences and seminars. The initial emphasis

was on monitoring and prlme sponsor admlnlstratlon, not plannlng There were
some lnherent but temporary limitations. Few of the ETA staff had conducted

sclasses before few had had formal classes ln economics or in manpower The

staff of, the prime "sponsors- varied w1dely in education,’ experlence and knowledge .

of '\manpower affairs. Over time, teaching experlenogvhas beep acquired, and
'ﬁethods devised to handle diverse groups with disparate-oackgrognds more
, effectively.

‘ »
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"CETA FUNCTIONINQ}IN BOSTON

Boston, under the MDTA, had establrshedfsoppisticatea adencies which
administered a wide range of categorical program§. The two largest contin-
ued to be community based organizations. ABCD. tﬁé largest, is"Bostoh's .
Community Action Agency, the other is OIC. The third large one was the
former MDTA multlsklll center operated by the Boston School Department (BSD).
A fourth, Dimock Health Ceriter, was an outgrowth of the controversy be tween
the "Black community and the mudti-school centqr.

ABCD runs (1) a network of Neighborhood Employdent Ceﬁters (NECs) mostly

on Comﬁunlty Service Agency (CSA) dollars; (2) shor; rur 1nst1tutlonal

H]

Y
sk111l courses, {3) adult work experlence programs, and New Careers, (4)

pbasic educational classes, ESL classes, skill training, and work experience
for out-of—school youth;. (5) work experlence for 1n-school‘?outh, and (6)
-for the last few years, the Clty S summer youth program. =

0IC grlncipally offers rnst&tutlonal skill traiming, basic education
and ESL ciasses for adults: ong, of'its skill training courses .is a feeder
for an OJT consortium. Bogton's OIC continues to be highly regarded:locally .
by manpower SP&ClallstS and by lmportant busijness groups.. The Boston School
Department has beena ppwer und' ltself and the Mayor does not have direct
authority déer it, € that the city COUDCll can reject increases in the
budget compared to last year. Dimock offers institutional traihing'ln a
variety of health occupations, with réferrals to private voluntary hospitals
in, the Clty. ) .

The ABCD (and to, some degree OIC) has political clout of uncertain
dimension, because elacks are nét a numerically large force in Boston, norf
. well organized polltlcally."ABCD has been prone to confrontation politics,
which had been successful”in past dealings with Washington.

. N -

Changes Under CETA- ’ )
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Under CETA, changes both major and minor, have occurred ‘with respect to

the roles of agencies, the kinds of programs offered, and the characterlstlcs
[
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of the clientele served. ‘These wlll-be discussed in .effollowing pages.
) However, the structure and priorities of Title I activiq&es have remained
+ egsentially the ‘same as they were ]ust prlor to CETA. Qoreover, two of
the three majorrchanges were not the direct result of CETA These two
" were the eventual abolition of the Skill Center and the,decllnlng role in
the first two years at least of the Massachusetts Dlv1s1on of Employment
‘Security. (MDES) These changes were the result of elther external pressures,
the consequence of foxrces underway prior to CETA, or baoth. s
. As noted already, senior BMA staff were responsible for a number‘of
critt/;l pollcy decision8 at-an early stage in the perlod of administra-
tive decentrallzatlon that preceded CETA These decisions protected the -~
, status quo. \The Manpower Administrator persuaded top city officials that
employment and, tralnlng programs should.serve the poor, that the BMA should
subcontract all programs to other agencles, opeéatlng none itself, and
these should be the existing manpower organizations and act1v1;les. Per-
,petuatlon of the‘establlshed system was dictdted by necessity and its nature.
The Cityﬁltself had no experience operating Such‘progrags, and the
;LA would have been hard pressed to create, let alone justify, substitute
agencies. CETA had.legislate& protection of agencies of "demonstrated
eﬁfectiveness.ﬁ Even if it‘'had deslred, the BMA had no data with which to
challenge existing contractors on the grounds of performance.
: Second, the ex1sting system met senior staff preferences for a/
;'gtructuré of decenralized, varied programs serving a variety of economically

disadvantage groups. Like quton's population itself, the poor were

heterogeneous:- In addition, the existing agencies and program had Réen ex-

~

pressly created to help ‘the poor. Although an adverse political reaction .

from tne community might have occurred.if community based agencies hhl been

dropped, the.criticat factors were the lack of reallstlc alternatlves and

.

the desirable purposes and characteristics of the establlshed contractors.

Ore major change, the establishment of‘Assessment Centers, was ini- ,
tiated by tng‘BMA itself. ‘The Assessment Centers were designeo: to diagnose
thé manpower needs of clients,, anagto centralize and rationalize the refer-
ral brocess,-as well as to develop links befween agencies. It was also ex-
pected that the céntrélization of the assgssment process would help control_
admlnlstratlve costs Flna;ly the centers were essential tofthe BMA if it
were to plan and control the intake and allocation of. cllents, because

« & large .part of the existing intake system (the NEC network) was ndY rIinanged
by the BM&.' Had the NEC's been under the complete control of the prime

37 ¢
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dle 1960's, a conflict, fired by the rhetoric of those days, arose between

£

sponsor they could have been ratiocnalized and mide the Assessment Centers - -
unnecessar;. _ ) . ! ‘ '

All the expectations for the Centers have not yet been met. Each of
the two major community agencies ha; one %r more of its own Centers, usually
in distinctively ethnic neighborhoods inhibiting racially integrated use. -
These have ‘tended to refer clients'to the programs,of the ageney involved and -
few clients to the others. In some instances, enrollees have been p e—seleeted
by programs_and then routed through the Centers.‘_Finally, some'new innovative v
techniques have been installed but remain underutilizeé‘because ASsessment
Center staff have not always been taught to use them br have lacked the time
to learn. The Centers have enabled the BMA to meet its centra!’goal of
controlling appllcant flow, and p0551bly some of Lts cost minimization goals .
by consclidating assessment act1v1t1es but not those lnteragency coordination
and quality diagnosis. ' ’

Fhe second major change was the decliniflg role of the MDES. In the mid-
the emerging, aggressive ABCD, on the one hand, and the MDES and state and
local school authorities, on the other hand. The lattér were the traditional
publlc agencies responsible for MDTA trainging and referral services. ABCD,
seeing itself as the spokesman for the c1ty s dlsadvantaged, charged that the
MDES and the MDTA neﬁlected those most rn need of help. MDES offices and MDTA

training sites were inaccessible to inner city residents, MDES and MDTA per-

sonnel were insensitive to the unique problems of the poor, and the prOgrams\

maintained excessively strlngent educational requirements that most disadvan-
taged applicants lacked: The MDES as a job referral agency was said to offer 1'
minorities only menialt poorly paying jobs. AgCD's justificatton for:creatfng
an inner-c¢ity chain of neignhorhood employment centers was to‘give the dis-
advantaged access on their hrome gromui’to oecent jobs and to an integrated ar--,
ray of manpower programs ' , ’ ’ . -

In retrospect, the retreat.of the MDES already had begun. The NECsfin
effect had taken over responsibility for provfdlng MDES services to, residents
of poverty areas. In practice, a large proportion oﬁ these services were
given by outstationed MDES personnel under subcontractual angements between
ABCD and the MDES The initl'al acrimony k;etween the ’two agencies gs replaced *
by a more cooperatlve,-lf sometimes uneasy relatlonshlp on the operatlhg level

well before CETA. _ . C
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- Ho:lever, since CETA, the MDES withdrew gyen more from directly serving
the disadvantaged and reverted to itsworiginal philosophyaof meeting employer
_needs. The MDES continued to be responsible for ma.]fir;g. allewance payments -
to classroom prdogram enroilees., but no longer‘ administered OJT programs, was
relieved from disbursing payments employers with OJT contracts‘, and no
longer had the role under the MDTA of referring applicants, to program’s or for - .
select.Lng occupat.Lons for tralm.ng. ‘The DES presently plays a relatively ,

small part in-the recruJ.tment and referral system for Title I manpower programs.

In addition, and probably more imponrtant , th.e outstationing of staff il:l ABCD e

. factlities steadily decllned. ‘ : : e

It is questionable whether the MDES really objected to”its reduced role
Its prJ.orJ.tJ.es had sh:.fted. It was under pressure from the DOL o J.mprove
its placement record and to reduce costs; it was under pressure from a new
State’ Admirfistration to serve employers better. Finally the one training = "“-s. h
‘facility for which the MDES had referral and placem{‘t responsibilities was
_ closed as’a consequence of a court dorder over school desegregatlbn. For its . LI
part, ABCD was not opposed to the MDES' w:.thdrawal. Facing cuts in both its '
. Communi ty Se‘rvice Agency and manpowér ‘funding, ABCD preferred to empl'oy its
( own staff in positiogs it had subcontracted to the MDES.
L . The fi:al major change was the effect of Faderal District Court Judge
Garri..’ty"s mlino with respect to Boston School oeseqregauon on-the Boston
) manpower delivery system. The Judge ruled, that the’ school system had to
prov:.de vdcational tra:.m.ng orr an J.ntegrated basis for school dropouts. It
was left' to the BSD and the Gity to-decide how this' was to be .done. ¢ The
décision was made (outside the regular Advisory Council process) £o use. tt;e J
skill Center as the “training fac:.],lty, ‘with the money to operate it supplz.e.d
‘ by the GQVErnor s spec:.al grant for Vocational Education ("CE‘I‘A 112"y . Smce
,CETA funds were paying for the traJ.-nJ.ng,-CETA funds hag to provide stipends
as well, The use of Title I etipend money meant that enrollees had to be
eligible for 'I‘i:tle I 'services, that is, in Boston the trai'nees}had-to be
ecoromic ally dis ad'vantaged . . ! ‘

The major effect of the ruling would have transferred resources that had,

" been ‘devoted primarily to adults, a substantial proportion of whom were white,

4

to youth whose /racial composition was to be integrated. With the refusal of
‘the State Division of Occupational Education to approve the use of* the Skill

Center without a change in administration, the coprt v”aEa'cse its requirements
. / .

» = !

, 39 p o
.. . ’- ‘




' operated by the BSD had been elmu.n»ated when our fJ'ld resgarch ended.

’ school youth and for ln-school youth, both managed by ABCD

»

. youth, lnsgead of shorter-run,

“that out=of- school youth be tralned.

The resdlt was that the Skill Center
Alter-
native use of ‘the CETA 112 resource/ released by the closing was arranged

temporarily for the rest,of FY 197& in the forﬁ/of purchase of-services from

" . private nonprofit, educational| iq&titutions and community agencies not pre-

. 1 . . Cqs .
viously used. The sudden availability of the CETA 1ll2 resources was used as

A . . . . )
an opportunity to‘experiment with new institutional arrangements for youth.
- ¢ ! " . e
. . ¥ < - * <
New Programs under CETA. . , ) ‘ .. - . ’
- ~

During CETA's first fiscal year three new.agencles, all with programs
serving ‘youth, _were added, and two existing youth programs were expanded 53

incorporating distinctive projects. In agdltlon; as just noted, the c1051ng

’of the 'Skill Center in 1976, later permitted the BMA to temporarlly refer

Yout! to semester length classes in secondary technlcal schoolsf such as v

oy " ——

Wegthworth Institute.

7

The three additions in-‘the first Year were Roxbury Tracking, the world-

LY . R
of-Work (WOW), those. for’ out-of- -

s

The addition to *

and "Rent -a- Kld the enlarged programs we
the out-of-school programs were entitled YAC-EDCO. YAC is the City's Youth .
Actitities_comﬁission, and EDCO is Educative Collaborative, an alterhative e
eddcation project funded by private foundations and by the Department of Health, - °
Education and Welfare (HEW)-. EDCO combined.work experlence with fq’hal‘edu-

cation leadlng to a high school diploma, whgch was not available from ABCD's - ¢ ’
out-of-school program. Yag, which was rpstrume 1 in initiating this change, »
and which arranged for the iditial work sites‘rA};}ty dqgfrt?ents, saw EEK??‘
as a sourgce of help for potential or actual school drop—oﬁtﬁfand juveniie 4
delinquents. = ' . 7-ﬁ ' o ’
- The addition to the in-scﬁool program was ‘t Health Careers project ﬁ*.
a prestlglous private non-proflt teaghing hosgﬁtal Tﬁe.proiect sought to , T .
provide long-run career oriented woriibxpegéénce and educatlpn to in-school

and largely, 1ncome malntenance jobs Health ’ - -~

Careers was to serve the same students untll they gradqated h.@h school. Its

y
— / c ! '

1. CETA 112 resources w111 be used to help operate & tralnlng center .

”belng established by the City's Economlc Development and Industriéal Com2

.mission (EDIC) on land formerly part of the naval facilities closed down L P

in 1974. The City hopes to develOp a marine industrial part there. The - -
training itself will be conducted by the educatlonal institutions now .

provzdlng purchasedof services. . ] g ,

- .

~ . L3
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‘goals were to attract Yo ungsters into the med:.cal profess:.ons The direct

y . of the program needed add:.tJ.onal money. Hg tried to establish a r
- . - - »
L - sh:.p _wa;tli ABCD, the in-sé¢hool program .manager, and pressed the issue.w¥kh’ e

LS
.

‘o . the‘ METAC after being rebuffed by that agency.. It was the ME'I'AC process. T ' .
’ ( thab eventually led to the 1ncorporat.:.on in the m-school program "of the ‘ ~ !
- Health Careers projeé'b. Along w1th WOW, 1t was a.mong the more imaginative R
of the programs added under the CETA and one o&:.ts more successful ones. 1
cy s o« WOW "#n Boston was part of a nat:.onal Title III pJ.lot proJect in.its .final
o ' yea.t of fund:Lng. Its local sponsor, the Boys Club of Boston, saw .the METAC B,
o as-'a-last hope. mas well- managed,- and had demonstrated a ui‘-,].lmgness to.r ». -7 °

inn’ovate despite. isks involved. It was prov:.dlng practical world-of-

] . work orientation and. effect:.ve job development to dlsadvantaged high school - ~

students.. who participated w*hout st:.pend.s °(I1" later received METAC fuyds ' B 2

o . ?o extend th.l.s progran; to ‘.nlsh-speaking youth,’ the only prOgram helw ' \
. ﬁ,_th:.sgroupmth:.sway) f/ w'{ }, '

. Roxbury Tracking was rece v:.ng«w Enforcement Ass:.stance Admn:.strat:.on ) ¢

I o (I..EAA) and State Division of Youth Serv:.ces (DYS) money to help rehabilitate /. .
B Juven:.le delmquents in a community enyironment: The program wanted to add ‘.
v ‘ work ,expetience to 'its counseling- andnﬁmdul\ejucatlon services. e 09
. ; Rent-a-‘(.:.d vgas ‘a coal:.t:Lon of sepa.rate non—profft nelghborhood projects ‘
.. ‘referrmg youngér teenagers (thlrteen ahd older) to odd Jobs ¢n their \\ - ¢
! ne:.ghborhoods Orlgmally, serv:.ces%re ava:.lable irrespectlve of family
income, Funds were sought to pay local job” developers and to. pr.pv:.de c:.ty- , .
/ \wz.de ﬂondupl:.cat:.ve Job development and coordmat:.on e program 1n1t1ally A .-
had not c‘xs:.d ed the possz.bll:.ty of develop:.ng lmks with oOther manpower - .
agencies as S clientete. became older so that they then q@ld more easily .
‘ enter an older teenage lgbor market offermg s eadJ.er work
e, < % It should be gtressed that all but one of these changes ogcurred during N
) * the flrpt flscal year of CE;A 'Ihe YAC-EDCO and Health Careers projects
. were channeled through an agency ‘alraady part of the Boston employment and

traln;.n system, wow Rent-—a-Kid and Roxhury'TrﬁckJ.ng yere ‘new tc’;‘ it. ' They . .

-

Were‘ finan'ced c ‘egly by. unspent 1974 summex ypuéx money that woula have been N
N )

¢ lost by the prime. ponSor if alternative u;es cz?.xld not be qu:.ckly ‘ognd. v ‘

e - s ¥ v - )

- ( -

- 1. With the loss .ﬂlts first director and. later his replacement *the

status of th:Ls program hag become clouded. - ‘ oL -

N
R ' L. ‘ e - . . ¢
e . - N L a
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* Most of these new progra.ms had two other features in cdmxhon. ‘Ihey joined th‘e
system br:Lng:Lng along_,,nonCETA money, thus magnifyiny the resources Qf the
E ': * Prime Sponsor Moreover, their entry came about because of their pektsistence
T and over the oppos:.t:.on of - stubbornly reluctant CETA—funded agenc:.es . x'
Still, these five ‘additional programs.accounted for only a small ‘share ’.‘
,of the Prime Sppnsor' s, T:Ltle I funds. For example ‘in l975 Rent—a-K.Ld .
» " received 360,000, wva $23,652; and Roxbury Tracking, ssogl)o., The- amount
of monéy allocated to Health Careers and ¥AC-EDCO is not ava:.lable, since
- tl'\e figures are included in ABCD's. J.n-schOol and out-of—sclfuool budgets but
o their combined fundiny p obably was less than $1,00 000. ° In contrast«Boston s
.-’ Title I allocatigy for the last three quarters JF FY,1975 was $7,593,646 &
conparad to ‘l’itl'e I fugds all’ocated to youth programs’ (over $1,000, 000) , these
f:Lve add:.t:.ons yere s:ill (even w:Lthout the summer youth’ program) .
, 'Ihere were otherL modest chancjes in existlng,prograh\s as’ well. 'me

o ¢ come,ned 1mpact of these uﬁnor changeg and vio ly' mentioned major ones

o

erved, the suppliers of«

’.'-. was greate.r dlverSLty with respect to the gr%

L serv:Lces and the nature’ of thése serv:.ces‘ 'I‘he shJ.ft slight as it seefiis, was

“

- f* from coinmunlty and publié¢ agenc:.es oﬁferlng manpower serv:Lces to private and

v

. publlc agencigg offering soc\ral serv:.ces as distinct frqm labor market serv:.qe

There also was some increase in the proport:.on of shorter programs, resultJ.ng

. . "N -~
) + from. the ellmnatloﬁ' of the Boston Skill Center Mere programs were open-
»
Ng ended) /‘However, z clos:.ng permJ.tted an expans:.on of the number and var:.ety
LA :
AF ) of suppl:.ers‘of se J.ceg, as ‘a result of, subcontractlnf training to pr;.vate

non-prof:.t schools neyer:' befou;e part of Boston’ s\manppwi system The
length of these courses re‘versed anyr sh:.ft to shorter programs %ad*

w

l
i

¥
©Cc curred

« .
~ - - . [ -

4

" Up until . FY l§76 the" trend was toward shorteﬂ;dbrk-orlentatlon ?rogruls

- Je, ¢
.b\\ ' and job placement services. The proport:.on. of. sk:Lll tra:Ln:Lng to recrultment
2
. and assessnent decl;sned - However, FY ]/977 planm.ng abruptly reversed the
“ ) shJ.ft fro} JWacemei -as well as from recr(utment and'asseSSment back to

et SN »
. programs R o . .
L] 3 . ‘ A Y . . - . -

g . . OQf all th'e ch.Anges ment:.o,ned abové, it appears tha 'ﬁoténtially the"mo:st

far reachmg were those flow:.hg from Judge Gazr;.ty si ;ta'.a]_.j school integra-.-,
t.xon .deca.sJ.on to serve school drcspouts The later vae ing of ‘this r'equire—
ment. meant that the BMA was free to redes:.gn ahd, reor;.e t 1ts voeational -
training, long controlled by “the BSD, However, abandon‘x‘hent of the skill '

™~

Centercalso meant 'the loss of” competent J.nstructors, long experienced with
L4

: dlsadvantaged enrc!llees, and the loss of one fac:.l:.ty in a ran:.allf neutraJ‘

14

S
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" location amd another f!!glity with ‘a high proportion of white enrolltes. C

" (73.2 percent and 8l.7 percent, xespectively). Almos

e

. C

' . N -~ *” <
Client Characterfstics . N //h

Title I enrollees were drawn from a much different population than PEP’
and PSE enrollees. The former were much youn,ET“ less educated, -and muchq.
m%‘e likely to be femal!srand minorities. All were ecohomlcally disadvant--
aged. During the last 9 months of FY 1975, 45 1 percent of the Title I

enrollees were 21 or younger‘ sllght%"pver 50 percent were females, 54.1 .

percent had not flnlshed high school, and nearly ‘two-thirds (65.1 percent),
were mlnorltles, nearly .15° percent of all enrcllees were Spanish speaklng.

See Table 1 and 2. . iy ) .

.
L 3

In contrast, most of the PEP and PSE enrollees were over Zl,years of
age (70.0 percept in PEP and 89.2 percent in, PSE), were males (75.8 percent
and 72.%.percent, respectlvelyl,'and had a high school educatlon or better
three-qdarters in' PSE

were“white, but only somewhat over half of those in/PEP. PEP and -PSK included
relativedy-far fewer of the poor compared to theﬁl 0 percent in CETA Title I.
The typlcal PEP and PSE, olleii was comparatively well- educated wifite male '
above . the poverty llne, although PQP did have a subs tially larger repre-
sentatlon of young people, mincrities and the poor. than PSE. Probably the
most glaring omlsélon in. Title I, PEP and PSE were older workers, 45 and

over.

. 0

. ' These demographic differengeS in enrollee characterlstlcs in part

i refleqt the dlstlnctly separate referral routes used by Tltle I programs

v -

on the onL hand and PEP and PSE cn the other. Tltle I programs recruited
[ 4
througH‘the NEC Assessement .Center network; PEP and PSE through the "CETA"

‘L offlce in Clty Hall ‘ ¢ ',(
i

1f'we examine preCETA data, comparlng MDTA enrolidles w1th CEP enrollees,
we(also find that the two served a different client population. The MDTA

N
partlclpants were more like those in PSE than in CETA Title I programs.

. Comblnlng MDTA-CEP enrollee characterlstlcs thus would mask sxgnlflcant

clients werne female, and CEP served'a.much younger group than dld the MDTA
In the MDTA, 28. O percent of the enrollees were Black, compared to 56.0
percspc°!n CEP. Neaxly 90.0 percent of the* CEP enrollees were .minorities

while ‘only about two-fifthé ofsthe MDTA enrollees were.

d;fferences in the kknds of people serVed A greater percentage of CEP .




Pl

- - ) . . 1
All CEP enrol}ees were classified as disadvantaged, compaYed to 79.6
bercent of the MDTA cliegtele. No educational data were availabIe for the

.

k] . .
MDTA programs,$so such a qompérison is not possible. goweve;, over 60 percent
of the CEP clients had less £han/;/high school education. In general, MDTA

trainees were predominantly white fales of prlme~work1ng age.

A comparison of the demographic characteristics of clients served before
and after CETA show-si ficant changes, even when MDTA and CEP data are-
combined. A higher pré::rtlon of CETA,Title I enrollees were younger
e (45.1 percent were 21 and under compared to 38.2 perZent before CETA) . ,

Somewhat mpre whites, relatively, are being serwved by CETA, in addition, the ’
tradltlonal minority groups, the Blacks and. Spanish SPeaklng, have been dis- '
placed to some extent by newer minorities, such as Orientals. The Spanish
speaking suffered a 20 percent decline, and=the Blacks, a 23;5 bercent. . 1
Still, both‘before and after CETA, s tantial proportions of Blacks and . = .
Hispanics were or have beer enrolled. MDTA enrollees ar qmltted from the pre-

CETA - edﬂcatlonal dlstrrbgtlon (these flgures were unavallable), but Boston

e’

¢ Skill Center enrcllees are lncl ed in the post—CETA drstrlbuq;pn. However,

there probably has been some shift in favor of the better educated. Discu@o.n

with staff members and agency representatlves, as ‘'well as,v1ews v01ced at

comnlttee meetlngs lead to-this concluslons .
The demographic characterlstlcsigf WIN partlclpagts 4hifced ln the, same

direction, but even more so. Since 1973 a la;ger .proportion -of Whites have

to almost two-thirds, in 1975); the \

'd'eclmed pdﬁ-e\educatlonal level -

o .
ased. -~ ‘\

been served (about half in 1973 compar
percentgge of Blacks anduSpanish-speak
of WIN participants also seems to have/in

-~

Despite earlier plans to'cOordlnate WIPwith o ox mangowef programs, T .

l.’

success so far has been m;n;mq@ i Although a~31alson exists between WIN and

e
the BMA, attempts to establ;sh*an integrated system have’ faced many obstacles.

Each potential partner hagd llﬁtlé ‘tb gain, and each wanted an unequal exChange.' N

)

WIN wanted free 1nst1tutlonal training for jts clients” that would cost fhe BMA'
. '. /l J ! N R

1. CEP was designed to serve odiy the dlsadvaptaged Under CEP the térn
disadvantaged’ was applled’to poor people *who 4lso ‘had characterlst!cs consider-
ed to,be 1 r ‘market caPs such as belng a mingrity group member or a | s

school drop¥out. .
2. Data obtained from the Mass. Division of Emploxment Sequrity.
3. A new effort began in FY 1977, however, w ‘!n th iy BMA, 'MDES and .
o

‘\ Department o lic Welfar%fcoliabqratlng in @ 3 t CETA/WIV demonstra- N
~e tion project ofrl6-18 yearsold high s¢hool dgopouws rete1VLng APDC benefats. o
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L Table "}l - Percentage Dlstrlbutlon of Clients of PEP PSE and CETA Title I Programs,
| . by Personal Characteristics, Boston Various .Years, 1971 ---19'/"5a f -
| - ; i
-
. | . N CETA s
P
 Characteristic | e T¥tles II and VI CETA Title I _
Seaé # ) L'_,Percent Absgolute
== / i
Mal® | 5.8 72.4 51.1 3276
Female - 24.2 27.5 48.9 3131
100.0 99.9 100.0 -~ 6407
18 or less 12.9 ° 0.1 " 1s.1 . 1161
19-21 ! 17.1- 10.7 27.0 1725
22-44 - 61,2 73.2 47.2 3022
45-54 ~ 5.5 8.3 6.5 419
55-64 2.9 5.9 & 1.2 78
65 & over ~ . 0.4 1.3 : . 0.0 2
100.0 = 100.0 “100.0 6407
.. Educamton :
8th and under 6.7 ©o3e ) 11.0 709
9-11"" ‘ 20.1 14.7 - 43.1 2758
H.S. grad 41.7 46.7 L 34.5 2213
, Post H.S. g 31.5 35,0 11.4 727
] ’ =20
100.0 100.0 100.Qg | ' 6407
= S
) Ra-c&c . - , -"f‘ﬁ
White. 54.9 ! 72.1 34.9 2236
. Black 34.2 l 24.2 36.7 o . 2354
OtMer , 6.4 ! 3.6 14.9 956
! 95.5b ! 99.9 86.5 5546
i ] ,
"N '.‘fﬂ'miClty_' ) I . ’
N : .
Hispanic 8.5 i 3.5 14.9 955
. Economic Status i 4 ‘ :
Disadvantaged 8.6 l 37.6 100.0 6407
- ! 1 .
A -
“‘\ %The data for PEP enrollees were cumulated over a much longer
period-than the data for Title I and PSE enrollees. However, the :
, gharacteristigs of- PEP clients showed little change over time. The
specific time periods covered are: . ' -
. .o PEP Section 5: September 1971 - Noxliember 1975 .
. .Section 6: November 1971 - July 1974 . :
: PSE Title II: geptember 1974 - July 1975 N .
o Title, VI: January 1975  -.July 1975 . . .
) b . ‘
\ . A\ Ulsciancy in total in orlglnal data. ‘
) ' °PEP dnd CETA Title 7 flguxes by race excludes the Hlspam.c, but CEZTA Title II.
' ~

and VI racial figures include 75 Hispanic who were dJ.Stributed among the three
L4 ‘ v

racxa.l categories withouyt explanatlon45
& . :

\)4 * . . ! -
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Table 2 - Percentage Distribution of CEP and MDTA Clients, by Personal 2

~

. Characteristics, B&ston', 1972 »~ 19732 . <o

X
H
. X
C . ™
_ ,

» . - <
: as >

. = o
. AT JCEF®and MDTA | CETA
[ .
Charactegpistic : . CEEP - MDTA® * |“xcombined TITLE I
.Sex 7 ot el ) : ,
Male { | o N '47.3 Y 60.3 51.5 7 51.1
Remale v -~ 7.52.7 - 39,7 \ 48.5 N\ 48 .9
. ‘ 1000 .- 100.0 - 100.0 100.0
__ Age o . ‘
18 or les . . 1403 9.0 12.6 18.1
19-21 ‘ , 25.7 25.4 25.4 | 27.0
22-44 57.0 55.0 56.4- ' 47.2
45-54 -, ~ : 3.2 8.6 49 . 1 8.5
v |5584° ' 1.0 1.8 1.3 1.2
65 & Sver 0.0 0.0 0.0, 0.0
‘ 101.2e 99.8e¢ 100.0 . 100.0
. . ~ ' s *
Education 2 ’
—— A . —— .
8th & under . # is.s NA 18.5f 1.1
9-11 _ . 43.8 | ~ wa .43.8 431
H.S. grad ) 3.2 . NA . 36.2 . 34.5
Post H.S. ) . 2.4 NA 2.4 - 11.4
' 100.9e . 100.9¢8 100.1
) Race? L | E
white - K : 11.8 59.7 . 27.3 ©34.9
Black — ) 56.0 . 28.0 . 47.0 . 8.7
Other N 8.7 3.3 6.7 - _14.9
‘ 76.5 ' 91.0 81.0 - 1 86. sf
< ¢ . - )
Ethnicity . o .
Hispanic ©o22.9% 9:0 0 1814% - 14 .9€
Zconomic 3tatus . ‘ ,
Disadvantaged ) » 100.0 19.6 ~93.4 "100.0

. ' - .
’. - R >
aCEP and MDTA data include 3n1y'pe0plé entering cqussroom training.
‘ programs, excluded are those referred du‘ectly to jobs C, 1
or to programs other than classroom

\" - .‘
: bCumulatJ.ve data for October-l, 1972 to May 30, 1973.
- ¢ <
“Cumulative data for F‘!\ljn. .
v Lo gE‘.xc’ludes Hispanics. -
P J eDiqcrepancy in“origingl data; absolute totals for each characteristic
‘ were not always the same’ :
- . R B . .
AN , fCE:P clients only. - ~~_
gOCther 1, 1974- Ju,ne 30, 19'}'5. Includes all enrcllees regaiqless qf program or
. . serVice ‘réceived.. ,

o :
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stipend money at a time that its contracted agencies had a surplus of eligible
applicants. 1In turn, the egount.oﬁ suppcrtive services WIN could‘supply was
limited. Integratiog of two different institutionalized intake systems might
have posed a¢ditienal problems_ that wouid have exacefbated relationships with
the community agencies. ' <

Given the pressing 1ssues deluglng the BMA apd the limited number of
L

able staff, WIN-CETA integration received a lou/gaigrlty Greater integration

with WIN might reach more of the severly disadvantaged poor, and_ also might -
augpent'limiteu manpower resources, even if the’gains were less thau each side
desired. Foz example, all those eligible for, wiN would be eligible for CETA
proqrams If ‘the BMA had Jurlsdlctlon over WIN, greater use of family !erv1ces
wlth preventive potentlal nd..p be possxble, a higher proportion of female
cllents probably would result. In addltlop, duplication of effort in intq&\
andijob development might be reducéd. *\\

Problems of Funds / i

Despite the above-mentiocned changes in kinds- of clients’,’ the dominant
manpower agencies before CETA continued to be the dominant agencies after CETA;

and the programs remained much the: same with the exceptions already discussed.

. Although CETA Title T allocations were automatically shrinking each year, the

o —

-Bosgon prime sponsor was able to postpone reductions in overall operating

levels through FY 1976 (and through FY 1977 as well, 1t later turned out).

—-—

A "hold harmless" formula-‘had been adopted by the METAC over objections

" of the BMA staff. This formula intained the operating levels of the estab+

lished agencies. The reousrces to hondr this came from lag funds, as well as
the BMA's success in tapping other CETA sources. \\ -

Boston %2tered its prlme sponsorship with a surplus whose existence may

have been suspected by senior staff but whose subs antial size was nof¥, Because
of the basence of a coordlnated lnternal fiscal sysfem. Individual agencies

had dlfflculty determ;nlng thelr own budget positions at speclflc points in -
time, In turn, the BMA, had iFlll to develop, let alone complement, a system ‘
of financ1al accountability. As a result each year Boston underestiffited

the money it had available and hence dld not fully allocate it. This financial

cushion did more than prevent serious operating cuts; it also allowed the

" introduction of new agengies and programs, thus giving the BMA a ghance to

: |

o ~"“4738 | R

experiment with new methods d(}t&provide special programs for unique groups




&y

4 ’

,among the econormoically disadvantaged;l ,ﬁ

.

Only.S§ ther end of 1977 did the lag cushion beéome exhausted, but it
wa:run:until a !pecial study was*made in 1976 by an ETA official that tho T
preoise dimeﬁsioos ano souﬁcés ofoghe\surpius were realized. _This informatron
was not shared with METAC mempers. , N

A variety of sour, ‘es ;pparently contributed to the surplus (about $1,500,
000) which was chiefly in the form of unexpended stipends. For, example, during

o
the first fiscal year a‘large part came from underspendlng in pre-CETA cate-

gorical contacps. The DOL had let coﬁkractors spend these funds until October

1974. In some cases-the source and amount.was clear: lagging OJT contracts,

’

a reallocftion of unspent regional funds in FY 1975, the willingness of the
City to divert unspent Title II funds td" Title I programs or a special CETA

112 allocation. The BMA was hard pressed to refute agency unsubstantiated

claims that "more ﬁoney" was "really" available. '

-

. s .. 0w . . . :
Not to reassign lag money once discovered, was viewed as a cardinal sin.
,r

It was unthinkable not to use fundggwhen there were so many poor people needing - o

help, and in particular wheqyspokesmen for special groups were actually seekiné

ig. There also was the danger of forfeiting unspent money.

« At the end of the first year ‘the newness Of the deciéion-méking process,
v t 4

[

the limited time available, and the fact that the agencies did not have ac-. N
ceptable projects, lefit the staff SO anxious to find alternative uses for un- :
spent money that they informally sollcltgo them. with allocatlon costs each

year, and the roducrion in lag-mQneéy over ‘time, the hold-harmless formula adopted

by the METAC could no &onger be maintained. "
Besides the continuing cuts and the reduction in lag money, other factors
seemed to preclude continuing at 1976 operating levels 1in the next fiscal year.
These’other factors included Judge Garrity's decisicn, which in effect took
~ . -
the stipend money from the BMA's direct control and allocated it to youth;
the increase in the minimum wage; and the necessity for work éxgsrience programs
1 ' s e
to pay this minimum, and other benefits, including unemployment insuraace'. Over

trro not only did the total amounts allocated to the prime sponsor decrease, but

. 9% «
.

1. In particular, ex-offenders and drug addicts, older workers, women,
and Orientals. "Each group was well- -represented on the METAC by alert and
articulate spokespeople. In short the METAC was being responsive to local groups

2. The order seemed to require serving more individuals than before and
hence would have meant an increase in stipend outlays unless payments per enrol- "’

lee could be cut. . » - T
N = .
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the psoporeion required for income maintenance rather than oper&tioﬁs, increased.

In addition ‘to his, real costs were, rising with inflation. ) ) _
With the FY 1977 budget, lt appeaYed that reductions in 1976 operat;ng le-

vels could® nb‘éfhger be postponed, at least on the basis of information then

* available. 1wo basic decisions were made by the staff and ratified by the
: J

METAC. First, the proportion of the allocation to be Xe_celved by client groups

was based upon the BMA's estimate of the group's share’'Of unemployment in the
, prime sponsor's:jurisdiction. However, only‘%wé—broad groups.were used, adults
_and youth. Further divisions among significant segments in the gsiverse of need
were to be the respbnsibility of the committees of the METAC. These significant
segments were those establishedlin prior plans. -
The second decision, according to the staff, was to, cut recruitment and
direeé job placement services the most, in order/to maintain progdg¥ams-as much

as possiLle. The reasoning was that applications had always vastl§ exceeded

program slots; &g maint&in‘the for;er at the expense of the latter would make
no sense. In addition, the large established agencies wanted to discontinue
the small programs that were added to the system when lag monEy was more plenti-
ful. _The result was the eliminatio Roxbury Tracklng and Rent-A-Kld, two
youth programs_both of which were lat restored when additional funds were -
found. However, even with the elimination of these two programs, overall,
probably more you;h would have been served since the Federal couie decision,
8t1ll in force, had redirected the utilization of the CETA 1ll2 respuxges from
adylts *o youth.

A comparison of the 1976 operating levels with the first budget approved
by the METAC for FY 1977 does not fully sustaln the staff explanation and
public justification of thelr recommended reductlons In\addrtlon, two signi-
ficant changes occurred which made a major portion of the’approved cuts, as
well as the unavoidable emphasis on youth, unnecessary. Each of these aspects
wi1ll be discussed in turnt

The, prime sponsor was faced with the followiee'stgrk realit;: with an‘
operating~level of $9,7:8,342; 1t had a DOL allocation of $7,lO0,00QJ)nd"
$200,000 in lag money from FY 1976.\ This meant a pending imbalance of, ~. .
$2 428,342. However, the BMA was/able to persuade city officials to use Title
II funds for two Tltle I adult yOrks experience programs which it was. argueq were
most like Title II programs. Téese two programs were New Careers and Adult Work
Ekperiehce (AWE). This money offset $1,025,912 of the imbalance, leaving a -
pending defic¢it of $1,428,342. Table 3_gpméares the actual 1976 allocation

\49 ,
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with the 1977 budget.
The $1,428, 342 deficit was met in two ways, hy direct program cuts and

~-by a rev1sed estimate of'allowance expenditures. Allowances had been estimated

by multlplylng 52 Weeks~byﬂ$7qs(the average weekly stlpend) by the number of
slots. The total was then reduced by a 10 pifcent attrltlon factor After re-

—

evaluatron, it was discovered that the average adult job tralnlnga‘tiewanc‘
<

~ Wwas $58 a week; this figure was substltuted for ‘the $70. Then an attrition

factoyr of 5 petcent was applied dinstead of 10 percent. _ The result was a

&

$221,347 savings; it made up for what the program cuts had-not =ch1eved’/, ,////

In determlnlng whlch programs were to beg cut, the committees were given

a Hobson's choice by the METAC and its steering committee; the committees
coyld
coS&d

allocated.

not change the total amount of ﬁ532§ the programs in their jurisdiction ’
receive; all the committee c?uld do was' determine how the cuts wculd be
If tne committees could not dec1de on their own recommmendation,
the staff recommendation automatically was the approved onée seng'to theY&ETAC’
The Youth Committee refused to make speciffo cuts, because the staff had not
provided it with perfgfmance data on which to base a decision. 1In tbls case,
the staff's recommendatiornr to eliminate two small progradg went to the METAC,
which approved it. The staff also had recommended reductions in ABCD's tno/
youth programs. ' ‘
The ESL Committee also found it difficult to maké a decisien without
performance data. They rejected the staff recommendatioh which was to eliminate
one program. ynlike the Youth Comm1 ttee, the ESL Committee did make a recom-
mendation. The a551gned cut was dlstrlbuted proportlonally on the basis of the
1976 budgets. In just one other case did a committee refuse the staff recom-—
mendation. The Job Training Committee rejected the recommehdatlon to defund
a pre—vocational course conducted by the Dimock Heg;th Center, a communlty-

’

based aéZHE?t Instead 1t was recommended that a receritly funded LPY program

run by Boston City Hospital be cut. The'City {(not CETA) had financed t

- .
Committee's recommended cut was upheld by the METAC. 1 Essentially, the”Commi t~
tee dnad vpted ln favor of an ex1st1ng agency in the manpower gystem rather than

an outsider, partlcularly since®t had not enrolled any trainees referred to 1t
»

'
Nt

1. The cut was restored when lag money was discovered that permitted the
LPN program to be fully funded WLthOut reduclng a program within the Commit-"~

- -

tee's jurisdiction. .
: . 00

- .
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Table 3. Comparison of -FY=l976 and FY 1977 audégé Allocatio
Progmamsg, Boston

-

Program or Servics

Y
-

II.

Iz

v

/
MmO oo U

_Zmployment and Assessment Centers

... Employmeqt Centers
Assessment ters

MDES Subcontracta
Substance AbuseP

THCHP '

Older Worker's Pﬂla’cementb

Classroom Trainihg )
a. -Sk1ll Training” (incl. ABE)
1. Operations  «* .
2. Stipernds
Sub%total

b. Engljsh-as-a Second Language
1. Operations

2. Stipends
. Subtotal

c. Total Training
l. Operations .
2. Stipends

»

Governor's Special Vdcational\
Education Grant R

-

oJT

{
Work Egperience S
a. Adult Work Experienge
b. MNew Careers -

. *
, c .
Offander Services C

Youth Prqgrams
a. Jcb Referral and.Placement
1. Hbys Club (WOW)
2. Rent-A-Kid
Subtotal

b. Work Experience
1. ABCD in-school} *
2. Roxbury Track:ing
Subtotal

.

°

-

ns, CETA Title I

L
* _
. Change
FY 1976 * FY 1977 Absolute Percentage
$ 373,333 $ 322,535 = -50,798  -13.6
- 329,997 267,702 -62,295 -18.9
241,950 100,000 -141,950 -58.7
32,000 42,000 ¢« 0 0.0 °
217,000 195,300 . -21,700 -10.0
50,000 50,000 i 0 0.0
$1,254,280 $ 977,537 -276,743 -22.1
Y
v 4
1,323,107 1,265,429 -57,678 -2.4
1,159,704 1,159,704 0 - 0.0
2,482,811 2,425,133 -57,678 -2.4.
£ ,
356,405 302,101 -54,304 -15.2 .
576,576 504,947 -71,629 -12.4
§32,981 807,048 -125,933 -13.5
1,679,512 1,567,530 -111,982 -6.7
©1,736,280 1,664,651 -71,629 -4.1
3,415,792 2,232,181 -183,611 -5.4
Ve
615,888 615,888 0 0.0
749,804 364,804 -385,000  -51.4
377,247 © 377,247 0 0.0
648,665 648,665 0 0.0
1,025,912 1,025,912 "o, 0.0
170,000 170,000 0 0.0
' .

49,662 -49,662 0 0.0
69,000 0 _ -60,000 ~-100.0
109,662 -49 6§62 -60,000 -54.7 .

»
493,070 d - --
40,000 <0 -40,000 =-100.0
533,070 n.a. n.a.
\ , J
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Table 3 Continuation

-
-

] Change -

FY 1976 FY 1977 Absolute Percentage
Youth Development Center o 874,552 a
{out-of=-school youth) .
ABCD Youth Central (Administra- 60,440
tion) . . . :

ABCD Subtotal (b, c/A)' 1,428,062  4,189,96}, -238,101

: 1,577,724 1,239,623 © =338,101

Adninispration

BMA ’ - 400,000 400,000
DES Allowance Administra- . ’ ' :
tion ; 280,030 280,030 0 - 0.0
Women's Project © 50,000 o -50,000  =100.0
ABCD Adult Central 102,911, 102,911
Northeastern University .

Follow-upf 56,000 30,000 -26,000

TOTAL 888,941 812,941 -76,000 .9

TOTAL FUNDS 59,664,341 . $8,472,886 -1,191,455 ¢ -12.3%

ABCD Subcafract to MDES. . : A

Specialized recruitment services for by specific programs for sgecific

groups. Substance Abuse refers to an OIC ‘program that recruits and serves drug
addicts. The Third World Clearing House (TWCH) recruits and trains minoritums for
the construction industry. Older worker Placement refers to an ABCD recruitment
and referral service, for older work§3§. ,

Deer Island Assessment Center -

The allocatiecn to ABCD for these two youth programs and for ABCD Youth Central

Administration was given as a block grant; ABCD was to divide the maney

among each of these three youth functions. _’I‘? divisieon was not disclosed.

However, the total youth allocation to ABCD included in ABCD Youth

Subtotal ‘and the total for youth. '
, i -

Funds allocated by the METAC to develop a training program for manpower

ageficigs to ensure ‘non=<discriminatory recruitment, referral and hiring.

Survey of P}.'ogram Terminees to -determine their pest program employment and

labor market status. ' ’

02
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by the system. o S C ¥
- o .

The staff'e.recommendations to other committees were accepted. 1In one ,
afea: QJT, enough information was available to make a well-educated decision.
At best, only half the money allocated to OJT had been contracted out possibly
because of poor labor market condltlons, but also because of program Lnadequar
cies. This coupled with the impression théat OJT administrators were overpald
led to a greater than 50 percent cut. Yhe recommendations regardln; the NEC
-budgettcuts were aclepted because a subistantial part of~the cut eould be made .
at the expense‘of thg MDES, which was not overly anxious to serve hard to place

-

: applicants.® ‘ . ~t R
'Thtee sectors bore the bulk—of the reductions:, OJT (32.3 percent) , youth '?’

(28.4 percent), and the NEC's and Assessment Centers (23.2 percentl. p;erall,

- program reductions amcunted to 12.3 percent from 1976, but the OJT cut was

51.4 percent oé its 1976 operating level; Fhe‘;outh cut,'@l.4 percent; and the

Egployment and Agsessment cut, 22.1 percent. I? contrast, classrpom training ) '

suffered a loss of just 2.4 pércent, and‘ESL, 13.5 percent. . -
Most of the youth cuts‘came from ABCD, even with the elimination of two .

oﬁ—the‘smaller prog s . One youth érogram, Boy's Club WOW, was hot cut at all,

probably with justi atioo, because of its performang! and-staff capability.
The fiduction in classroom training does/not incldde the resources that

had beeo allocated to the Boston Skill Center wnd which Qere, at that tiﬁé,

still under the control of the court. Up until then' ‘this money had beenused

for adults; with 1ts mandatory reallocatlon»to youth, a far greater cut would

have been incurred by adults than youth. Cuts proportional to the share-of

v
uhempldyment borne by adults and youth would not have been achieved. Youths
" would have received more total }esources, while the reduction in adult skill

v

ttaining would have been that much greater. .
.%he‘preferenoe the BMA gave to prograhs tathef tﬁan reckuitment and

assessment was only-gartially fulfilled, because of.the sﬁarp cuts in OJT,
and pecause of the cuts in youth programs. On the other hand, the .BMA was
correct if it meant that it was preserving formal‘classroom traiping in the two
major comﬂﬁnity agencies. In the youth sector, which covered all p;pérams,
there was no way to reduce extept to cut them. It is only by excluding the ~
Skill Cénter that youth and adult reductions conformed t6 their respective

proportions of the "universe of'unemployment.“ Inclusion of the Skill Centerx .

would have shewn an increase in the youth share of BMA. funds.

- -
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/However, soon, after the 1977 budget was approved s1gn1f1cant developments

-

occdrred which negated the need for most of the reductlons A large part of-

&he youth ¢uts and all the ESL cuts were restored by a windfall or $4Q@l000‘

"CETA 112" stipend money that. the state had_dlscovered could nq;_be spent
e .Balance of State'before the end of FY 1976. Both of the twa youth pro-{,

grams at had been dropped were fully restored; as were close to half of the’

4
: : te LR S -
cuts ABCD's two youth programs. These restoratlons did not go through the

entlre'ﬂETAC process; the decision was made by the Steerlng Commlttee before
going to.the METAC. The restoration of these funds Suggests that nearly‘all
of the operational cuts will be from OJT and recrultment and assessment.’
Another important event which oecurred aftex the Budget was noted was
the vacating.@f that part of the Court)s Unified Plan requirinc\the trfining
of school ‘dropouts. Despite this reversal, the Skill Center‘Was nog reopened.
its closin§ had resulted from the State Departmenf'of Education's refdial to
allow "CETA 112" -funds to be used by the’Boston School Department in the Skill
'Center if admlnlstratlve changes were not made. They were not made. With the
elimination of the Sklll Center came the ellmlnatlon from the manpower system
of a program and agency that had long lrrltated other major agencjies. The
Center's internal operations had been. studied repeatedly. In some taséds,

results were highly critical, especfally_the lack of systematic'records and

b orderly administxation In other ‘cases, the training and its results were

shown to be valuable Relatlons between the Skill Center and other major agen-’
cies had been marked by mutual distrust and a lack of coordlnatldn and collabora-
tion. On ha}ance, the performance of ‘#s agency prohably was at least on a

par with that of the other agencies, but the price paid by the system was ex-

cessive. . . . ’
- *wn
’

Budget Comparisons

- LIS
~

. The total planned budget or accrued expenditures vastly:exaggerate the

amount of direct lnvestment in trainees that loglcally mlght be expected to

.lncrease,an 1nd1v1dual s employability or improve labor market knowledge For‘

example, the accrued expenditures for the last nine menths, of FY 75 (October 1974-

' -
. -
. .
. )
’ . N
N . - -, .
‘\

" June 1975) were:® . - . .

1. Data obtained from Boston Prime Sponsox Quarterly Progress Reports,
cdverlng period October 1974 to July 1975

» 24




v

AU "', . | Administratiogy .. ¢ "4 . 51,495, 20{ L e

*° , " Classroom Training ,. 997, 709/ o i
o ~Rac>ru1tmant Assessten ' ®
o - ~ ‘and Counselind §erv1‘ P ‘ 952,332 ° .
;7 Uallgwance | - - ., 868,549 .
T Wage.s annd FrJ.nge Beneflts S
'3 e ('Work Experience and JJT) T, - 948,846 e
' . - . ¢ - E— —— ¢
E I :  Total . .$5,262,638 L
. - . * 4 o , ‘ —
. . Includes DES allowance administration. _ ,
ffiﬂ' e b S .t . : N L. - ‘ R
. . * + Includes ESL. ! S . .
* . » . o » * . . N :
s N 9' I3 ‘ .

~

_(This total of accrued e

*. clagsroom training, all.of recruitment, assessni'ent and counseling services,

i one half of the wages and fringe beneﬁ.ts of work exper:.en%e programs ang
[

'OJT ‘These d:.rect J.nvestment J.tems totaled $3-424,465, just 46.1 percent of

the total accrued expeneht.ures of $5 262 38 Adm:.n:l.strative costs came to

2894 percent, and incqme maineenance payments (allowanees plus-’ one ‘half wa‘s

. +and fri*ngé’ benefits) accounted for 25.3 pencent Wages. and fr:Lnge bene‘S.&t‘s -

have a dual fun?:t;.on in our. ana.lys:Ls Althougl part gf wages is a proxy for
OJ'I‘ or work experlénce the entlre wage item is lncome maintenance. However,

;‘f we includeds all; the wagt® as.income ma:.ntenance, then our total expendr—
L) - \ Y

v

tur8s woul‘a exceed Mctual expenditures. Hence we*understated the income
\‘ - .. . ., . -
mainggpanee sﬁaré S . .

1
a per enrollee bas:Ls, human cap:.tal :anestment was as follows

“ > -, P . ‘.— ' e
& . S N > .' .
2 i N

vl v - '

s, Classroom Trammg
o N cruitmefe, Assessment ;
L and Counsgling Services . " $148.64 ..
- N o ‘ v -," . \ ’
] T . Trau.nu}g . i ' 453’.09 S
LA R L Total” * ,,$601.73 . -~ .
- ' ) 2 .o . ‘
e L OJT and WorkjExperience: . v R
AP et :i , ~ Recruitment, Assessment ' \1/"/__’/ .
NN ) and Counseling Services . SO -148.64 | . .
. Y . : lr‘ R Y.
b .- -* OrJTq amd v.‘rk' Exper;i.ence‘ .-, 268.19 .. ‘
<% . T Total .5416'.83 -,
. P . L. : . . M -
.‘. .t - 1. N&td Q are stlpends and,;c mparab ingome maintenance outlays
o becagse‘tbey Ry re_present the de elopment .Skills. '.’t,
RIC. "+ P asAgE L
® . . o ) ]

es is below the $§,073,829 of planned expendi-
‘/4, s tures.) Direct human capitaJ_L‘i:&vest\menf: expenditures V taken to be all of .
NS she sab - "W, o

-
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»

Recrultmeng Assessment and’ &
Counsel:.ng - . $148.64

v . . ’ L4 ¢' 4

Only fpr those whb recelved serv:.ces other th, -
those provided by’ an NEC and/or an A.ssessment Ce

Note that the classroom tra.J.nJ.ng, oJT and Work Exper:.ence flguré’ J.ncI»udeA the
per enrollef $148.64 - attrlbutable to recru:.t:nent, assessment and co,\mse_lmg,
‘because all enrollees have to go through these processes. As .md:.cateﬂ“ ‘
actual ‘.m:.ng or job experJ\ence expefiditures come t:), riuch less, for class- .
A‘ ' fbom tv:.nlng the average is $453.09 per perSon and for work exper:.em:e ‘and
oJT, it is $268. 19 per _ﬁ.pson For aIl enrollees the average. kuman capﬂ:al
expend:.ture was $278 41. dOf course, these figures assume that enrollees.
never missed a class and hence o@l‘erst’ate the ag:'tual vdlue of the tra:.nmg.or )

‘]Ob éxperience. - ) . . / “ Lo "

’ N
<o [ ’
Let, us assume that the average énrollee w.ll be workJ.ng for only ‘another

25 Years. A 10 percen‘ rate' of ret\.\m on \alrect J.nvestment J.n skJ.ll of

$378.41 would mean a very aodest annual mcreasl in earn:.ngs of $41 69, or
on’ 2,000 hours per year bas:.s, 2 cents an Ho 1€ employed just half a year,
*- “ts per hou.r is a 10 percent return. ythe hlg}/est inyvestment of $601.73,
the increase in annua]‘ earn:.ngs would be $66' % or 3 cents an h.Our lf employed -

*2000 ‘hou If wé, dJ.scounted ever a 35-year perJ.od the annual Qaln from the

T .
'avera J.nvestment of: $3‘78 41 would be $39 23 at, 2000 hours . On tHe $601. 73
R ge

) . i.vestment, the annual returzf 0ver 35 years wcould be $63 02, or a ox:.mately

l
cents per hour! 'I‘here 1s lJ.ttle reason to expect s.ubsta.nt:.al J. ome dains
ith such minimal investmentss allowed bz the E‘ederal Manpower budget L
L NN

- + 1., A cos benef'it analys:.s would J.xﬁclude st:.pe,nds on the groufnds they
const:.tute ah man capital investment. 'The view’ taken above is that ‘they do
not represent services that spec:.f:.cally aid an individual's emp y 111ty
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PUBLIC SERVICE 'EMPLOYMENT

+ ” L]

. . ‘ .
- " Title I ‘prog ams, and ‘Title II and VI have different purposes. These

differences, cpupled with the existence of a ‘pre pﬂedecessor to PSE,

led to the indépenaent implementation of Title I, and of Titles II and V.

- . J . ‘ ,

Admlnistratlve ;Structure . ;."?/// .t Do -

As stated prevlousiy, the PSE admlnlstratloﬁ 15 dlst;nctlve and separate.

" There were’ng meanlngful operatlonal llnks b een PSE ang- Tltle I programs
orlglnally, althouqh now Title I* s phogrims make refer,rav to Title II
“and VI openlngs.‘ Persistent pressures by -me ers of the METAC, particularly
. those representlng women and minority grod&s, and by.the reglonal boL, §V n-
K tually persyadid Title II and. VI admlnlstrators to report to the advisory '
' counc11 This dmlnlstratlve mechanism, graduéily formalized over a period -

"of,time, was ab to‘lngluenceethe mix of enrbllees hired to fill vacated

L slotsL:s the PSE program continued. The PSE committeé ‘also might have

, infludyced the éec1s10n to allocate additional- PSE monies %o non-profit

\ ¢

private agenc1e8~ H?weVer, establishmert of the PSE committe#rwas the first

] and only successful attempt to create a link ggtween Title I and- PSE other
' ° thard an lﬁfonmal toordlnatlcn between‘thé/admlnlstrators of the Bosﬁbn

»

Manp?wer Admlnnstratlon and the CETA offlce.l ; B
R

‘ jﬁn early attempt to establlsh formal opefatlonal ties between Tltle I.

and ﬁgE colL?psex According to ‘the admlnlstrators of pSHIB they approached

~ the agenc1es who - rn’ the(NEC s for referrals.’ _The contacts f 2 because

, fthe NEC's woﬂid not receive off1c1a; credlt ‘for referr§;s and placements,

\ f “, singe the Clty 1n51sted that all appllcatlons be filled at Clty Ha%l on the
TN grounds ;hat the clty, not fthe agenc1és, would be held responsxble ?or v101a—

tlons~of ellglblllty. The NEC's d1d not marsial a stream of appllcants, -
/"

because the NEC' S were éktremely skeptical that d1sadvantaged.m1nor1t1es

would Be- enrolled and di8 not want to discredit, themselves. . .

Desthefearly aﬁf%mpts by ABCp and OIC'to deveiop llnks, Pgi admlnlsjra- .

’ . ~
. . - B J
¥ . . ) .,
v

-

1. In addition} a lottary selectlon of all appllcants for referral was
1ntroduced to engure mea/ylallty.

.
’
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tors had not foreseed, the .need todo so well in advance of h:.r.Lng. The Clty\ N

-4

apparently did not ant:.c:.pate a?epeﬁtlon of its exper:.ence under P.EP, when
pressure to fill slots qu:.c:kly had -led o a hectic hir:.ng pace that precluded
a careful screenlng of appl:.cants - o - +

«

Eligibility- crfg;rl.a for Tltle II and VI permt a wide lat1tude in the

" selection of appl:.cants‘onee the minimun. standards of residency, and either

Ay

unemployment and thelr lJ..kelJ.hood of finding work as well as to Eﬁree gther

unemploymentl or’ underemployment are met. 'Ihere rs lJ.ttle in the Federal
regulations to J.ndJ.cate that either Title should treat any dlfferently droups .

.identified as ,"significant. segments or 1nd1v1duals J.dentzfled as, economcally

&
for the "mse-\Severely dlsadvantaged“ with res

disaflvantaged. e. regulat:.ons of both t:.t!les ire "spec:.al fonSJ.deratmn
pfto the1r length of '

A |

groups, namely, "Vxetn\an veterans, welfare rec1p1ents and ex* power

o

tra:.nees. Both tltles ,are en301ned to treat "s:.gm.flcant segments equltably . »
The only exphclt difference J.n el:.g:..b:.l:.ty criteria is the preferentlal ~v
cons:.derat:.on‘ in 'I‘J.tle VI for three groups not ment:.oned in 'I‘ltle II regula-

. tJ.ons. '"Two of the thrée regresent those with lengthy per:.ods of unemployment.
These are persons who' heve exhausted their unemployment benefrts, or have been
unemployed for at leaSt 15 weeks. The th:.rd group, those .mel:.g:.ble fot
unemployment Benefitg, » Gould J.nc\ude many who are considered dlsadva.ntaged
employed or have held odd jobs. i

« However, the purposes of Aitle I programs cited in the Act J.t,self are
those designed to enhanc-e employab:.llty "andr promotability, or to prepare
enrollea,s for expand:.ng, occupat:ons, Title II is a trans:.t:.onal step to
unsubsidized, "regqular" jobs In corrtrast, Title VI' s objectJ.ve is counter-
cyalical. . . N / ‘% . ..\ ’ .

-The BMA and t:he ME!AC viewed Titld lﬂactivities‘ as akin to employmednt

end training serv:.ces and appropriate for- those with lalsor market rrandlcaps.

'I‘J.tle VI was VLDwed here, as elsewhere, as an employmerg program"for the. job= v

less, some of whom might also have labor market disabilities. This distinc-

[

tion was supported by the ETA Regional Offlce. ) ' ‘ .

i . o

‘ Sy

1. A min:l.mum of 30 _days unemployment -apply in both cases, except in
areas of "exceggively high" unemployment in Title VI, when the minimum becomes\:
15 days. In addition, of course, Title II, but.not Title VI, allocationss

- % 5 4

went only to areas of\substantial unemployment. '

- [
-
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) 'I‘:.tle II Goals - ’ . .
. . .
. In-Boston, Title J'J had two prJ.mary goals. The first was hel “the
- unemployed and underemployed "by prov1d1ng income thr.ough CETA sal es", as ~

well as prov1d1ng OJT, spéclal training, and "permanent pl'ac&ent assxsta.nce_ .

t.hrorugh counselmg . The second goal was to "address at least a s:.gn:.f:.cant_

part of the large agenda of public sérvice needs which challenge the City of

. Boston" Ellglbllity reqdlrements were mlmmal the apphcant had to reaxde o
m an area of "substantlal“ une\nployment, a.nd e:.thg be &nderemployed Or o
ploye% for at, least 30 days. No other prlorltles were established by the
Fezmral government, such as race,‘*educat:.onal level or economc stat"us These

o
were lef.t to the dJ.scretJ.on of the partJ.cular locale. . T
E’ollow:.ng Fed,eral g-n{dellnes, nBoston d;.ré‘cted its

»

1975, Title II

effort towards specn.flc gmups that were "most“dxsadvantaged", as measured by

4y

Neafl.y all these goals were reached ot nea,r}y reached The . mﬁ:r excep—
The percen ges allo=-

tion was youths.

S

These goals had J.nherent limi.tations.

¥ .
their length of unemployment and ﬂlelr prospects of findin work LJ.sted
below are thesé elec d groups and t.heJ.r share of Pg employment t5 which
the City commi tte itself: ) ' -
. . . R s P}‘rcen.tage Shares of PSE Employment
7‘&0 .
BGroup Otal . Actual ;
N Wel&re‘ recipients 10.01 %t ...- 18.01 ¢ - - .
i ’ ’ ”» . ' . .
Special veterans 7.0 6.7
E‘Eeaer\:dan‘power enrollees 45.0 14.5 .
. ®ead of households 66.7 64.0 '
' Women 2 25.0 '28.6
Limited English-speaking :ability {.5 0.7
Youth ' \ 15.0 1.9 -
. LA ' s ' ¥
- - Poverty 38.0 40.8 . X
> . Black , 20.9 \ 25.0 '
- Other mipority : 2.0 / 2.3
' Spanish-speaking 4.0 4.1

»

cated to each gxoup were based on 1ts share.of the unemployed, as given in |

the 1970 Censﬁs of Population; they were not based on. the group s unemployment

rate, nor on some measure of the duratlon of- unemployment A qroup's
. ’ ‘ \ N -
49 ",
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unemployment rate, or its averagé'length pf unemployment, would hgave been more
consistent with the City's objectlve of a551st1ng those having the most

trouble f:LndJ.ng w‘:rk and as a result experienc1ng Jgag spells \of joblessness.™®
The,dec1sxon to ude a group 's share of total unemplayméent: was influenced by
the cdhp031tlon of the City's population. The result was, "that a m‘}prlty of
jobs” went to adult whlte males: a group with the mG!h\,embess needlng jobs but »
not necessanl‘ hav:Lng the severest labor market problems. i B

. The City's emphasis on groups. wlth tbe 1argest.numbers was neither right
nor wrong, .since CETA permits con51derable Jatitude here. The cityls strategy,
however, was likely to ihclude a relatively high proportxon ‘of tife ]ob ready
and work experlenced This approach mlght have enabled the Clty to better “
satlsfy 1ts short run hlrlng needs, but, as a, result, m;gn;_have bypassed the
more dlfflcult problem of maklng the less employable more loyable.’

agcrultment for the ;?EFCETA PEP program, began 1n Boston 1n September1‘ }

1971. Like PSE, 'there were two separate components. One of. these, Séction g, .
can be interpreted as directed at cyclical unemployment; 1t was ‘to provlde '

E 3
transitional emplo¥?ent in public service jobs when the natlonal unemployment

s TN

rate averaged 4.5 percent for three cénsecutive months. The other. component,
Section 6, can be interpreted as dlrected at more serleus, ionger run‘
unemploymenb. v ;was 1ntended fo areas with unemp!oyment averaglng 6 per(ent
or more fof\three consecutive months. '

«+ PEP also had eligibility requirements and prlorltles. To be-ellglble en
individual had to be unemployed at least two,weeks. Qiie thrrd of the flrst CT
years'enrollees were to be Viétnam'ear‘veterans. Prlbr;ty\also was to be

" given . to the young and elderly, to mlgrants and.seasonal workers to those

with limited Engllsh43peak1ng ability, to- low-income persons., The Gplrlt and

language of the Bmerdency Employment Act olearly 1ndfcate the 1ntent to employ
anq to nently raise the employability of 1ow—1ncome pensons confrontedn\
with 1 r .market barriers. Boston's .PEP admlnlsE!ators viewed the program '
as intended largely fpr poor persons with substantlal problems flnalnq and
holding decent jobs. . ) o
, . ‘ \

Title VI Goals - \ ! . :
As noted, the eligibility criteria of Title VI differ® from those of

Title II by 1nclud1ng three additional priority groups, two ‘of whom con51st .
6f the long-term unemployed.’ Within the context of these three categorles, .«

. . ,
60
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" priority was to be given to Vietnam veterams, the econonically disadvantaged,
aqﬂ former manpower tralnees. The City chose the following four target_
B g?bups for lts 504 Tltle VI jobs: L minoritiesﬁ‘womgn,‘elderly workers‘jss'and
over)*jr_’/constructlon workers. Minorities were to,receive 36’percent of tbe
- Slots. additiony siparate goals were set'for 298 “physical rehabilitation"
' '(or capital improyvement) jobs included. in oné total, and for the remaining 206
nonerehab'(or "special projects") jobs.g Tbe.pnysical rehabilitation jobs were
reserved for construction workers, but }0 percent of these hires hl! to be
hinorities, and 10 percént women. ' In contrast, half of all the non-rehab
slots were to b fllled by women and 20 pe cent by elderly workers.2 Assuming
N 5;: total tions, lSl were to have been filled by mlnorltles, 89 of ‘these
on rehab gg:gj 133 by females, 30 on rehab; and 41 by elderly workers, all o;
,nonfrehab work. .These goals were not lndependently dec1ded by the City; "the
regional DOL was involved. - —_— < -~

4
4 ’

Client Characterlstlcs o,

b “as of mld-March 1975, after close to 8Q percent of the p051tlons of the
Title VI slots had been flli’\; the Clty s goals had not been reallzed

Mlnorltlps were 26. l’percen (not 30.0 percent) of the 399 h;res, and older

workers 16.8 percent (not 20 percent) of the 155 nog;rehahghlres. Women hai
the largest'defLCLt, they were 23.3 percent, not 30.0 percent of all hzres.
“he stumbllng block for both minori%ies and women were’ the rehab ]obs, goals'\

for wLnorltles and women had been exceeded on tng‘!on-rehab positions. 1In

rd

contrast; women and ‘minorities together fl}l!h only one—quarter .0f the rehab’

i

-
slots; the gragt application had promised them 30 percent and 10 percent,

3 . : ..
) respectively. There might be a reasonable excuse for m&SSLng the goal for

»

1. The City initially received $5, 464 379 in Title VI funds,. There is
some confusion about the actual number of positions to be created. The listing
of jobs in the City's Title VI Grant Application totalled 524, but a special
report presented to a committee  of the METAC in Magch 1975,by the CETA-II
office used\a total of 504. , The flgures in our paragraph are based on material
in this report and on 1ts 504 total. -

' 2. These goals wege taken from the City's Title VI Grant.Application. -
Another METAC report restateq the goals for the physical rehabilitation jobs
to be 30 percent minorities Egd_women, not 30 percent minorities and 10
percent wOmen in_the application. .

‘3. Our calculations indicate ;hat women probably had S of the rehab; and
minorities 51; compared to the. 24earld 73 needed.

.

. »
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women, but not for minoritieSN There conceLVably might not have been women
11v1ng in the city "whd were both constructlon workers and unemployed . It is
inconceivable, howgver, that there were {ewer t.han.the 73 res:.dent m:.nor:.ty
constr}xctlon workers who were unemployed.. Ins:.!’ntence by the METAC's Women's
Committee led the City's CETA-II administration to promise that the 105 still
empty slots be used’to compensate for the defici® inffemale and nonwgite hires.
Of the 105 open slots, 54 were rehab ;gg 51, non-rehab. Since the goals
for non-réhab jobs n;d been overachieved, it was in the construction aresa that
the women and nonwhites had to be placed. Union initiative#®&d been an ihpor-
tant reason for allocatlng a substantial number of PSE slots to phy51cal
‘improvement The unions were motivated by high unemployment among theixn
members. Under these ci*tcumstances, for the Clty to hire- nonunlon construc~ .
t%on workers yould have been dlffch{t: It was not, possible ® determlne |
whether the Cityf/ goals. actually were met because the‘ﬂemographic charac-
u,

terlstlcs of those hired to fill these remaining slots Were not available.

A similar comparison of goals and achievements far Ilt;e,II and for the’

- +
PEP program was impossible becauiilof the unavailability of diSaggregated

v

A cohparisén of ghe characteristics of those hired under"PEP and under-

. Titles II and VI shows a shift from the more to the less ¢rsadvantaged, frmi__“f

.

dats. ) .
- A

an effort to imprgve the long run status of those with: serious labor market
problems to the more llmlted effort of temporarlly employing the employable,
and inferentially, at wage and salary levels that minimjze 1ncome loss or
deprlvatlon \fferences 1n the tamlng and. duratlogi?f these three programs,
‘and ln the availability of data, preclude perfect comparabllity, but in the
case.of the programs, the number of enrdtlees is su:ffilently large, ani'the .
number of unfilled slots sufflclently small}$ to »rule gﬁz all bug, the minor”
distortions. (See Tab]%»k) : ,

During the 9-month perlod,.October 1974 to July 1975, there were 15G2
gersons enrolled in Title ;I. of thls total, 71.4 pe&cent were males, 6l.2
percenx were 22-44 years old, and 71.4 percent were whlte.' Over 35 perCent~
had more than a'high school education. In short, Title II enrollees were
fairly well educated white males of priMe working age.

" This trend in hlrlng, as well as PSE concentration on placing the betterx

eaucated in unsubSLdlzed ]ObS, was criticized by ABCD early in 1975 as a
'

mlsdlréctlpn of effort when the poorly educated and disadvamtaged were having

-
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Percentage Distribution of Enrollees in the Public Employment Program

Table 1.
‘ .Q' (PEP) and in the Public Service Employment (PSE) Program by
’ ?ersonal Characteristics, Boston, Various Per:.ods,~ %71 75 .
R 4
. o~ a . I-:b
Characteristics PEP - 2 PSE.
Total Section S Sectionlé Total Title II“Tii.le vI
Number of Enrollees 1743 948 . 12017 1502 515
. Sex '
Male " 75.8 76.4 75.1 72.5 71.4 . 75,5
male 24.2 23.6 24.9 27.5 28.6 24.5
r Total 00 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. &92‘: v '

- 118 and under 2.9 6.3 20. 0.1 0.2 0.0
19-21. 17.1 17.3 16. 10.7 11,7 . .7.6 °
22-44 ; 61.2 67.4 53.8 23.2 7€.2 70.3
45-54 ' 5.5 6.0 . 4.9 8.3 “b&.8 12.8
55-64 2.9 . 2.5 3.4 5.9 4.9 8.7
65 and over ) 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.8 C 2.2 0.6

, . Total 100.0 100.0 *100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

N »

r Education ' » )
8 years or less 6.7 4.2 9.7 3.6 3.3 4.5
9-11 years 20.1  16.5 24% 147 14.3 15.7
12 years 41.Y  43.7 39.1 46.7 47.1 45.6
over 12 years 31.5 35.6 26.7 35.0 35.3 34.2
- Total 100.0 - 100.0 .100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0

Race - ) ‘ . -
white 54.9 q 56.2 ‘53,3 72.2 71.4 74.2

" |Black . 34.2 32.9\ 35.7 24.2 25.0 % 22.1

Other ¢ 6.4 8.0 . 4.1 3.6 3.6 «~ 3.7
: N ~  Total 95.SC~‘7.,1c 93.1¢ ]100.0 100.0 ' 100.0

( Ethnicity ' .
\/Hispanic ’ - 85 8.0 9.0 ° 3.7 4.1 2.5
Income Status , a .
Economically Disadvantaged 50.6  49.5 52.2 ° | 37.6 40.8 28.5

Y

Sectlcm S data ars for 50 months, September 1971 to Novernbgr 1975
Sectém 6, for 45 months, November 1971 to July 1975.

1Y

bTitle data agre for the nine months beginning Octaber 1974: Titl\/
for the” six ths beginning January 1975.
. : o .- g
« ° - C“Does not add to 100.0 percent because of omissions in the data from original *
sources.
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i difficulty finding ,'work.' Mor®over, they, not the better educated, needed

the supportlve services Tatle II cdbuld offer. At 'the eginning of the first

. quarter of'l975 PSE adnu.nlstrators reported that they were gJ.v:Lng priority to

enrollees with marketable skills and experleﬂte in making unsubs;dlzed place-
ments; in other words, they were plac1ng the most employaple first. The
purpose was to make more sloes available for the unskilled and pé?rly educated,
and then to. concentrate on placing them. . ’

The rapid increase in enrcllees with over 12»years of séhool may\nat have
been the joint Product of the crash hiring durlng the w1nter(quarter, and the
llkellhood that the’ Better educated was better lnformed about and more alert

to opportunluejs than ’the poorly educated. “The mpor'nce of pe'rsonal contacts

. and of superm.sors' preferences for individuals with specific skills cannot

Co N ‘

The dadta do not support the reasons presehted by PSE admmlstrators for '

be ignored, however.

their emphasis on. the better ed/thated. _Very few (just 64) placemehts had
*beeh Jade by July '1975. Moreover, a dispro portionately smaller m.unber of
those with more than 12 years of education were placed. than were represented
among all Title‘II‘ enrollees .by then. . ) '

By mid-1975, a total deSlS' persons had been enrclled ul:lder Title M
Of these 515, 73.5 pergent were males, 742, percent were white,. and 34.2
oercent had more thané.high school education. Only 28.5 percent were.econo=
mcallj disadvantaged. The only important difference between TJ.tle II and
Title VI cllenis was the percentage oi.economlcally dlsadvantaged 40.8
percent of the former fell, in *his incom._category. Like Title II, then, .
Title,VI also was domlnatediby betf.;er educated white males.’ ’Although.such¢
individuals might constitute a large share of the unemployed, their unemploy-
ment rate was not the highest, and their job prospects not the most dispal.

(See Table i). . , ’ ' ., .
Of the 1743 PEP enrollees, large majomities (about three—quarters) were
\ les and had at least g{‘nigh school education- but close to half were eithe-r

nonwhites or Spanlsh-speaklng, and a substa.nt:.al proportior were no older

an 21, a ugh nearly tWO-thﬁds were in the prJ.mary age group 22-44.

There we 1mportant d‘fferenceé among Section 5 and Section "6 enrollees in -
education. Section 6 J.ncluded nearly three i::t.{\t.he number, propor-=
uongtely, of those 18 ‘and younger, and well over half as many more without

high school education. Sejzon 6 also included propogtlonately more nonth.tes

B Y S

o
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. also lncluded relatively More young people. ' -

? e ' 4 .

and Hlspanlcs, but the dlfferences were not large.- The data indicate that'in )

Boston, Sectlon 6 indeed was interpreted as a program for those with excep- v
. tional labor market problems. 7

%imilarly, compared to PSE, PEP was more a program for the poor and

‘Tose with employment problems. PEP enrollees, while mostly males like PSE
eprollees, were more llkely th;h the latter to be nonwhite (40 6 percent VS,
27.8 percent) and Spanish-speaking (8.5 percent Vvs. .7 percent), less well
educated (26.8 percent vs. 18.3 percent with under/~1 ears of school), and

’economically disadvantaged (50.6 percent.vs. 37.6 percent). PEP enrollees

Title IT had terminated a totai-of 228 individuals, or just 15.2 percent
of its .enrollees, by July 1975, Only a minority of termineés (28.1 percent)
found unsub51dlzed jobs, over half (55.6 percent) terminated for nonp031t;ve
reasons, the remainder, (16.2 percent) were for other’ positive reasons. Only
72 enrollees,\or 14.0 percent of the total, had been termlnated from Title VI
<‘§uly 1975. Only a fifth of the 72 terminees found jobs; Qyer three-—quarters 1
had' left for non-p051t1ve reasons. Overall, by mid-1975 PSE still had to
flll its role of finding 1ts enréllees*regular jobs. Out of 2017 PSE enrdl-
lees, 300 had been terminated, and 79 of these had entered unsubsldlzed
employment. (See Table 2). . o
Although a higher proportion of PEP termlnees were placed’”; jobs, (28.3
percent as compared to 3.9 percent), the proportlon was still small; more-

over, the PEP data cover a substantlally longer pgriod.\ Although only 79

PSE job placements are involved, those placed tended to include a dispro- -

) 'portlonately small nunber with more than 12 years of education compared to  —

0}

' all enrollees. As already mbted, there was no evidence to corroborate .the

, intention of PSE admlnlstrators to accelerate the placement of those with more

,

than high school educatlons in order to accommodate lesser Qi“cated indivi-

‘duals with labor¥market problemx (See Table, 3).

In-sddition to placing a relatlvely high number of enrollees with less

education than the average enrcllees, : .PSE also placed a relatlvely high - A

‘ number of Blacks and female3, well ab0ve their respective shares of enroll-

»

ments. For ingtance, females were 38,0 percent of those placed ininsubsi-
dized jobs but only 27.5 percent of earollments; Blacks were 0.4 percent of
those ptaced but 24.2 percent of enrollments. " Oon balance, the less, not the

~

more employable, ‘seeged to have been placed first. PSE administrators

b
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'rable 2.” Percentage Distribution of, Terminees of the Public Serg:.ce
Employment (PSE) Program, by Personal Charactenstkcs,

Boston, 1974-752

»

-

é&a&u ristics

Title VI

i

Total Title II

Number of Terminatians 300 228 72 .
Sex ~
Male 67.7 «63.C 83.3
Pemale . 32.3 37.3 16.7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

- Age . &

18 and uhder 0 0.0 0.0
19-21 45 17.6 8.3
22-44 188 66. 1 58.3
45-54 k-] 10.4 20.8
55-64 18 5.0 9.7
65 ahd over 4 0.9 2.8 s 2

Total 293 100.0 " 120.0 ~
Education ’ . .
8 years of less 6.3 6. - 6.9
9-11 years 18.3 19.3 15.3 |
12 years 49.3, 9.6 48.6 -
Over 12 vears 26.0 25.0 7 " 29.2
‘ “ > Total " 100.0 100.0 ° 100.0
white 4 59.8 56.3 70.8
Black 38.5 37.6 29.2 -
Other 4.7 ‘6.1 0.0

& Total ] 100.0 . 100.0 ' .

Ethnicity i . N P
Hispani% 3.3 4.4 2.7 &______\ .
Income Status ' , _" )
Economically ) « -
Disadvant aged 57.5 75.9 | 50.0 ¢

®itle II data are for the nine months beginning Octdoer 1974; Title VI, o

for the six months begmning January 1975.

~
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Table 7. ° Percentage Distributicn of Terminees Placed on' Unfinded Jobs under
the Public Employment Program (PEP) and the Pu.bllc Service Employ-

> ment Program, by Personal Charactenst:.cs, Boston, Various Periods, -
1971-75
’ - . . ' . ,
S ! hd .
Characteristics pEP? - pSEP
» N - |Number Percent . |Number - . Pergent
. - - . L . N
Total P ‘1 W3 o 1%o.0 . 1 9. } 100.0. .
- - . ” =
. Sex N .
‘Male ' e . 360 | - 73.0 - 49 . 62.0
Female - ) 133 7.0 R - 30 .38.0
> . Total . 493 - 100.0 79 100.0
Age - - A .
18 and under , n.a. - -
19-21 L. n.a. .- 9 . " 11.4
22-44 n,Aa. > - , - .54 - €8.4
45-54 ' ~ 4an.a. - 1o 12,7
55-64 n.a. - T 6 X 7.6
65 and’ over n.a. - 0 0.0
. Total 7\9~ , 100.0
{ © “Bducation’ . . ;
8 years or less n.a. -— 6 X 7.6
9«11 years n.a - 18 - 22.8
12 years n.a. v - . 39 49.4
Over 12 vears . n.a. — 16 20.3
‘ Total 79 100.0
A
Race . R N ‘
fhite . 287 58.0 49 " 62.0
Black : 154 31.2, 24 - 30 :4
Other . . '35 * 7.0 . 3 3.8
. - Total 476¢ 96.2¢ - | 76C 96.2€
Ethnicity . : IREE IR X
Hispanic 33 ) 6.7 . 2 2.5
Incame States : ) ; - l
Disadvantaged . : A¢ 43.8 .60 | 76.0 .

N

%section 5 data are for 50 months\from September 1971 to November 1975 Section 6,
for 45 months, grom November 1971. ¢ July 1975. .

‘4

Pritle 11 data are for the nine months, Octcber 1974-July 1975, Title VI, for the
six months, January 1975 -"July 1975’

\ - ‘e - .
DOes not -add to total or to 100 0 percent  ,because of omissions in original.data *
sdurce. . o )
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apparently devoted, special efforts to finding jobs for the disadvantaged.

For example, only a small proportlon of the Tltle II ‘enrocllees who were placed

found their-own jobs. In contrast, nearly all the Title VI enrollees had.

However, one cannot dlst:ount the desire of city departments to retam the-

)

"better edutated wikh advanced Skllls and experlence. Nor can one ignore the

pq551b111ty of implicit dlscrlmlnatlon, which mlght have prompted minorities
;; y
p

and women qE a t other jobs if availahle. T
In contrast to PSE, the charactsrlstlcs of PEP enrollees‘aced in |

unsubsidized jobs corresponded more closely to the characteristics of all ¥eP

enrocllees. Even so, Blacks, the Spanlsh-speaking and the qionomlcally disad- L\

vantaged tended to be somewhat undeérrepresented because PSE was relatively
new and only 3.9 percent of its en(ollees had been placed at ‘+the time our,
data were gathered. Nonetheless, females, Blacks, the young 119 -21), the
old (45 and over), the poorly educated, and the poor tended -to be overrepre-
sented among ‘those placed. In short, males, prime-age workers, whites and

Vs
the better educated tended to remain PSE enrollees.

’

Allocatlons and Expenditures

In both absolute and relatiwvg terms, the resources devoted to public

serv1ce jobs absorbed a higher share of Boston manpower funds under CETA
™~

’

than before. Under CETA, Tltle I programs in the Clty have received, over

®:ime, less money .(and begn able to provide commensurately fewer services) .

than their pre-CETA counterparts. Even if the total amount of manpowe’
monies lin real terms) given to Boston had not shrunk the growth of publlc
service employment would?have meant a drop in the lmport&nce of programs
deslgned'to raise the employablllty of- those with more serious labor market
handicaps. " . v ’

The amount of money devoted to public employment 1n.Boston roughly
doubled under CETA. Boston PbP received $11,769,582 for 971 slots enrolling
1743 persons over a 50 month period. ,Boston PSE received-$23,498,221 for

1890 slots, and had enrolled 3982 in 15 months. :(Actual expenditures came

to only $lS 255,645 by then) - -~

. Annualizing the expendltures of PEP and PSE permits us to 9ompare the
costs per'slot—year amd per participant-year of both these programs. PSZ
spent much more noney on both than PEP. Accdrding to data in Table 4; PEP's

' annualized cost per slot was $3690; its cost per enrollee, $2056. PSE's

. o ‘ 4 . i
v . . 58 I
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) ‘Table 4. .Allocations and Exp@itures for PE:P and REE, Bostcn, ’ ’_-' .
- ’ various periods 1972=-1975 - - 8 ’ . v
‘.. N - 4 ‘ ) ”~ - ’
\ - -~ . L ] . .
. "‘ 0 l ) Cw (\/ . ; - 4
Ce : .o e T { ' NI
. . - A . B &
-1? 4 - —y— ¥
' o . Tatal Funds | Total . Number of | Total Annualized als.’ -
~ . Allocated Expenditures [Slots * |EBnrollees Expenditures ] .
- - T ~ - N v T - - _— ) « -( .
| PEP Ta . :
Section. 5 | o cot . i .
“(38 months) - $7,514,545 |- $6,295,775 . | 580 948 . $1,988,139 °
sectim 6 - - i~ . x , . - VEEE S PR
(32" months) 4,255,037 . 2,586, - 391 " 1 795 14594 .720
Total . $11,769,582 . $10,548,361 971 1743 vs o $3,§82,859 I8 »
. " - ’ - " 7 . L]
RS - : : S P
itle II_ - % ’ ’ - -
5 months) $9,023,689 - $9,414, 901 * b/ 2453 ° $7,531,921 ’
Title VI . . T i
.« t12 months) *| 14,‘4:14,«532 P 5, 840 749__ - 1529 5,840,748 .
P ’Tota.i . $23,498,221. £$15,255,645 1890 - , 982 . ‘ $13,372,6865
. © - . . ' ] . N \
: } rd oy - ~ ’ »
. . N ¢ ’~ 4 . f
Y ° . B ) ]
* /\\1’ ‘ % - ; A
' 3pEP annualized expenditure per‘slot: $3,582,859/971 = s3690. annuauzed .
‘ -_ eipenditure per em:ollee 4\ ,saz 859/1743m sz’oss
e aised o ' »*
PSEéannuahzed expenditure per slot: $13 372 665/1890 =, $7076; annualiz
expenditure per enrollee:. $13, 373 665/3982 = $3258 . . .
. * . ’ q‘t - ¢ Y . v e C. - -
v b . . ) .ot ) & T ) b
B Sepir‘_at.e slot ll_e@.s fqr Title II and VI mm#l&le. 5 J}/’ . PR
L : ) - - e
' 3 M ‘ ¢
CpsE d»ata cover more months in thié tab‘:Wlé 1, ' s
becduse of d:.fferepces in gthe availab:.lit.y of different kinds.Gof » : .
' -data. - : B >
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¢
" were $70%6 and‘s3258, respectively. o ' L
v Average hour'ly earnlhwder PSE'seemed tp be above those under PEP
As calculated by City offlclals, the average for Title iI was $4.28 and for
‘Title VI, $4.44. . PEP rollees aVeraged';ast $2. Bl per hour.l
However, there were diffe ‘ Zsz\hmount Lhd1v1dpal enrollees recelved .

~ from both programs
_,J -

and'PSE o,fficlals. Using thePw&ly eatn":.ngs +above and assum:.ng a full- tJ.me
e

]Ob of 1820 hours a yea\r,2 PEP enrollees would have"earned $5114 a year; ¢

Tltle iz enrollees $7790; and Title.VI enrollees, $8081. (FOr compar:.son s,

sa!e, the offlclal 1975 poverty 1ncome flgure for a family of four was $5050,
) that for the year 1972 was $4000 for 1973 an avagage of $4250, and ﬁor 1974,
_‘5 The average for .the years 1572~ l974 was $4263) As a percentage of
the P evant poVerty figure, the PEP annual earni S amounted’to just about
L‘pne-thlrd mone; he PSE, from over two—thlrds to ree-qf ters more.
According to these calculations, PSE enroll s might have been enjoying a
higher standard of :ving than~T‘&le ‘I engollees and, comparatlvely speaking,
earller PEP enrollees. R !

‘-
% In contra-s‘% to these annual earnJ.ngs figures under PSE, the overall PSE

anhual outlay per slot was only $7076, of whxch nqnwage “costs were approxi-.

mately 20 percent. DJ.scounting' the $7076 by this 20 percént gives an esti-"

mated 'éq:ial earnings fJ.gu-re of 35600 well below W@ calculated above fLox
o

Title I rollees and even'further bplow that cal‘culated for the Title VI

enroﬁlees. The $5600 is not mu;h above the 1975 poverty level-income but w‘ . i}
below the annual earnlngs based on (the $4.28 and the $4.44 7 51ted above. !

Y

A-S}m]x difference-also holdf for PEP. . Using the annual co per slot for-,
-

PEP and dJ.scounte.ng nonwage costs, yJ.elds a fJ.gu.re of $h700 com red to the :

$5620 derJ.ved from the $2.81 PEP avérage wage. TheSe dlfference seem td be

¥

due to the fact that/ the average wage ﬁgures prov:.de y the CJ. y were

unwe jghted by employment. Substanjxal dlfferences J.n earm.ngs ‘existed among

L
'

' '

.’ N . v

%

1. The PEP average covers a period of approxlmAtely 3k year's, wh:.l@the
.PSE average covers approx:.mately 1% years. In’ real terms the dlfi'erences
weuld be smaller. : -~ .

'

6 2. A city work week of ’ﬁS hpursmult:.pl:.ed by 52 weeks. ’
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LY ' 1 . . - '
PSE enrollees depe-nding on the job held. The wage distribution ofLPE:_P enrcl-

leés proba.bly was less dispe&sed.; . - .
. . . » . v
e ' . “ L
- Psm:bs and Wage Rates / ‘ ' ' N

. €ro

Whlee collar jobs, ;ncluding para-profe551onal, accounted‘for half the
-PSE slots and approxlmately one-thrrd were blue ¢ollar ]obs. Service jobs
accounted ﬁprﬁthe remaining 18.3 percent (See Table 5). ’

Psing a, sklllﬁlevel grouplng, unskllled blue collar and service jobs
constituted a “third of the slots. skilled blue collar jobs, just under’ 10
f:.fth- N R . S ‘

Compared to the, compoSLtlon of unemployment in the e;ty the allocatlon

pefl:ent glérlcal 13 6 percent; and higher level white collar, almost bne= -

»

of slots dlsproportlonately favored profess:.onal, technical and ma.nagerlal.

: workers, as well 4 service workers. Compared to the:.r share of city unempIo_y-
ment, a disproportionately low amount went to clerJ.cal and blue collar- workers;
. buat upskllled manua-l workers received their share .Higher- level whlte collar,
pos1§10ns accounted for a dbsporportlonatel‘? Jarge number of slots compared .
_to e occupational mix of the unemployed in the CIty of Boston. Fot .
example, blue collar‘workers were 50 percent or more of the :.nsured unemployed

thlS time but had only a thh.rd of the slots.l

f dtrbtnf empl nt b ty n hbhod
_?comparlsono the 1stribution o u‘i/p Qyme yC1y eighborho

with the al]fo;:atlon of slo?\to residents of the. salne ne:.gh.borhoods suggests

that thex neighborlwods har est hit by unemploymekrt were underrepresented-ln )
the di'str;butlon of PSE jobs.

Ta.ble ‘6 clas51f1es Boston s PSE.slots by fqu .  These fu.nctions"
shoa;ld reveal the acfual prlorltles guldz.ng_ the Cltyin its,use of Tltle II
and Tltle Vi f“nds. Wl\h broad ellglbll:.ty crlteﬁa and DOL pressure to
slots qu:.ckly, human and ngla.l nheeds dld not receive’ the ldrgest share.

Among ‘such presslng clty needs as education, Yhalth, crime preventlon:
includipg juvenile dellnquency, ‘and the rehab:.lltatmn of low income hoqs1ng,
only tnéd, juvenlle dellnquency, received a sx&stantla.l percentage of PSE slots‘
(11.8 percent) Well over 40 percent of the stots went to the’ namtenance

.of ,publlc. bulld:,xgs other than housing, or to parks and recreatlon Some of
’ . Lo ! , . J'

. 1. City of Boston Manpower Adm1n1stratlon,_ Comprehens1ve Manpower,

“Plan Flsca} Year 1977, Boston,, August 1%76 pPp. 7577, 7 -
. ) ' 3
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-Table S. Occ:upat:.onyl DJ.strJ.butJ.on of PSE Slots Boston,
[ 4 ' .
- . Varu’)us Months, October 1974 - 'July 1975 ‘
- — , ¢ £ ’
vhite Collar “ Absolute, Percentage ., -
. Professicnal and, Tee¢hnical 216 11.4 .. .
X ° Managerial and Administrae 7 ¢ : ) ;
tive . ) 93 <L 4.9 . :
. Supervisory - 51 - 2.7V % ' '
/. Clerical™and ingpectors 256 -+ -, . .. 13.6 !
' . Paranrafess:.onal . To331 , ) 175 4, t
. Subtotal 947 R NS I R
b . * . - .
slue@naz ' N - L B
. s&illed . . 186" - . 9.8 - R
* . Censtructien - 121 3, . 6.4° . .
‘ OtHer . -~ 65 o\ 35.‘4 oo ‘ x
Semiskilled N\ -~ . - o Y33 S v
" . Unskilled ; “j' : 377 -, 20.0 - . ;
.o ZSubtot . 596’ 318y \ .
. . 3 - - R ’ . .
LN R N A T :
N " Unskilled A ' . 237, 12.5
Other ¢ . ' <09, 5.8 - c.
Subtotal 346 .- - . 1&3 : r
¢ - o §. Total Ie® 100.0 \ 'S .
.. ‘ . \ 2 - ~
a
Title II data cover 'd'\e nine month penod Oc‘ﬂer 1974-July 197Sr ..
Title VI -data cover the six month per:Lod January 1975-July 1975. T ' .
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* Table 5.
l LIRS ! -

’ .~
<« I
*
’ é * ‘ . ‘ . .
~ A "

LA i © Functicnal Areas, ° - Nunber
- . A . N
. B ‘ -
. I.- -Administrative Departhents - 157

cra .. .o\ . . :
II. Mdintenance of’ Physicak , -
;o Plant and Respurces
“-' - (a)
. b)
{cl

Parks & Recreation .
Public Fagilities
Rublic Works

w (d) Public Hgusing , = 77
, (e) Real'Property . . C e 116 .
* . (£) Other . | . 15

| . e , Subtotal
. / ) . / b . . - °
‘ Fire, Penal) 183

Social and Human Services

. {a) vac : I

Frotective Services (Pol:ce,
» . .

'

223

891

Distribution of . PSE Slots by Punctional Areas, Boston, 1974—75 ¢

]

Perdent
o
v )

8.3

X}

.8
(b) Scheols_ahd Linrary . 77, . . 4.0 \
. c) Housing Services ' . 69 . 3.6
o - (d), Health andeHospatals | : 4 47 d 2.5
5 o (@) Other . 158 - 8.4 - °
e - ’ T~ - -_— .
. ¢ - . - .
. D e — e Subtotal 574 3.4
. o ' ’ "‘“x“*‘;x;><*\jm\ R '
- V. :Boston'zpo'(Bicenténnial Celabration) - - 4.2 ~~ :
< Lo . . Total 1890 * 100.0 ~
» ‘ ] . ‘ - . !
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¢+ these priorities can be attributed to the po'ssible lack of eligible clients
Some might be attrl-

-

wrth the requ:.slte hqman ser\lce skills or experlence.
bute§ to the deslre to -beautlfy the ¢ity in antlclpatlon of Bicentennial

tourlsm, a source of income. and employment. One can 1nfer that prlor‘y was

not ngen to.the more 'c':r:.tlcal needs,’ such as educa.t:.qn, hedlth. and crlme

preventa.on. . e o T :
. , .4 - - . ,

. 4 * -

= PSE-DOLRelatLOns . ., "

In late 175, serious criticism and cha)ges were publicly leveled at .
By the fall of l975 the

h%ly concgrned that hiring wa#u_rrlng much too

Then, during the wlnter, Bostoh's "underground press“, echoed '

“Boston for its ade.nJ.stratJ.qr of the;PSE Program.
i regionhal: DOL had become
' ~slowly.
promptly by the conventional press, publrcrzed allegations about the- mellgl- .
bility of enrollees ard the blased nature of the §electlon process. ‘Tha.s was

the first pule‘.C dlsclosu.f'e that a prow.em exa:sted;l\me newepaper stories -

d and that polltrcel

- 1

claimed that nonresldents of'the Clty had been enr

favorltlsm and nepotlsm had deteruuned referrals and-hirind.

5 ‘

An ex®ensive 1nvest13‘atlon by the RDOL faollgwed., At the same tlme, the
' General Accountlng Offlce (GAO) contlnued an lnxgtlgatlon begun earller,

. glvmg its flndlngs to ' e Department of Justrce.. These were néver made (J
public,

d1d not v1ndcate the C:Lty admmlstration.

However, the reglonal’ DOL released a summary of lts flndlngs whlch
Accordlng L the RDCOL, the adm:.nl-

strative lapses ran the entire gamut b o34 poss:.bllltles, from improper ‘polltlcal

activities tq,enrollee -lnellglblllty and lack of maintenance of ‘effdrt. It

[

was dlfflcult from- this one report-.to determlne. the pervasiveness of the
mfractz,ons,\but this and ot‘her documents saggested that they had not been -
. isolated instances.
most common infraction, although it wbuld be' d;ifficul_t to’ say what pr""oportgi.on_

.

of PSE enrog.lees was lnvolved K o

- *  The ,J.rragularltles had a number of causes. Some, may~have been beyond th.e
‘Clty 's cong;ol' "but not all; the PEP/PSE off.}.ce apparently lacked,the authorlty
. to preveht “them. There were two dlsts.n‘ct problems the h.\.rlng delay and the

alleged maladminlstratlon. 'I'he two needed to be cons:Ldered together bacause :

City adm.nlstrators arqued that the first was. responszble for the secondrs and
\ . . X 4

- . 74 : “ ‘ Yoo -
! . I
Ke * * *
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Probably favgritism, both' political and personal, was the™

’
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" that failure of the reglonal DOL to pr@ylde timely fundlng Informatlon\had
serlously contrLEUted to boph.l Since these aspects were interrelated, they -
will be>dlscussed together. * 4 % . ‘ . ' . . .

The office respon51ble for admlnlsterlng PEP had the responsrblllty,

initially’ at least, for admlnlsterlng PSE. It.remained lndependent of the .

METAC ahd, in practlce, of the BMA as wellt The EEA program had operated 3

successfully in many ways but not wlthout crltlclsm by thq reglonal DoL -

contained 'in a spec;al staff report to the City. At the heart of thlS report

was the questtion of politiocal favorltlsm and slow hiring. However, aside from ..

these criticisms the EEA program.had functJ.oned successfu‘and the EEA T -

aallnlstrators continued along much the same successful operatlonal lines. \
.« From thelr v1ewp01nt when PEP first appeared the} were nQt in a position to l
devélop deg}nlﬁe job slotg in specific departments until the Clty was assured
of .the exact amount—of PSE funds it would receive. Despite advance estimates

4
com the reglonal DOL, the PEP/PSE admlnlstrators did not \
> .;ogram thgt would have commltted‘thaﬁselves

- - -

In the spring and summer of 1974 the PEP/PSE staff seemed to be in a
 state of l}mbo.> There was no explicit gquidance from top Clty officials. 'This
‘inattention¥was attributed in part to.the preoccupation of the Mayo:Es office - - >
with. the forthcoming'desegregation of the public schools, which was to begin
in' the fall,,as “well as to preoccugation with the forthcomlng mayorial electloh
in November Although tne amount of PSE money allocated ‘to the City was a’
%mal proport;on of the total City budget, in absolute terms it was not small

of PSE ror’ enample, at'the lower levels of the Cltx admlnlstratlon PSE ,4

been alleged that certA1n officals recognized the polltlcal ootentlal

enrcllees werz used, or asked to volunteer, for duties that had ﬁ two fold S ,

Vg .-
purpbse, that of surveyxng cltlzens needs and that of remlndlng them that thg

' Mayor was the persochoncerned dlth their neaﬁs. : -

-

- LT The delay in. hlrlng ‘can be explalhed only paftly by the Lntentlon of the

PEE/RSE admlnlstratprs to have a- selection Fnd hirlng process that would glve L
enough time ‘to carefully matching appllcant qualaflcatlons with slot requlre—

.
a . . N

1. .The Citwy also claimed that the’ DOL should have'antlczpated problems

and did not prov1de t¥efar, prompt interpggtation of regulatlons. The case
] seemed more that the* c1§1 4id not. like ‘the lnterpretatlons glven or had not
_taken tHem de other addice to heart . . N

- A A
. \ S o - -
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o dAn the ‘press that the roqlonal DOL had encouraged to spur hiring.

] N '\
. 1N
_ments., The goal was to satisfy department chiefd, as well as)to make the best

&

use of the ngw pegeue and to treat them considerately. There also was a
% deliberate intent not to hire large numbe,E qulckly only to have to ®erminate
the% early. ‘ : -
Other reasons were suggested for the delayed planning and hence the
deIayed hirlng. The City administration had neglected earlier, perhaps lnad-
“rtently, to ask for City Council acceptance of the PEP allocation and was N
timorous about the Council's response ‘when asked to accept the PSE flunds,
especially if Councll members had patronage guestlons in mind. The constant
pressure for swift action by the regional DOL did not help the PEP/PSE staff
to establish an orderly, line procedure acceptable to admlnlstrators who were
supplying slots: \Nor was the PEP/PSE staff of sufficient size to handle a
’ crash hlrlng program; a slower, more deliberate procedure had been envisaged.
Addltlonal staff had not been hired, even when funds were avallable to do so.
The need.to suddewly 1nterv1ew and refer a much larger number of applicants
forced ﬁhe PEP/PSE office to hastlly borrow people from other departments.
The'g conditions were\not optlmum ‘for ensuring enrollee eligibility and
lmpartlal selctlon, especially when some of those helping were politically
e ’ ¢ ~ .

active individuals. - ' -

[ ’ ..

- The FtP/PSE admlnlstrators were llmlted in thelr ability te impose selec=-
tion standards on departments wlthoutgthe firm backlng of high City officials.®
They also occupied an ambigyous pos1ylon with respect to the City's personnel

' offlce, whose'clearance was required ‘when hiring personnel. This office had
the reputatlon of maklng patronage decisions. Given thelr uncertain position

iland auﬁhorlty vig-a-vis regular line departments, and' the Clty personnel

" office, the PEP/PSE administrators coyld not ea51lylref5§e an applicant who met
. the ellglblllty requireggnts but had. been pre-selected by a department or had
been referred by a prlvate source, nor could they readily countermand a’
decision by the polltlcally oriented pensonnel offlce. On the other hand,
they also Were unable to obt31n the unlnterrupted attentlon of City afficials,

iébecause of more pressing muhlclpal Qroblems. In addltlon, the abll;zy of PEP/
PSE admznt!trators to conduct an.orderly QEll-represented selection process
was not helped by thé heavy~1nflux of appllcaﬂts resultipg from theé pub\;CLﬁy

It was 1név1table that Clty personnel in departments with PSE slots would
o DaVe advahce knowledge of them and would irform thelr frlends and relatlves.
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"The public pronouncements might have indirectl

P V. - . \ i f -

relnforced this. lnformal

dissemination "of job information. Those leasr lkely to be attracted by the
THdY might be less likely ’

to read ‘the papers than others @ax conclude that they did not have the same

newspapers were the disadvantaged and minorities.

chance as othere:po be hired. But not to publicize the jobs would have
!ensured tﬁat these groups would have been automatically barred. Probably the
best approach would have been.to actively recruit from community organizations
and reserve a certain number of slots for such referrals. ‘

=. As pyeviously observed, priority might have been given by tﬂ; City &o
" the provisioﬁ of public ser%ices most likely to influence electiend,' ‘The
informal dissemigation of job information and the emphasis on such public
servijees probably meant that departments preferred enrollees who were capable
and/or whd\fere~§Dlirica1-assets. Consequently, it is questionable whether
the disadvantaged could have received priority unless special provisions were
made. EEA and PSE he§ the unstated dual goals of hiring the disadvantaged
and of providing needed public.-s'ervit.‘es. EEA had given iriority to the first
goal and Boston had satisfled it. Tltle VI, of course, had no requlrement
that the poor be hired. On the other hand, all Tltle 1I and Title VI enrollees

could have iren drawn from rhe poor. In Boston, all were not. Why they were
not could be' attributed to rﬁe factors discussed above and to thetmore permis-
Eive nature of CETA compared to EEA in terms of appropriate enrqileesh

At the same time, those de§EIEments that were most responsive to hiring
either the poor or the disaévantaged believed their missions to be vital ans
Some

se sensitive that they wanted to exercise extreme care in selection.
resorted to preselection or hired 1adependent1y in order to ensure quallty,
they were apt to creaé the disadvantaged, if they hired them at all.

In addition to the referral and hiring problems that beset the program,
';here reméined swo pdfentiafly conflicting goals? (1) employ ; substantial
proportion of the long-term unemﬁloyed and the diSadvantabed or at least
thnse with pcor labor market prespects, and (2) provide imporﬁant mun1c1pa1
serv1ces. These two objectives were ko be achieved in a loose labor market
in which experienced, competent workers would be avallable,‘and in a labor
market in wh;ek'the salaries of City jobs were on the high side of the local
wlge structyre. Acceptance by City departments of Title II&ﬂlsadvantaged P

enrollees had been eased by favorable EEA experlence ‘but not alwajs by depart-

Services. Traditiohal c1ty departments

v

ments that did not Erovide direet h
\

J - .




.+ preferred appiioants‘i&;h the appropriate work experience and educational .
credentlals. Despite substantidl monies assigned in the'budget, for training,
few clients either received adequate on-the—job trainlng to acquire marketable
skills, or w1111ng1y took aovantage of the opportunity available to acquire
them formally. -

h Finally, a problem thdt arose Qp PEP and contlnued 1n<;££ was the reluc= "~
‘tante of enrcllees to voluntarlly leave the program for another job. Their

public job was likely to offer a hlgher salary and less arduous work than was

llkely in the private sector. The PEP/PSE staff also realized from its EEA .
experience that the City lacked close ties with business and lacked enough
]Qb developm.pt expertise &® place enrollees. Because of this, the United
Automeobile Workers Union (UAW) was subcontracted to handle placements. The
UAW had barga&gfng contracts rs area metal worklng establishments that were
seekfﬂb individuals to fidl machlne tool operator-set-up man vacancies.

- Some of the placement problems faced by PSE could be attrlbuted to the reluc-
tance of private employers to hire 1nd1v1duals accéustomed to a higher wage
and a steady, less demanding job. Empioyers also were inclined, reportedly,

" to assume thdt the productivity of City workers was lower than that of thflr
counterparts in private industry.

The DES was not used, because it was doubted that it could provide the
same amount and kind of counseling that the PEP/PSE staff in conjunctlon with
.the UAW coul8 prpvide. More importantly, it was doubted that DES had the
same kinjkof‘personal relations with employers, and of course it lacked the
on-the-job support and leverage of the UAW. .
~ The failure to develop referral links in advance, as discugsed previously,
contributed to crash hiring. It is diffjcult to understand why City admini-
strators had failed to plan in advance, after exoeriencing Similar federal
hiring oressures under PEP. Once crash hiring began, neither the City nor

mmqnlty agencxes could have been expected to have been adequately prepared
if their preparatiofns had begun that late. !
The DOL had alert the City before that summer. that a considerable
amouht of money would be comlng, even‘though the exact amount was not known.

Without spec1f1c dollar allocations and speczflc slot levels PEP/PSE

“+
w

1. - Despite loose labor market conditions, the machine trades have hr
sypply "éhortaq‘s". . . ' ’ |
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administrat::s seemed to feel that it would be difficult to negotiate for

definite numbers of positions with department heads. In their view, the

Congressional budgetary process did not make it easy for the City to prepa}e .

in advance. Still, the process did, not é;eclude advance planning; in fact,

having had one experience with the unpredictability of Federal huogeting its =
' would have been prudent to have anticipated a repetition and begin planning

d

early. ) .
The infractions seemed to stem from the laotizf reasonable safeguar 3 N
r

[

to assure impartielity in referral and hiring o 'enrollee eligibility.' The

results could have been anticipated, namely, hiring talnted by favoritism, .
whether pelitical or peggonal; enrcllees unqualified in terms of re51dency,

length of employment, or labor force status, and less than a desarable dlstrl-'

buflon of enrollees in terms-qi.City nelghborhoods or ethnlclty and sex. \

’ -

During the w1;ter, when hlrlng accelerated, the orlglnal PEP/PS@ staff appa~- * e

»

rently was not 1n control. .L&nes of authority were murky. Individuals
) closely ‘associated with City political activities were in sfrategic positions . N
in the selection and referral process. In some cases, agenciés within the’'
Mayor's offices e}ther preseLected enrollees or hired them independently Qf
the PEP/PSE offiee., One cannot easily escape the conclusioo that the Cjity ‘o
waited until challenged bgfore ipstalling the administrative proceouresj

required. 1In the interim, it allowed the natural course of events to

which meant hiring by a variéﬁy of tradfflonal informal ,rout at are part *
of the political process. If from the start, it had been clear that PSE fell
within the contrel of the METAC, it is possible that the poten_thal publ:.city
mlght have led ‘to different results. e

“Once crash hlrlng began there was little that could be dome to prevent
thf'qonsequences or to determine eas1ly wgevor what was reséonSLble for

~
- administrative £ 11Lngs. However, crash hiring could have been antjcipated hd

iate plane Mmade. . . ©y .

Obv1ous y, mutual dlstrust between the DOL and cxty admlnlstrators ‘that
‘ensued dld not help solve the problems that did arlse 1n.the 1mplementatlon
of Title II and Title VI in thelr f1rst year. In fact, the reglonal DOL -
found the City uncooperat:.ve, even ob/t.ructlve, during the brmer s 1nvest.1-

gation of the al;eged maladministration.

PSE Fund Allocatjons N

[

When t&e exact allocations fiﬁally came, the regional DOL insisted thafr .
EN .
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“million dollars, had to be spent in 13
’ b

v

< . i

the money be spent quickly, threatening :hat funds not spent by the end of
FY 1975 would be lost. In the three months from July to October 1974 the
City received both its FY 1974 .Title II monles, amountlng to 3.2 mllllon
dollars and 1ts FY 1975 Title II monies, amounting to 3.7 mllllon dollaxsv a
total of 6.9 mllllon. This money was ‘supposed to have been exbausted'by the

'end of June 1975. At the same time Tltle VI money‘wasﬁavallable, although )

the City, already flooded with T'itle‘II PSE fun&s, did. not submit a grantyy
modification for the flnal 8.8 million dollars of 1ts Title VI money until
December of 1975. The City thought that{Title VI funds, amountlng,to 14.5
nths, starting January 1975. Flscai
presented belows )

year 1974 to 1976 PSE allocatio

" Title II Title VI

\ »
FY 1974 ' d
Base. - S $3,238,200 < -
. - Discretionary 996,403 .=
1 *Total ' 3,234,603 - RS
© FY 1975 ‘ .
Base $2,382,085 -
Discretionary ,° A 1,330,900 T -
Total \ N 3,712,985 Jrom
. \ C . : .
FY 1976 o .o _
Base . $1,155,403 ;r\\\ $12,564,349
Discretionary 920,698 - 1,910,193
Total . 2,076,101 T 14,474,532
. ATTIO AS

Total 1974-76 . $9,023,689 ~ $14,474,532

Total PSE:Funds: $23,498,221

\ . N .’ on 4

X The City had wanted to avoid -crash hiring and the rapid'enrqllment of -

N large numbere of peopl® who would have to be lak& off iﬁ'less than a year'

" because of the rapid- expendltures of funds. Understandably, the CLty was ¢

afraid that it would have to make large scdle Yayoffs shortly before an c-

tion. Irrespecﬂlve of the election,_ hlring large numbers for a short time is

.
nct necessarily a wise practice. . - ’ . . oo
Fortunately, by phe/égrlng of 1975 the DOL=recommended that hiring stop

‘because ,of the likelih d of cuts in PSE funding in the nekt flscal year.r
&

\

Indeed, i.g FY 1976,/ Boston received Tltle II fundg of 2. 1 #llion dollars,

1.7 million less than the prior flscal year However, there were 14.5 million -~

r S “ R
" ' ’ .j
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Title VI dofT!f**to be'spent between Januar§ 1976 and.Febxuary‘lé77. There
was, in essence,:a gregéhdeal of cbnqu‘én regarding futare fundf}g: '
" . That ehere existed a, great deal of friction between the regional DOL and
PEP/PSE adminlstratdrs was emident.- The RDOL's-inabilit§ to provide precise’
dollar,figﬁres in advance and its position on hiring created suspicioh about
'motives.w The Clty admlnlstratlon,became conglnced.that the RDOL 1ntentlonally
' was.trylng to embarrass 1t to prove the failure of decentrallzatlon.\\?he City
“was partlcularly offended that a potentlally damaging hiring pattern should
havé been requlrea durlng a local electlon year. e neutrallty of the Federal
government was doubted
By the fall of 1974, there had been a large number.of Tltle.II hires;
H’ the mlddle,of Novembgr 1975, all of tHe three fiscal years of Tltle 1I
mon1es~had.been spent. By December 1975 most of the enrollees had been tran%-
ferred tpritle \2 s;nce so little of thls‘money had been used. At the tlme
the City~had approximatelx 20,000 municipal employees; the'ISDO PSE enrollees L
h1red within a perlod of a few months represented 7.5 percent of the ex15t1ng
munlclpal staff The rate of absorptlon, 1f we assume that this hlrlng had ’
all occurred in a three-month period, Would have amounted to over 25 percent on‘
an’ annual basis. ‘So rapid an expansion would have created dlfflculties éven
"with the best of plannlngh !
. . -

> New Developments anPSE : " ’ \ \\

. Jt was not uptil later that functlonal areas outslde of the city govern-
ment were considexed. When addltlona) Title t;nqpey was recelved to be spent

L. in a slx-month perlod in FY 1976, CETA-II admlnlstrators declded 'to allocate
the addltlonal slots to non—proflt _agencies. ﬁ!%posal requesﬁs were dLstrl-ﬂ =

' buted and selecfed by an” elaborate proceduré to .achjeve object1v1ty. The

reglonal DOL refused to release the mbnﬁy to .the Clty until it was assured
r

that the selectdion of enrollees would be free of all- the earller charges of 2

nepotlsm, patronage, and ineligibility that had tarnlshed PSE ln'1975 at’
. first the- regloﬁal DOL recommended that an agency other than the Clty be *

solely responslble for- recrultment oreferral, and'enrollment. Negotlatldhs

between reglonal office and the City left the selectlon and referral process-

in the hands of the Clty, but foilowing\procedures that insured lmpartlalxty.

why d1d thé Clty declde to_ allocate slots to.prlvate agencies? lestp

81

ther_e had been constant pres?re frqm members of METAC and pr:.vate nonjrgﬁrt
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agencies for slots. Secend, the program length was short and hence costly in

' terms of imdtial processing and training, and third, the City was finding it

difficult to digest PSE enrollees and then to'place them in unsubSidized jobs.~
Finally, placements in privai agencies meant that more people couldi hJ.J;ed

because their wages were lower than the:City's for comparable work. . v

-
-

. ' Postscript ‘ ", I A
: "It is always dlff to decide when to call a halt to” field work when

studying a continually changing set of institutions. Since the “official end

of our fact gathering (spring 1976), certain deyelopments have occurred that

. N
.may be harbingers of the futnre,‘%nd not passing fads. At a minimum, these

deve;opments repreésent a searching for  different, more effective approaches.
They are cited without trying to seriouslﬁaassess-théir significance or draw
conclusions. They probably should be seen.as heavy straws in a strong_wind.
K Fiscal ‘Year 1976 77 saw plans to establish a new vocational educational
facility in a rehabilitated.building i e former Boston Naval Shipyard

Annex intended. to be convetd to an indusm'ial park. The facility ig to be
maintained by a quaSi-independqpt City agency, With the coutses subcontriated
to private nonprofit technical schaoliand amgng other ¢hings, train workers

for‘plants attracted ‘to the park. In a racially neutral' zone and aeceSSLble

" by public transpprtatron to low income wh-te neighborhoods close to Boston' s

downtown section:, tHe Anhex prdbably w111 become the major training resource
for poor whites of SOuth Boston, Charlestown, and the NogEh End.,
There were centrifugal developments as Y/}l All yduth programs funded

by CETA, including the summer pragram, Will be supervised and monitored for ' iE

: ~ the BMA by a special unit in the City's Youth Activities Commission:, Nexg

w

CETA money will underwrite a one-year certified LPN program administered by

Boston City Hospital (BCH) and formerly financed entirely by the City. This

_program, in existence, for many years,:rhas achieved national recognition. With-

CETA funding, the BCH-LPN prbgram will be enrolling poor clients and its

¢

'student body will include relatively more minorities. '

"W The feminist thrust begun by the METAC' s Women's Committee continued

in FY 1976-77, in the form of a one-year contract to the City's YWCA to

conduct a training program to prepare low income and minority femaleS, for ¢
"nontraditional" occupations, that'is, e dominated skilled trades and 2
craftsmen’ jobs. The YWCA, it will be Aoted, had been a seriod! conten . nl
- .\ o - 82, ’ . el
. . . . ] - . N
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"the prlo! year for a unique experlment to edbcate BMA staff, contractor staff,

and METAC membdrs about equal job opportunlggeé for women .and other mlnorltles.
If any changeq;n pollcy has occurred, it has not’ been so much in terms of

lang run plannlng or lodg range, strategy,l but more in terms of polltlcal

con ol, thas is, the City direction seéms to be to flll moie of the staff '’

posltlons wikh Clﬂg employees, ta control programs mone direttly, ‘and posslbly

+

QprOV1de servnces itself. Theree seemiyno lncllnatlon to increase the role
1]

of the tradltlonal communlty‘pased agencles.- Thls hds been’ accompanned by EFe
, appoxntment of minority members w1th communlty reputatrgns to high positlons
. in the City, adminlstratlon and giving them responsiblllty for employment and‘
. tralnlng a‘ﬁaxrs. The new app01ntees are persons whose careers began g;th
cdmmunlty agencles"pd who have had extenslve experlence with manpower and
equal employment matters. The eVIQEnce seems to suggest that the Clty

’ ;admanlstratlon 1s beglnnlng to assume some, of the manpower authorlty of
k\ .

. . , » .

' community agenc1es.,\ . oy L R -’
LN SN\
— — . , , '
Although short run glanning by the BMA appears installed.

-
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SUMMARY ANP. CONCLUSIONS . .
.

rCETA had beeﬂ’ln exlstence for sllghtly over three years ‘whep our field.
work ended; however in practlce the new law became fully operatlonal only ifA

the 12 to 18 months prlor to. the end of our research. Tlme was needed by;thet

ime sponsor to establlsh\a functlonlng employment and tralnlng admlnlstratlon.
A3

‘Tlme had to elapse to allow any local changes to become effectlve. One can

quest;on the merits of judging the efficacy of CETA after the br1ef exposure

of a year or a year and a half. It is the long term consequences of an

i ]
Elghteen months may be

y
,.evolv!ng system-that should be the cbject of study.
too short a time to expect any sxgnlflcant changes 1n a complex manpowﬂf'
system, let aléne changes leadlng ta clear-cut 1dent1fmable results What can

=" dlscoxered in such a short perlod is the d1rectlon of change.

5

3
3

Other caveats ghould be he!ﬁed During most of the time that CETA was’ ln
operatlam in Bobton,. jabgr market condltlon§>were loose.v Unemployment was®

elther r151ng or high, despite a\:lt 1ncrease in employment (1971-1975). The

cyclical downtawn in 1974 was sup lnposed upon long run structural change@
that ‘were not especlally benign for manpower programs. The City s economy

‘ 1ncreasxngly offered two nds of jobs, those at the top of the occupat;onal
*structure that reqqlred hﬁi{ levels of educatlon and sophlstlcated SklllS, )

The number of»blue colkar

Sey
The<growth 1n clerlcal jobs prov1ded opportunltlcs that'

and - those at the bottom, in low leVel serv1ce work.

jobs ,was falling.

were at least seml-skllleg, but- even here thére were llmltatlons beeause of R
v .

. the lack. of growth galns fg the govérnment sector. There also was ‘a nét

populatlon loss accompanled by a reﬁatlve inc¢rease in the humber of minority

persons. In view of these economic consxderations and tlme limitatlons, one .

could anéicxpate only perxphe;al~changes and only hlnts of future potentlar

. and‘trendSa ) . ' s R L.t

~

- . .S
i ation‘and‘decategorization realized in

Were the CETA g::l:;;f dece
3
Boston?"bid CETA le prégrams that bdtter reflected local priorities?

decislon maklng process to~local groups involved-ln, or recip;ents of, the ’

2

servlc%s4%§ these programs? . C ) .

~84 | . . 3
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Special Features of the Boston Manpower System ) . -

- When CETA came into being, - -fe City of Boston alreadxhad a diversified,
-"well-rooted structure of _manpower agencies and programs, created under the 'EOA
and MDTA, nd later the EEA. There were three prominent manpower agencies,
two with stronq ties to the community One of these was ABCD, a CAP agency y
: responsxble for the Clty s CEP as well as other manpOwer programs. The other
community agency, 0I®, was more than‘a rbcal institution; it was an estaklished.w
link in a respected nati?nal Qrganization. l
In additien to-these two community agencies thepe ‘also eXisted a flou-
rishing, byt perhaps controversial ‘MDTA multi-ski ¥ center operated by the
Jquasi-independent school department. Finally, +the PEP program, in operation .
since Fall l97l\yas administered independently by the City government.’ Links
betweenwit'and.the,other programs did.not develop,‘despite pressure fromsthe
DoL. o : - .

- 1 2 &
& The~imposition of a CETA prime sponsor on this flourishing system of

¥ J \
formidable agencies was not particularly welcomed by them.. Rather, it was
Viewed with considerable mi§giv1ngs, suspicion, and injured pride by community

. ,groups. They say. the’ prime sponsorship as offering the City government an

——— R e T

) opportunity for a takeover‘and if this occurred a placement of agency

&

leaders by tnose with political loyalties to City Hall Superimposed‘fn this

scene: was the antiCipation because of the Title I allocation formula@*of a

steély dacline in funding that would discburage innovation and would lead to

the opposition_of new programs and agencies ~ The circumstances were not ideal
"+ for launching a new manpower system !hatgsoug!i to' encourage flex1bility‘and

RN interagency cgeperation. If the funding prospects had been the reverse,

’_ ///,/pérhaps a much Hifferent story would have unfolded Given the’ bleak money

prospects most of the energies of agency administrators we*é‘deVoxed to

. s

ﬁ
maintaining Eheir e€xisting level of operations. Agenciqs concentrated atten-

tion on getting their share of the funds, and this diverted administrators

. rom othen oals. . - , ‘ .

wt g L.t . ‘ m// s
‘ f. To some extent the manpower network In Boston was a sefii segregated Qne, -
., . ™ ’,

pArtiCularly for adults. One "of the key manpower agencies, OIC, was and still

:f{r/ is a grassroots minprnty organization na nonwhite area of the eity, the -

) other key agency, ABCD, was ovdrall mul i-racial,- in terms 'oIf clients and |
R " 3 '
- staff hut had a number of training and cruiting sites-in-racially homoge -

K ' neous ‘neighborhoods § One of the two facilities‘df the multi—skill center had
LY N .
' Lo « - ' 4 : . ¢
Y -1+ s
N ., R . "6 \76 c . . v
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' a hlgh proportion of whlte tPainees ‘and was in a white workmg—class helghbor-
hood the other site was multl-raclal. Most of the pre-CETA recrultlng and

placement stryucture was operated by ABCD and a major part finanged by 'OEC. and

after CETA by CSA.

he bulk of this part 9f t,he manpower system remained -

the prime Sponsor; howeVer like total manpower,
Much of the d.mt:.al‘anpower policy a.n&d:.rea:tlon was leﬁt to the BMA -

to 'develop and artv,culate

outside the' jun sdig

fundmg, CSA fun alsa was declining.

o

There was no obvious pos:.tlon or policy role

def:,ned at the Mayg s level, although there were 51gns of a more active -

mayoral role Jatel

-

¢ - ‘-

This mutual

wh:.ch it could depend on hlgh r level sypport if an existing agency became’
uncoopera'tlve¢ The J.mpresslpn is that the Mayor's offlce took a hands—off
'.T,‘l'le

this remained within the%City Administration.

"I\itl\;?pgrams alsoc had a self-j'.mposed limita-
he had encouraged and helped develop,

. polz.cy provided there were no politically embarrassmg éonfllcts

exception'*as control o‘f_PSE; )
The Manpoiier’ Adpinistrator of
tion, the Adv:.sory Council, . w,h‘ose ro

. 'in accord with CETA J.njunctlons, and whose J.nfluence grew ovér time.

. ’1n1t1ally, determlnatz.on of prJ.orJ.ty groups and the acceptance of programs
and agencles v(ere his to propose in cooperatlon, wJ.th his stﬂf cz.rcum,gcr:.bed
of cOurse, by the strength’ of the establishegd instltutlons "In reality, given

the presumptlons o: CETA and the env:.saged role of the Adv:.sory Councll he had

little room for maneuver with respect to client groups and types £ programs '

As noted‘, earller, councz.f'busuwess preempted the tJ.me of agency Em.nlsgrators,

érrd J.nnovatlon n.ook second place to the problems of fundlng

’ -
€ - -
y C e ’ . -
: t ".

Summary of CETA Tz.tle L

. .

9

<«

4

i Al
;g ) -

One result of CETA was the contlnul

. .“ . v \
ev ‘].opmerit of the‘partd’.clpatory o

. 4
/ prOcess 1n .mployxhent and .training decision mak;.ng, reflected m the Advlsory

Counéil, Thls COunCll has flourlshed in Bo ton because o-f active encourage-

. . T ment by tRe regional® ETA and the BMA , because of “he ava.xlab:.llt,' of Ton erned

and interested individuals, d because of the presence of orgam.zed cli

groups and agencies. The Advasory Coungll, 'becausg\of its ovtlc
: process, at,tracted agéncies were su'fferlng funding reversals and allowe*

them to have - role in the plan.nlng process The .active ”?articlpatlon was no

¥ ;i ,-, oo, . . - - f . -
, S 86' .Y - .
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\ . ' dotbt encouraged by the willingness "of the Wampower Administrator to acéept
¢ : its deCiSions. The Mayor, whOSe political poaition did not depend on the . | A
T support‘of these particular Marginal groups, Iet their recommendations stand. ‘

Rl . However, the 1nfluence of the GouncilerefleCted more than offjfial encourage- .

ment ‘and itg consequences The‘;ouncil ‘also filled, to s
4
left by the early administrative weaknesses of the BMA that prevented effective v

. ’
. . N |

planning ’ ,,-'. N . . .

¥ B A serious deficiendy in both pre-CEgg and po:t-cé?A'days was’the lack of
- . syste tic, coordinated shprt.run planning and the absence of 2ong run planning.
Planning wasldone, but only on an;erratic, spotty, short run basis;- Some of .
of this cpuld be attributed to. the fadt that afte' CETA was implemented, t ) /
, funding remained on an -annual basis’ which precluded serigus planning for longer
| ,‘than one year. In'addition, the hold-harmless formula zszﬁled any initiative

s to be innovative put a premi on intaining the status quo.
/mn

-

L3

o Some of this lack of planning could also be attributed to the administra-
‘tive disarray within fﬁe\BMA\itself Its key ofificials had to devote so much
' . f"of -their attention to internal matters and the d velopment of information
systems that little time was left for planning. Moreover, “without reliablel
and. current information, planning could not ha;e been seriously undertaken. ®

ﬁowever'the lack of information extended beyond “the City‘ Readily usable and

'adequate labor market data were either sc?rce, dated or both. Coordinated .

manpowér planning is not inherent in local
’ the for‘Exont of the thinking of municij

overnment. It certainly i's not in
f:cials or federal administrators . 3
either. Administrative\matters and sho \~run budgeting permeate the manpower . Yo
: '“ystem, beginning at the national level. There thus remains a serious-obstacie
" {; to effective, detailed_plarning beyond the control oé the local manpower system,

" namely, the uncertaintx about exact funding becadﬁﬁ’of tie CongreSSional

oy i

¥

Y \

hudgetary process and because of CETA $ discretionafy funds. Establishing long‘

rajxe goal w6u1d undoubtedly make long range planning more feasible.

Y L. . In l976 in preparation for the FY 1977 Plaq,rnore thorough and more
ratvonal hortrun, planning on a realistic basis appeared probably motivated by
the realization that a reduction iA\the level of operations could nc longer be
'postponéd. Resources were,allocat to baSic priority grouaﬁ.kn pfbportion ta‘.
their share;, of thé universe of need. Both the BMA staff and the committees of

- M.!ﬁ'AQ were p?'tﬁ:cipants :in the decision making process that determined where .

« th;'cuts were to be made, -However, this was shortrun planning, whose main’ o

'/\\7'. . L . .- ’ ::: w',.~
SR - . 8/ .
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consideration was devising. a viable budget, and it certair}ly was nott long

4 N - 4

raﬁge pl anding. . . . -

The mterventlon of a' Federal gourt ln the’ manpower system probably
Ve

\ .
resulted in the most drasth .change. 'The court 'ruled #in effect, that the :

“c

' resQurces that were being used prmc;*ly for aduIts in th1 former MDTA multi- L
Sklll t.ralnln‘center be - transferred to hlgh Schoo.l dropouts as par’t of ‘the
court s school desegregat:,on pLan. The .operaticnal costs ad been fmanced by
(CETA 112 funds, while prime sponsor funds were to provide. the stipends. The

. effect 6f this intervention was‘tv}?fold Fi'rst' a substanti'al proportion of[

. * the resources.were remwéd from the dlrect control of the METAC * the pr
’ sponsor, and secdnd funds were dlverted £ ;n adultd to youth’ coos
_ In addltlon to ‘t.heﬁa najor changes, th pro‘gra'm and adm.nlstratlve roles
of the DES also have decllned The program J.mlnutlon began before GETA but
was accelerated by it' The . decllne df DES' adm.nlst.rac:;ve role was primarily
a result of gBTA " Furthermore, the development of the Assessment Centers'can
be dlrgctly attr:.buted to CETA. : PR
CETA was also assoclated wa:thaother devel ments,.chh are only itemized
. here because t.hey have already been dlScussed i de‘tall (1) A minority

L XA

. contralled job Rlacement program to employ. i rlhtl‘eé in constructlon was
substltuted for an 1ndustry adm:.rustered area—w:.de tralnlng prograz;l in-that

¢: lndustry (2) A su.bstant.xal reductlon of QJT was made, and this money and
lag money was, diverted to placemerit actg.v1t1es for specz.al groups (i.e., older
‘'workers; substance abusers &i ex—offender& ana (3) lag money also flnancﬂ
an experlment;J/;ogram devxseﬁ to lnstltutlonallze equal employment oppor= (

tunities for #omen émployees of thg BMA and its contractors and thelr enrollees/‘.

- However, CBETA created few, if'any, 1ncent.1.ves for'agencx.es to. cooperate
. - .

J.n providihg servxces. CETA alSo accepted the tontinuance of parochlallsm

For example, mpllclt ln CETA is the Beflnltxon of the labor market as Lhe ¢ 8

pollqlcal Jura.sdlct{ 3f the pr:.me. Sponsor. . 'I‘nls wy mirrored in th,e METAC's

’ unwllllngness to contract W:Lth agencms ‘outside ’ﬁ‘te prime sponsor 's Jurlsdﬁ:-
‘tior.: -’I’A arso allowed,‘ lf the prime sponsor 8o degired, creamng of the
disadvantaged, because ‘of the leeway gl\ﬁen prJ.me sponsor,s to determine program
objucuves and mcome éllglblllty CETA probably has"lﬁco an ‘increase in

admyustrat'we costs relative to operatmnaul costs beca o,f an increase in

"~ the number of adm;nlLrat;w unlts and agenclesx and the subseque'nt loss oﬁ

- -

© * economiés f scale: and spectallz‘agion.
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. Flnally, after much initial délay and many admlnlst;atlve cbstacles the
BMA created a, management lnfo;hatldn system,;soon to be automated thgskls
furnlshlng the program data essentlal for. planning. The ByA also lnxtlated an
independent follow-up survey'whose 1ntent was to asses§ the longer run effects“.
of dd fferent programg for dlfferent cllentele:_ Prev10usly, o&low-up had been
, em-agency responslbllr,y whose validity was always suspett and dh;ch was not i
) used.to ratlonally allocate resources or to.do’ longltudlnal analysrs taklng
*  into account lo&al labor condi tions and program characterlstlcs. )
Boston “took advancage of the ability prov1dedoby CETA té take é Jompre=
hensive look at’ the local unlverse of need and to choose,local prloryty groups
‘that included those, least leely to succedd, in the labor" market namely, the
d’ unsk;lled the poofiy educated the chronically unemployed, mlnorltles,~and
various other groups vuth employment problems. To “its oredlt, the @ston
prime sponsor, despite the cream;ng pOSSlbllltles opened by CETR& chase to .
serve in its Title I program the economlc Y dlSadvantaged, ahd groups

- dlscrlmlnated against in the labor market or otherwise pq rly served by lt..

This was a contlnuatlon of the pre-CETA focus.—‘ . . to ’ ' _
CETA also makes possible coordlnatlon of clients- ang-eerV1ces, the preven-
‘tion of dupllcatlon of effort, “and .the promotlon of agency and - program“BpECLalL-
zat;on based on prlor experience with different{groups. }In thls area,'BQston
.has not been able to exploit the potential of Cﬁla . Notilkeably greater “inter-
agency coordination has not developed, Assessment Centers were establlsped .

bntrol the f‘ow ‘of enrcllees from anltlal 1ntake polnts (the NECs) to

programs, in ordér to‘gvold excesslve holdlng, maximaze enrollments, aﬁd
¢+

\
lmproVe the match between cllents and serv1ces It ;g not* ohv10us chaﬁ
tchlng has lmproved much compared to ore—CE@A days, when CEP was the main
' coordinating’ medjnlsm but llm,:.ted to ABCD and its sp.bcpntractors. In theory,

the Assessment Cdlters can assign enrollees to the most sultable program 1rre-

L4

ll'
v LI

—spectlve of agency. In.practice each agency has probably placed prioritiyon
fllllng its own slots with appllcanﬁs 1t prefers : j>
If duplrcatlon of.effort means Uhused slots becapse tWo or thore. pﬁograms

2' provide the same servites for ‘a llmlted cllentele, such a luxury has nqt

eXLsted in ?oston. If dupllcatlon means that comblnlng two or more su *

v v

d _ programs ‘would reduce costs,\then CETA has led to some retrogresslon. Creater

‘speclarlzatlon has éccurred toxsbme extent but accompanled by some loss in’ "{'

efficiencies of scale., "In any ‘case, - galné and losses associated with less.or .

[4 .
. L)

\ g9 .




.y

)

’ of those in the maanstréam-of the labor force. . . P //—\f\) .
- Little, if any, formal tralnxng occunqed under PS?i-'The cllents per ormed

.4

e

more dupllcatlon or Wlth less or more gpecialization appears to be small. <

ug® o

* Finally the extraordinary dlfflcdlties n C tlng and d1recting an effec-
“tive manpower staff free of political’ consaderatlon may be academlc to decen- ’
trallzatlon. ' - . ) . :'

_ One last conclusion, based on oug.llmlted Beaton: experlence, is that if.
c1t1es w1th mixed raclal socio-economic groups, local polxtlcal decls:ons may
not favor the poor. ,The poor still may not be ln the malnstream of the local

polltlcal process. Consequently 1 ing 9anpower pollcy a functlon of that

of the dlsadvantaged. In Besto étrong communlty agencles Created or
supported by EOCA, have beer, ==ip proponents of the poox and of mlnorltxes in
manpower decISLons, ‘and have been a key factor in maintaining the openness of
the process. Programs and clients have not changed sagnlflcant;yxln COmparlson

w;th the pr;-CETA period. e - .

dlfferent. Title 'I enrolleds were younqer and less- educated

and much morg ely to be ethnlc minorities’or females.- All were poor, ‘in
& .

contrast to offly a mingrity of PSE enrollees. _

Contrary to the xntent of Title II, there were only sllght differences -
to dlstrfhgulsh Title II from Tithe VI cllents. . Ofly Bomesof thls homogenelty
wa‘ due to the large scale shltchlng'of enrollees be tween ‘Titles as d;fferent
funds became avallable or had to be spent The obqectlve was to avoid early Vo
termlnatlon. As one pgpgresses from Tlﬁle I to Tr;le II and then to Title VI,
enrollees were "mose’ like to be malés, better educated, white and in higher
income groups. " As the economrc cllmate worsehed the dzrectlon of manpower ~

efforts shifted from helplng the poor and.mlnorltles tq malntalﬁing the income

Important but not ﬁecessar11y.v1tal services, and the work reflected the clty
admlnlstratlon g prlorities. The scope of the waork mas'llmrted by the skllls
of the cl;ents; the trans;tlonal nature of the Qobs, and departmental vylng

for enrollees. Nevertheless, ,certaln PSE actlvities J.nvolved critiasl _human

sermices and 'had innovative features. The METAC plannang procedures never

became responsible for PSE. .Titlé I proqrams werg rarely coordmate.d wigh PSE,

90
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aithough PSE money dld ‘1nance ce;taln Tltle I work experience programs.

o

v

Flnally, publlc and then official crltlclsm of hifing irregularities and -delays

forced a change 1n hf&lng procedure, as well as improvements ln the a551gnment

‘fof enrollees. The main impact of the METAC was to focus q}tentxon on the L

v N .
limited partlcipatlon in PSE of women and minorities, and to induce corrective .

actlo“, although by then too late to permit major reform. ’ .
Respon51bll;ty for some of the hiring probl_msinave to be shared by. the\

\

clty and the Yederal government., Both tﬂe clty "and the reglonal office were
the victims of pressures and limited ;nformatlon over which they had no cqntrol.
As a.result the-regional office could not provide adequate help. Furthermore,
at a critical time, for unclear reasons, the clty ﬁalled to provlde expllclt
direction or give firm support to the PEP/DSE admlnlstratlonf s
3 I+ J:} d;{flcult to say whether the ma%n effect of PSE {'aslto provide
municipal services or to prOV1de income to the unemployed. This does not mean
these two goals are\lnconSLStent. However, it can oe said that &he conflict
oetween making the unskilled and che poor more employable and the provl51dn of
v1tal public serv1ces efflclently was not solved. "- L. .o L

-~

Were worthwhlle municipal services provided that probably would not have
béen wilthout PSE money2 Unques%acnablf_yes. As, a result there was probably -t
a net aldition of Jjobs, chiefly in the first fiscal jear. ‘ ~ L

’ If the purpose of Titles,II andiyl was to prov1de, inuthe shortrun, l
transitiogal employment,*leadlng to permanent unsubsidized jobs, PSE probably
failad for various reasons. Labor market condition remained poor. The city
was tryilnag to‘reduce 1ts employment enrolleeslmost in need of formalltrain%ng
oqg not recewxfe' it, and the clty had’ ew links.to private fnduet:y Sor effec-‘
t1Ve placement. PSE was ah income maintenance program that contaxned an effec-

tive work elemént, but there 1s no-evidence on whether the eﬁployabllity of

Jc §s, ohce terminated, has improved. Perhaps Titles II and VI had no other

. iy
pu se -blit to provide counter—cyclical public service employment.,
L [ N A ) .

Attainment of Decategorization and Decentralization . o -

Were the main goals of CETA reajizad 1n Boston’ becentralization ‘4as

alhieved, as shown by the growth 1n the 1nfluence of the METAC. This was:

partl] 1ntentlonal and partly unintentional. -The unintentioned part «as due

to the «weakness of the BMA-staff and its lnltlal fallure te create'b‘fectlve

L, %’ >
information and control systems. However IETAC s abzllty to initiate planning

€ -

L L J1 \
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“limited 1n texrms of their size, servic¥s,

Y

'cated to the newcomers were a small portio

>

O ' .
or to provide meanlngful monltorlng and evaluatlon has been limited. 'The’
‘plannlng functlon probably ‘will remaln underdeveloped because of structural
reasons. The monrtorlng and evaluatron responszbllztles cdn develop ‘with
proper staff support. The METAC is still a body that primarily reacts to
'staff recommendatlons bécause the staff controls the flow of infofmation.
Decategorlzatlon, however, had llttle impact, "if by decategbrlzatlon is
meant the creaticn of new programs for .different kinds of clients. Tg some,‘
jee, this is ta the credlt of the BMA. The Clty s pre-CETA‘programs,
especially the communlty one, hed served the.poor and minqrities. - CETA Title
I programs cdntinued this focus, not by Federal government mandate butr by
voluntar& action of the clty. . ‘ . - ht T
Few fundamental qhanges were made ;&Nprograms or agencies, and one of’
these changes was lmbosed from outside the system by the Fede*al Judiciary,
seeklng to desegregatg the 'lacal school systeém. The lack of program.innova-

tion or acceptance of newcomers was due to the cut in Title I funding, to the

_ important role of agencles on theé METAC, and to the maturing of the. vital

+ v’

manpower agencies created in the 1960's. These manpcwer agencles never had a

)

€ .0
teallstlc choice of lnvestlng neavily in relatlvely few enrollees or. meaéerly

.

S
in many. They begar 1n the ‘latter direction; the eﬁpandlnq labor markets of

the sedend half of the 1960's probably allowed this {or concealed its weakness).

CETA's budget cuts, however, ¢ame in the deteriorating labor markets !‘ the
1970 's when more not fewer people n d help. . L :
CETA did open the system to new agencies and program$ buj; tMe effegwas

&Fclients. The regources a

of the programs %ere not unigque in concept or¥design. The decision making

process became more open but. the-prime actors o initiators were the agencies
and the BMA, not the clients or the METAC. Nevertheless the METAC did force

the city to keep the METAC -informed about PSE operations and to modify them

to some exteht. . ) SRR

?ecategorlzatlon was not relevant for. PSE, whlch tended in Bostqn to

remain for polltlcal reasons independent of Title I !Bthltles and ltsl,

decf51on maklng gsoceaureé PSE, a heavlly funded Wasbz created program

shifted the emphasrs of the manpower act1v1t1es both 1n te esources

and servrces. Local prime sponsors could have used Tltle II

-

y for. Tltle'

J.activities. Thls occurred in Boston but. only 1n a limited way, when PSE

-
-~

« ! “~ N
. ' \
‘ . L4 ‘ ‘ 9& "‘
. . . « - - .

-

the totalr allocation, and mos€

’, .
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money funded new careers and adult work experience to help compensate’ fox -the

) drop ip Title I funding. _PSE did not serve the same populatlon group as Title

I. Title I's ci?ents continued to b¢ those w1th serlous labor market dlSq.d--
s .

-

vantages; Titles II a,,nd“VI helped"sh se with either fewer or nond of these

-

handlca.ps. ’ . \ . ..
The lnterchange of. views that METAC has facilitated probably has produced
better dtclslons than would have occurred in its absence. HOWever, the value’
kof t.hese decisions is difficult to assess if one trles to see%em .'lgtedb
into better a.nd more coordinated programs. "It cannot be said- uneq;,uvocaily
that the immense amount of time and energy devoted to the METAC process has
1dd to programs that are strikingly dlfferent oy superlor to .those existing - -
before CETA. The amount of resources devoted to admlnlstratlve act1v1t1es '
. Pprobably lS higher, even if the pre-CETA orgamzatﬂ.on of the RDOL lS considered.
N CETA directly and lndlrectly has meant more resouxces, tdng:.ble and‘ztang:.ble,
spent on other than direct resources to clieits., It is not easy to show\
sommensurate gai 1n improved ‘services or better admlnlstered programs
. It is possible that the regional office of the ETA, with th/e same number
" of eople and the. same money spent, wotld have done as well as, lf not better
than,' the BMA durings the same period. 'I'here rare three maln rea,sons for #this
suggested possibility. Flrst, the Reglonal ETA was an established, func-

\.,

tioning orgaru.zatlon w1th experlenced personnel Second, ln geheral tRe

7

regional staff dg\‘lmg with Bbston seemed better educated and/ more quallfled
than the orlme sponsor's staff, Aand third, the _ETA did not face’ the same
+ -« local polltlcal--constralnts in making declslons,\partlcularly tl’;ose lnvolved

with staffing. . » ' . '\ \ . RN

. - N v Y

, The regional office would ,have h,ad togpaxw1th the ‘same lnteragency

-

>

1valr1eq and the same reluctanc:e Progr

lone, The reglonaLofflce staff probably -

perators'. to sup%ly lnformatlon.
However, because of technical skills’
could have more qulckly establlshed w rka.b'le managément inf rmatlon nd .

flnhnclal rna.nagement systegs
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-The folloning recormendations are based'hpon'oﬁr observations in Bogto N .
alone. N The recommendatlons are arranged in “three categories. The flrst are
general in nature, the secOnd are recommendations related tc, spec1f1c klnds
of‘programs and the third to spec1f1c actxv1t1es that cut across programs & T ", |
It.-may be noted that some recommendatlons 1nvolve changes in legislation, some
1nvolv‘Echanges or con51deratlons for the prlme sponsor, and others involve . |
changes# or consxderatlons ﬁor the Reglonal Offlce of ETA. ’ . ] -

- . - L - ' ~ :
. ' . General - ’ |
. . - . ¢

.

If severe manpower problems are concentra¥ed in older central cities,

atlve, coordlnated programs that better serve poor people.

The dlstrlbutlon formula should be based prlmarrl; on a prime sponsor 's . .
proportlonlte share %f all poor persons 16 to 64 years of age.i Prqgrams are
not for those out’ of the, labor forcey and inclusion of those persons 65 and”

dffiuburbs over central'cltles. The current distributiocn

formula dos not refer to poor persoQi 16 and over but to low income adults;

‘
-

moreover, fhelr weight in the, formula is a’ meager 12. 5 percent. , A welght of
at least SQ% to an area's share of the poor would be more approprlate. No .
Welght should be given to, the prior year 's allocatmon except as a minimum

quarantee to each area. the lower age of.16 recognizes the hlgh proportion

of young people in the poer population, and the necessity of preventlng their
becomlng members of a chronlcal‘rﬂunderpr1v1legedallenated group. The remainder
of ‘the dlstrlbutfon formula can be based on dev1atlons of an area's uneﬂployment
rate from the average . for the natlon. . .-

@

’
It W111 be noted that .this formula ignores the. 1ncldence:of poverty in an -

'~area. To take account ‘of thls factor, an area should be qu‘ianteed a m;nlmum

allocation’ per poor persén 16 and over The exact amount should be ,based upon
the‘prior year 's allocatien per poor person 16 and over rn the country as a\ -
whole. - « ' : |

e Qur- ;hrmula and - ex1st1ng ones made no caacess;on to changes 1n the price

slevel. To be cqns15tentgw};h a basic guarantee per person or apea, all money -

allocatlons should be adjusted to a real basis.
94 i
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; ‘per enrollee has been parsimonious. Moreover, a substantlal portlon of man-
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_excludiné stipends was approximatdly $450. This® amount represents a nuegliglble" -

.

- B
-~ I

N

| (2) 1f lncreased employablllty, self Sufflc‘lency and self-reépect 1s ’ ) |

dJ.rectly dependent on the resources lnvested in people, the amount avallable

_power funds are not duman capital investment, but stlpe'nds, or work experience’ o™ <o .

wages, which are income _maz.ntenance transfers. ‘This v1taI d1st1nctJ.on is ig-"~

nored in reportirng manpower allocations. The real'cost of tralnvlng.s,bou‘ld omit-

stipénds, in order to isolate the amounts inve{ted“,i.n‘ services that enhdnce’'em> | N

- . ‘o

ployablllty . ) . o - 2

z

ot wages, as well as work experience wages, 1ncorporate both investments ‘
H - ~

and 1ncome malntenance. The exact lelsmn between the two mlght be delineated :
By assunung that only payments above some fraction gf the minimum wa.gé constl- ’

tute direct lnvestment The fractlon might be one that derives an- a.mount equal

N -

-to the per cap1t7 pox?erty dlevel income. The income malntenance ,portlon of, ETA .

funds might more approprlately come from the HEW budqet.

/ SO : , .
(3) Te amount of money spent per enrollee for classroom training alone, .. .
proportion‘ of the total amount that would! have bee_n spent on an ‘individual's .
education if he had completed high school. It is unreasonable to expect this
small manpower 1n‘kstment to compensate for the failure of the educat}onal
system in Boston and in other areas from which persons mJ.grated (e g., Puerto

Rico) .- If the educational system were mafle accoq,ntable by hav1ng to flnance .o

its share of. manpower costs, a powerful incentlve might-exist to prevent thé

problems the ma.npower system must” solve ‘ "“ . ’ e, -

(4) The success of the strategy c‘f ‘shor}: preparatlon to achleve entry

~

level ‘,ob readlness still has to be valéted especially feor males Unpubllshed ,
data fpr Boston suggests that this stratégy may have had llmted success fox ooooN
females, espec1ally minority females, becaule it 'to some degyee ubgraded their™ - °_-
occupatlonal statug and possibly ralsed thelr annual earnlngs. However, t_h}eir .
new eaxnings ave.ra‘ged not much more - than $5d9 a, year abqve the official l 6.
poverty le‘lel of $5500 for a four-immber famly. Nonetheless, the limited o
investmen per person could hardly lead t”p‘a fmuch better gain. Tl a L
(§) When the labor market is loosé a.nd jobs scarce, progra.ms should be. A
lengthened and training mtens:.fled because, from soc1ety s vlewp01nt the -
opportunlty 'costs_a are, negllglble. Manpower funchng and budget‘lng, howe-ver,,

does not respond 'quickly to econpmc condzgtlons. A distribution formula ta.klng

into accqunt deviations in excessive ‘unemployment would e unsuitable because
i » —~\ A . s ‘ .' L
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- ) .ar area‘s primary allocation (see po‘lnt (l\)ab&ve) would be based on unemploy-

" ment as of a given tlme perlod in the past. The allocation to take account

-

., “ T of risiff§ unemployment would have to be based on. More current changes in unem-,
ploymeﬁt and gould have to be in addition to the prlmary amount. As unemployment’
falls additional funds would be halted so that add.LtJ.onal enrqllments and/or ’

;he lengthenlng of progra.ms wouLd stop It would ba.programmat’ically unsoupd e
’. . - to reduce funds in ‘order to shorten pM@grams or termJ.nate enrollees prematurely, .
. . ’er;:cept where lega.tlmate']ob' placements "were made prJ.or t? an‘lnleléua]L s "\* " {
. completlng a program. K . . , ¢ v )

A ~ s
- “The addltlonal fund'lng should go “to Tltle I or II programs of carse

Tltle VI made addlthnal funds avallable as unemploxment rose, not to manpower /
R -E:alnmg programs it to PSE, which in Boston «did: not serve the same cllentele~'
oo a8 Title I programs If Title II programs "Were requlred to enroll only poor
‘ ) L people, additional Title II {unds would go to those most needlng help : “
) ¥ .. (B) One-year contracts encourage shortrurny goals "and shor?'run tactl'Es, o

ﬁ"( »
,nbj‘. longrun planning and longrun strategy. They also encaoprage shortrun programs ‘.

that are likely to lead to placements in the secondary labor market or place-
ments in jobs with few promotion'oppor‘mities? A big step in the directi

longer ra.nge planning would be to fund agencies and/or programs longer than 12 4

¢

*  months. Thls could be done on a selective expera.’mental basis t# ‘statt.. Such - §
rograms should.be open-ended to- it adjustmen} to changing labor marke_t . L
conads 'ons."- ' - s - -
’ o (7) .The advantages of decategori‘zation and decentralization might be '
’ achleved by wvarious prwme sponSorshJ.p concepts or modeJ.s For example, the, )
S - regional ETA could serve as a prime sponsor for a cohesxVe la.bor market area
. and have a representatlve ajvlsory councll - 'Ihe ETA ,would befesponsz._ble for . .
. " both Title.I and PSE Progra.:‘ The ETX staff would be~ less vulnerable to I
lpcal political pressm:es' It also is more likely to. ufclude professlonals LA

wlth a longer %un dedlcatlon to manpower affalrs than the more trans tory city

‘ " _personnel. Some adminlsv‘ratlve economies of gcale also would be achleved X > -

L +

. el There would be a more' extensive labor market area for coordinate °job creataon ) N\
© ) and job placement - A regional or subxeglonal appra’ach would mmlmlze many, 6f ) !

. the polltlcal and :Lnst.l.tutlonal consxderations that handlcap a more ratlo% '
. tad;n:.mfﬁtlon of Title I programs. - . L JER ‘\'\ . ’ N T

N ( Fundmg woﬁld contlnue to bf allocated to existing pr1m9 ;ponsor AreAS., j~ '.

.éou.nczl members would be draw'g from agencles, lnstltutlons, and k&;a'l ¥ -

.". e . L ) 96 . . -
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governments in proportion to the funds given to each prime sponsor. The
. . ] L . .
-current regulations about the distributibn of members and their voting rights . ,
could cgntinué. ‘ - ' 4 o . .

. « ta

! A Federal prlmessponsorshlp is not the only alternative, Another form§

of decentrallzatlon would be local ETAS lndependent of locaL authorities.j' 7
Such’ ETAs could\bé modeled afterindependent transit or turhpike authorxities,

4 - ' s
but without their own Source of funds. An advisory council could serve in the

place of a Board of Trustees’. ’
. (8) DOL approval of annual Tltle I plans should anlude, as a criterion, ¢
ev1dence of long run plannlng ‘@ rev1ew of long- run 1ndustry and occupatlonal
trends and an explanaticn of how grograms reflect these should be regquired.
Furthermore, an explicit erhlblt of the ratiopal selection of alternatlve;
Jprograms based on;past performanoe and costs should be presented in order to
justify why one program 1s preforred to another.
'(9) Assumlng that the current pattern of prlme sponsorshlp remains, prime
. sponsors snhould have the authority to determ;ne, within standards established
by the Federal government, the quallrlcatlons of the contractoxr's statf ;n order
<o in order to rnsure ;ha; program admlnletrators have appropriate technical
and,managerlal‘skllrs. Where exlstlng staff lack such gualifications, resources
should be‘prov1ded to correct this dgflciency with mandatory training and educa-l
" tion’, and with on the-job guidance. The MTI of the regional office has helped
remove suah gaps, In addition, however, regular courses at the post hlgh school
level are needed in such topics as budgeting, per'sonnel administration,
counseling, labor market and human resource economics, and job development.
. -In turn, the Federal government shohid set guidelines for the_qualifioations,

-0f the staff of prime sponsors. .fhere 1s a twofold objective here. The first
4

~1s. the hiring of the individuals with® the necessary technical skills or experiences.

The other.is to prevent purely political hires. The guidelines might 1include a

»

N .

formal prepa*atlon in manpower programs and plannlng as
.accomplishment as a manpower administrator.

(10)

uﬂstantlal record of

The openness of the CETA adviso¥y council in .Boston has made the BMA,“_

“

(X

the target for groups frustrated hv the failure or inability of appropriate'

Federal, state and municipal bOdleS to-help meet justlfiable demands of these ~

'

‘ groups for equal opportunities in employment. In e*ect the BMA has had to be

mnch more than an agency respohsible for planning and OVEISGELDg the administra=.-
.tion of employment andtraining prognams. It alsofhas been asked to spearhead
cjanges in social policy not hecessarllj endorsed by lnstltutlors whose
Q
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cooperatlon is vital for successful placemeht Determlnlng the effectlveness
of the Bogpon CETA' has 3 take ‘this special responsibility lnto account . '

*(11) The participatory process requires very strong and sustained admindg~ *
strati@e support to he effectibe. For the advisory council{to providé meaning-
ful inppt it should have its own independent staff. Furthermore, if Lhe staff
is. to be completely independeni,'it neéds to be separately funded. *

(12) EGaluEEion.systems of‘different prime sponsors should have enough
common features for an adequete compaxison. ﬁFor example, definition of such -
things ;s types of terminat}ons, particip ts)'and retention shoula be com-
paraijle,. Explicit measures used to determine sucdcess and weight given by all
prxme sponsors to these measures should be made available. In addition, all
evalﬁatron systems. must take into account job quality as well as education®l
placement, and not 51mpfy joh placemerit. Regular, systematic communication )
between prime spohsors on'technica% information and experienoe should be

created.

.

Specific Kinds ¢ Programs-

(13) As a result of CETA, some of the slots in the in-school youth program
achieved a continuity and an integration bet&een work experienoe and education

that had been lacking previously o be meanlngful both the reqular and

summe youth programs should prov1de a cumulatlve experience for youth, so that

the same 1nd1v1duals move progressively from one work experience to anotlrer.
Thls preferably shculd be .combined. ‘with schooling so that the youths beneflt
from_a career orientated progrdm.

-Enrollees of the in-school youth program: should remain in it durdng
the summer. In-school positions should be developed with ohe idea that they
would be available when school closes. The large summer program probably
cannot be dropped However, its admloistration would be improved if prime
Sponsors and agencies could depend dn the same or similar spendlng levels
each year, with a change occurrlpg gradually, say by_annual lncrements {or
decrements) of 10 or 15 percent. TN
‘ 614) The out-of-school youthﬁbrogram should have multiple geals. It
should be a substitute for school, so that a youth is ready to enter the
labor market or continue his education-at "oraduate" age. It should also im-
part vocatlonel skllls and work dlsc1pllne. The multiple goal approach is

desrrable, prov1ded that {t’'is realized that the same goal is npt suitable

for all enrollees and furthermore that the means are available to match enrollee

w
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. needs with specjfic goals. IrreSpectlve of the spec1f1c goal, “a ycuth should
remain in the program until he reacnes the age at which young people normally
‘enter'tPe full-time labor fOrce.» The measure of success should not be the )
Rlacemépt rate alone bﬁtAthe proportion kept u?tll this graduatlon‘ age and
then job placed or enrolled in gchool zor another suitable program) . .

: '(15) Thé pridrity of the mul&iple goals of PSE should be specified either
by the Federal govefﬁment or by the prime sponsor. The kinds of:lndividuals
t& be he%ged depend on the program objectives. Thé program can be designed
to improve eméloygﬁi}lty,.provide jgbs'(that is, maintain income) and/or
provide “important public services at a reasonable cost. Through our 'Boston
experience, we have found that these cbjectives are not all'mutualiy:COmpatible,
and -furthermore spec%fic brogram cdmpcnenté would not be the sam; in all ‘cases!

Thxs quéékionablé value of PSE as gurrengly constituted, is just one more

example from a program that has conflicting goals. Title VI probably should
notlbé part of CET&. /Title VI is an émploymént program for those without serious
labor market problems, other thgn the, high rate of unemployment in’an area.
Ho&ever, there is a place for Title II in CETA, provided Title II serves only
1ts aconomically disadvantaged and has specific liPkﬁ with T%tle I progfgms:
If these links can not be gstablished then all Title II funds.should be made 1
available for Title I programs. ’

" (16) 0JT should be confined to the primary labor market and should be
clesely supervised by t@e prime sponsor. Cne way, to dlstinguigh'%etween a
primary and a secondary employer woulq be the average wage paid By the establish-
ment relative to the average wage in the area. Other criteria wouldd be the qﬁlt
rate and layoff rate of the employer relgtlve to the'gcmparaﬁle agea ratas, gnd
the turnover rate on ‘the particular jcb or the occupation funded 8y OJT. The
-raldlng format should be similar to uhat ‘of apprentlceshlp programs; tnat lS,
follow an explicit schedule of job tasks to be faught at work. Jrime sp sor

i

representatives snbuld visit the plant periodically to ensure adherence to this

.
-

- schedule.

' -
(17) One way of increasing flexibility and-versatility of programs to ad-

dust/to lo;g;un labor market conditions is td use the purchase of services
contfact to a greater degree. Th;s should only be used in areas that have
established educational and training institutions that are not dependent on
manpower monies. Furthermore, considerable care has tO be taken that® such

contractors have demonstrated an ability to effectively train disadvantaged

and mincrity enrollees. The most e!%gctive way to insure utilization of this

- ° L

. . § . t
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alternative would be to require that a certain percent of Title I monies be

spent on purchase of services contract of this- sort.
L]

(18) In general, too ‘much, emphasis has been given to formal classes and

too little to OJT in the primary sector supported by sophisticated job

development. 1In addition, the formal classes have been confined to a relatively

few conventional areas, repeating those ‘taught hy vocational high schools.
)

Specific Activities

(19) A vital part of the manpower system is job development. The concept

of job~develdpment needs to bé closely examined in ¢rder to understand better

the nature of job development and what determines its effectiveness. At a mini-
mum, the jOb develope? must be someone with close lifks to a few industrial and
-occupational sectors. Job developers should know the type of skills and quali- -

fications specifichemployers want. Job developers should be able to communicate

these specific needs back to prograns,_so that they can prepare enrollees\in a
manner that realistically improves their chances of being hired and retained.

Jolydevelopment - and industrial and occupaticnal projections are related.
Given the state of the economic art projections at best can only‘identify
growing industries and'occupaticns. Which particilar establighments are ex-
panding and which offer thé best longrun employment opportunities within th;ge
growing sectors’ reguires intelligent job. developmgnt. State Manpower~Se§5ice.
Councils should sponsor studies-of area economic trends. The actual studies’
might be done by, the State Employment Services, or a State ézonomic Council
(in Massachusetts this would be the Office of Economic Affairs), or local

I

universities. 5
[
(20) Incentives, ark needed to encourage inter agency and program coopera=-

tion. At present; progrems receive no immediate credit for transferring a

"derson. Nor is there mych of a longrun benefit to transferring an enrollee

-unless‘a positive termination results. Incentives also are needed for programs

to accept transfers. Program coordination probably requires that an agency

receive special credit for achieVing it

(21) The failure to develop appropriate incentives‘for inter- agency coopera-

tion can be illustrated by the dual® system of adult education in Boston.' The’

public school system teachcs English to adults from other countries and cultures.

Manpower programs hate "ESL courses doing the sdme thing Admittedly the goals

are different. In the first case, the goal is acculturation, in the second,’

.

employment. ; . ]ﬂ” . L . . .
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TWo separate questions “tan'still be asked. First, should two ihdependent

systems teach fnglish'to non-English speakihg adults? The seocond question is,
should not educational funds bé used for English classes and ETA funds only,
for stipends when no training or work experience 1is involved?

It appears tﬁat many of the‘burdgns undertaken by ETA prograﬁs reflect
failures of existingilnsgitutlons; i.e., public schools,méntal health servic%§,

new institutions will not make

¢

etc. THe justificatien for ETA programs is tKat

the same mistakes with the same clientele as the ones that served them poorly
. e B

-

before. HNevertheless, shduld not educational or comparable monies finange

the new ETA institutions wnere they are repeating the same services. Th?

conclusjion would seem to be that Federal effor“s snould zoncentrate on
preventing p;ableﬁs by providing srecial financial and technical help to schools
and other sagéal institutions in low income areds with serious social’and eco-
nomlc_éroblems. Such an approach. might hcpefqliy Help to halt the vicious cyclex
of self-perpetuating poverty. , 5 ¢

"(22) Extra credit should be given for placing those with exceptional
labor market handicaps. This Would be a disinceritive for creaming. The handi-
caps to be considered should be the following: éiucational‘level, minority ~:
status, Mge, physical handicaps, emotional prablems, and language and cultural
barriers. The éoc1al priori+ties of prime sponsors would be reflecthed in the
weight given thes= nandicaps. The selection of candidates would be moreropen

and more objective.
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