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The need for federal programs to assist persohs who are al a
disadvantage in the }abor market was recognized early in the 1960s with
the passage of the Manpower Development and Traming Act (MDTA). A
score of calegofical programs. all designed to deal with the problems.of
the disadvantaged, was launched dunng the decade, each with its own
protective statute and institutions. By 1973, the fedgral government was
spending over §2 billion a year on employment and training programs, -
most of them administered directly by federal officials. In that year the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) changed, in a very
fundamental way. responsibility for employment.and. training programs
and the status of the categorical programs. Control was entrusted to state
and local officials; most separate, categorical programs were eliminated
as mdependem entities.

The act's passage was widely acclaimed. Department of Labor
officials, frustrated by a maze of uncoordinated programs, ‘welcomed the _
decategorization of overlappmg progiams as a major reform™ thal
promised to bring order into the manpower system. The Nixon
Administration, phllosophxcaliy"ef)mmnmd to decentralization, $aw CETA
as constraining the federal role and placing greater control at the grass
roots. Local elected officials. who for a decade had been passive
observers of the manpower stene, embraced the oppottunity Yo
incorporate employmeni apd, fraining programs into the structure of
local government. Decemral(zauon. it was assumed, would enable them
o establish control ovei*focal manpower programs; decategorization




X Preface
would permit thé flexthility necessary to put together combinations of-
programs mos responsive to Idcal needs. :

‘To test the extent to which these expectations have been realized and
to assess the economic. social, and politicat impact of Ceta. the National

Research Council established the Comemtiee on Bvaluation of Employ-

ment and Training Programs in 1974,

The evaluation study of the Commuttee was conducted tn two phases.

- The first. completed in 1976. dealt mainly with the implemeniation and
operation of CETA in us first year. The focus was on CETA programs
dealing vith the problems of structural unemployment (Title I, with
particular attention to changes in methods of allocating resources.
planming. types of manpower programs. sysfems for delivering services,
and the types of people served. Three reports were produced: The
Comprehensive Emplovment and Traimng Act: Empact on FPeople, Places
and Programs. a volume of case studies. Transitton 1o Decentralized
Manpower Programs: and The Comprehensive Employmenit and Trcumnf
Act. Abstracts of Selected Studtes.

The second phase of the study was a follow-up on the subsequent
year's experiences uynder CETA. Soon after i1ts enactment, CETA was
enguifed by a recession. In response, 2 new title designed as a

* countercychcal measure was added. Title VI added a new public service
employmelzrprogram and radically changed the nature and objectives of

CETA. In order to explore the 1ssues and effects associated with this pubtie
service employment title. the Ongmal study design was broadened and
the project extended.

This volume, the final report of the study, examines the differences
‘between ceTa Title | programs and their predecessors and compares
legislative goals with results. It also examines the impact of public service
eiploymeny programs on the structurally orented programs ‘of Title' |
and the degree to which the pnmary objective of Title 'VI—creation of
new jobs-—1s achieved.

The last chapter incdrporales the recommendations of the Commuttee
on Evaluation of Employment and Traimng Programs. These proposals
should be useful tn suggesting legislative inihiatives, developing Depart-
ment of Labor policy. and ymproving local operandns,

As this report is issued. Congress is ¢onsidering bills to reauthonze
CETA and extend .t for 4 years, to September 1982. The reauthonzation
bills 1n the House and Senate differ mt some respects but have these
features in common: the targeting of most programs to persons in low-
income families who meet unemployment ehigibihty. crteria: a continu-
ing public service employment program; hmitation on the duration of
participation tn any CFTA program:. himitatton on supplementation of

#
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wages above the limits set for public service employment, incorporation
of new youth programs. including the Young Adult Conservation Corps,
a separate tille to encourage private sector initiatives, and sumphﬁcauon
of the grant application process. R

+ The information for the study was obtamed from "8 pnme sponsors,
the designated,units of governmen? responsible for CETa prograrhs. The
study covers the range of CETa programs administered by local officials,
but not those ddmimistered directly by the hational Offjce of CETA, such as
the Job Coms (Title.IV) or special programs for Indidgs and mugrants.
The sample of 28 pnme sponsors. stratified by type of sponsor (6 ciies, 9
counties, 9 consortia, and 4 states) and' by vanations in po and,
degrr:e of unemployment, was drawn from the universe of more than 400
prime Sponsors. In each of the 38 sités, restdent field-research associates
interviewed key Qﬂjs,:lals, as well as other knowledgeaﬁle persons. The
information they collected was supplpmemed by data from the national
reporgng system of the Employnient and Traimng Admumistration of the

* Department of Labor and by other sources.

,This study is part of the program of the Assembly of Behavioral and
Social Sciences of the National Research Cotntil, Wilham Mirengoff,
who onginated the project Was the study director. He was assisted by
Lester Rindler, senior research associate. Dr. Claire Ker Lipsman, on loan'
from the Depart t of Labor, made an mnvaluable contnbution to the
design of thw%mphase of the survey and to the analysis and drafung
of chipters dealing with manpower plariming, Title I programs, dehivery
of services, and public service emplayment, as well as 1n -formulating
recommendations for consideration by the Commuttee. The Comnuitee
15 indebted to the resident field-research associates, whose diligence and
expertise made this study pessible. Bernard Offerman and Robert Ferrar,
assistant professors, Department of Managemeny and Labor, Cleveland
State University. contributed to the reports for the Cleveland and Lorain
areas. respectively. The Commutige 1s espécially grateful to the ppime
sponsors and local respondents who patiently responded to lepgthy
questionnares and Fovided stanstical information above and béyond
normal reporting requirements. Research assistance for the project was
provided by Richard C. Piper and Scott S. Seablom. Mark Kendall was a
consultant for the econometnc model in the public service employment

- chapter. Phyllis Groom McCreary was the editor, Marian, D, Miller,

Rose Gunn, Diane Goldman, and Ingnd C. Larsen furnished the support
semces

I am grateful to the. members of the Commuttee on Evaluation of
Employment and Training Programs, who provided advice and guidance
throughout the project and reviewed a succession of drafts of this report.
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. This study was prepared p@:dev a gram from the Ford Foundauon.
"« Supplementary fufding “was prov:ded by the Department of Labor.
.Robert Schrank of the Ford Foun®ation contnibuted 1o the formulazion
of the study ob_;ectnves and'to the case study design. Stanley Brezenoff.
also of the Ford Foundation, has been a constant source of encourage- .,
ment and support. The authors wish to acknowledge the cooperation of
the many persons 1n the national and regional offices of the Employmerit -
and Tramung Admmistration who provided data and commented on the
drafts of the siaff report and of Howard Rosen, Director, Office of
Research and Development, and Seymour Brandwemn. Director, Office
, of Program Evaluation for hélpful technical advice and encouragement.
PHILIP ». RUTLEDGE, Chairman
Conimittee on Evaluaton of _
Eniployment and Training Programs
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' BACKGROU\ID

The Comprehensive Employment and Trammg Act of 19731 can be
viewed agamnst the backdrop of ehanges in manpower policy over several
decades. There has been growing acceptance of government intervention
in the processes of the labor market to miminuze dislocations and to
protect individuals from hazards over which they have httle control.
Legislation 10 set up a netwurk of public empluyment offiCes, to establish
mimmump standards of wageSaid hours of work, and to provide income
~ support dunng penods of joblessness date back to the 1930s. Federal
A subsidies for vocauonal education to help prepare youth for the job
market were authorized even earlies, The Employment Act of 1946,
which acknowledged federal respunsibility to promote maximum
employment. s landmark legislation.
In the 1960s manpower policy entered.a new phase. Emphas:s was on
developmeng of human resuurces.’equal uppurtumty for minonty groups
others who faced special barners to employment. and the
maton of poverty, There was recognition that. even 1n periods of
rapid econumie gruwth, there are persont whu. because of inadequate
education. lack of skills. of structural 1mpediments in the labor market,
have a parucularly hard ume entesing and compeung i the labor
market, - ) +

1S¢e page 4 for a summary of the act ©
) ! ’
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ﬁ'he spegfic design of manpower programs has. from the beginnng,
n shapell by the prevailing economuc, social, and pohitical chmate. In

% 1960s, the climate was conducive to manpower programs focused on

he problems of those most 1n need of assistance in obtamning -
employfhent. The disadvantaged were “discovered”. the avil rights
movement was at a peak; the adminsstration was commutted to a “war
on poverty”; and the economy was in a position to absorb additional
workers. even those at the margin of the labor market.

In this propitious setting, 2 host of manpower programs, for special
groups and places was tmuiated. The primary legislative vehicles were the
Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 and the Economic
Opporiunity Act of 1964. Thewr major components were work expenence
for disadvantaged youth and ski'l lralmng for adults. Smailer programs
were designed for older workers and other special groups and for inner.
cities. These programs were designed and controlled at the federal lovel -
and operatecl locally by the employment services, vocational education
agencies, and various community orgamzauans that were usually outside
the local governmental umit.

Dissatisfaction with the tangle of separate programs that evolved, plus
the drnive of the Nixon Admumistration towards decentrahzation of
federal programs. laid the foundation for a baslc reform of the pation’s
manpower system.

In December 1973, after several years of ]Cg]S'&llVC gestation. the
Comprehensive Employment and Traming Act (CETA) was passed.
Program control shifted from the federal Jevel to more than 400 state and
focal units of government, and prog;(mag%st their separate idenuties and
funding These changes were expected to permit greater flexibibity in
fashioning programs Yo local circumstances. This reform of the
manpower system appealed to pragmatic administrators seeking a more
rational way to conduct employment and traiming actvities, to those
attracted by the feawyres of grass roots participation. and to those
committed o a reduction of the federal role. "¢

'I;he 19705 were marked by sluggish economic grOwth and diminished
social activism. The numher of people seeking help as a result of the
recession tncreased sharply as job opportunities grew more scarce. Rusing
unemployment stimulated 1nterest in job creation programs that had
been dormant since the 1930s and changed the size, objectives. and
designs of mangower programs. The Emergency Employment_Act of.
1971. known as PEP. authorized $2.25 billion over a 2-year pencd to
employ jobless persons 1 gssential public” service acuvities. By 1973,
when CFTA was enacted, the economy had improved sigmficantly except
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in hingenng’pucketsof high unempluyment. These were addressed by.a
modest public service employment program under Title 11 of (ETA.
Before this program could be fairly lunched. however, .unemployment
rose previpitously. and in late 1974 Congress passed the Emergency Jobs
and Unemployment Assisiance Act. addiig a new public service
employ meat component (Title VE)Ao <£TA and authonzing $2.5 billion
for tfor | year,

As the recession petsisted. thy Title VI public service employment
prugram grew and soon uvershagowed the Title | programs. which were
designed to deal essentially with persons at a disadvantage 1n seeking
empioyment In 1976, Congfess extended Tuwle VI and in 1977

" authorized its expanston from /300,000 10 600.000 jobs. By 1978, Tutles 11

and VI, the publi senvye Amployment programs. accounted for 38
percent of th CETA appropfiation, compared with 34 percent 1n 1975,
(F,r3 was now addressing two major dysfunctions of the labor market—
structural and cycheal. 5

L}

3

Fl

CETA ommwrz":/ )

The major objecive of «ira 15 to provide traimng and improve
employment vpportunities fur the economically disadvantaged and for
the unempluyed and underemployed. The means for accomphshing this
end. the strategic objective. 15 1u place the admintstration of manpower
programs with Jucal’ authorines and permit them to select programs
appropnale to therr needs.

It

STRATEOIC "OBJEC TIVES : s
%

The first and central strategic objective ofiCEIA. decentralization. has
been achéved. Now. for the first ume. manpower programs ifi each
commumty are built into the local government structures under the
authuriy of elected officials But the shift from federal to local control
ocetrred without abdication of federal oversight responsibiities and. the
degree "uf federal presence continues to be a controversial 1ssue.
Although 90 percent of the fiscal 1978 (E1a funds are 1 programs under
lucal Luntrol. there are increasing federal cunstramnts on programs ansmg

of-new—lemslation and from emphasis on Department of Labor
dccuuntabilityl that limits Jocal autonomy. Moreover, after the Nixon

+

\ .
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—

Y SUMMARY OF THE COMPRE HENSIVE
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT (CETA}

The Comprehensive Employment and Traiming Act of 1973 (PL 93-203), as
amended by the Emergency Jobs and Unemploy ment Asnistance Act of 1974
(PL 93-567}, by thé Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1976 (pL 04-
444}, by the Comprehensive EmPloyment and Trainng Act Amendments of
1977 (PL 95-44), and by the Youth Employment ard Demonsttation Projects
Act of 1977 {PL 95.93), has eight tties

Titia 1 authorizes comprehansive manpowst services for the unempioyed,
underemployed, and economically disadvantaged. Programs are administered
by prime spon sors, wWhuch are cities and counties of 100,000 or mare and

rila The state government « prme sponsor far the halance of state,
Funds are allocated according to each ares’s prior year's apportionment, num-
ber of unemPloyed, and aduits 'n low-incorne famiies. Pnme sponsors must
subrmit an acceptable plan to the Secretary of Labor, Prepared in consultation
with 10cal 8dvisory councils. A state MAanpower services Councd révigws local
plans and arranges lor the cooPeration of state agencies.

Tutle H prowides funds 1o prme sponsors and Indian reservations to hive
the unempioyed in areas of substanhal unempioyn;ent for public service jobs.
Funds are aliotted an the basis of the number of unempldyed.,

Titie 11 provides tor natidnally admunistered programs for Indians, migrant
and seasonal farm workgrs, youth, and other groups that are in particulsr need
of sud'g services This title also gives the Secretary of Labor responsibinty lor
research, evatuation, expenmental and demonstratior Projects, labor market
information, and job banks.

Titte IV authorizes the Depariment of Labor to operate the Job Corps,
residential trisning centers 1or ditadvantaged Young men and Women, .

Title V establishes & National Commission for Manpower Policy 10 1dentify
goals, evaluate manpower development Programs, and make recommendations
to the President and to Condress. {The Emergency Jobs Programs Extansion
Act of 1976 establishes a separate National Commussion on Emplayment and
Unemployment Statistics.}

Tirie VI authorizes Public service Jobs for the unemployed. Fundsare
allocated to pritne sponsors and qui,an tribes, based on the numbear ol unem-
ployed, the unemployed in axcess of a 4.5 parcant rag, and the unemployed
m argas of substantial unemployment. Under 1976 amendments, funds for
the expanded Title VI program are in new short-duratian Projects and most
new participants must be lang-term, low-ncome unemPloyed or welfare
reciPients.

Titie VH contains Rrovisions spplicable to all programs such as protubitions
against discrivination and Political activity. ¢

Title VHT estabhishes a Young Adult Conservation Corps tpmrrv out
Projects on public lands.

-
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CETA’s second sirategic objective was 10 discontinue 17 separate and
independent programs to give prime sponsors the fiexibility to put '
together a mux of manpower servives suitable to their lycahties. However.
tn response to new developments, Congress added new categones of
senice. Categorical programs, which amoun®d t6 more than one-half of
all CETA resources m 1975, accounted for three-fourths of appropriations
in 1978, Indeed., ali of the program titles in cETA. except Title I, authonze )
categoncal programs. Proposals now before Congress would continue »
the trend to address discrete problems with specifically targeted
progrars. As federal programs expand in response to the needs of
particular groups, thewr pusposes are more namowly defined. the
condrfions are increased, the federal presence i1s extended, and the scope
of state and local discrefion dimimshed. Under the impact of these

.. developments, CETA has become a “hybnd” program. not entirely

deceftralized, nor completely decategorized. .

, Tlie are-a number of subsidiary objéctives that Congress sought to

achie\g through the manpower -reform. 1mproving the system for .
allocating resources. eliminating duphcation and fragmentation in the
dehvery of manpower services. assunng that service deliverers of proven
ability are given consideration by local sponsors. and providing for.wider.
consultanon in planning for manpower services. ‘

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

CETA has w0 major program objectives. The origmal legislation

continued the structural objectives of earlier manpower programs—to

. improve. through remedial traming and employment strategies, the

employability of persons lacking knowledge. preparation. and connec- “

. uons with the world of work and to expand employment opportumues 1n .

. areas of chrontc and substantial unemployment. Amendments added a

- countercychical objective—~creation of temporary jobs i the pubhc
seclor Lo counter Mising unemployment

,

Meeting Structural Objectives

The ‘extent 10 which the structural objectves of CET are met depends

upon who s served. the services they receive. and the outcomes of these :
serviGes. The onginal act expressed concern’ fof the poor, youth.
minories, older workers, migrant farm workers, indians. and others
who are at. a disadvantage )n the labor market. However. the specific
eligibihity requirements of (ETA were much broader. Not only were the .
disadvantaged ehgxble. but also the unemployad and underemployed

LRI
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generally. Moreosver. nsmg Joblessness imw the 1970s expanded the
constituency af regular manpowér programs to inctude persons not
ordinanly m need of manpower services, In the first 2 years of CETa. the
combined effect of these condifons, enlarged the pool of program
apphcams and Tutle [ enrollees were older, heugfeducated, and less
disadvantaged than therr predecessors in ' Similargife-CETA programs.

The assumption that employment and training programs will assist in
the des eloﬁmem of human capital 1s still the fundamental prenuse of the
structurally onented pragrams 4¢f Tutle L. In the main, the natdre of the
services provided under Title 15 much the same as before Cera. Local
sponsors have not used their newly acquired ﬂeiibll!t) to undertake
radically different programs. Decemralizauon and decategonzaunon do
not necessanly produce abrupt changesfrom past patterns, especially if
the sponsor 1s'unfamiliay with manpower issues and programs. Thefe has
been, however, a relative ovement away from prepaffinon for
economic self-sufficiency toward subsidized jobs. Relauve expenditures
for the majog Title I development programs, ¢lasssoom and on-the-job
training, declined between 1974 and 1976, while the proportion of
expenditures for work experience and other income-inantenance .’
programs rose. Some increase in skill-traning programs occurred In
1977 The shift towards income maintenance reflected the softemng of
the economy during these ybars and spofisors’ uncertainty of the
usefulness of skill training n a lpose labor market. Even where classroom
traintng 1s p'revalenl, local sponsors seem to opt for low-cost, short-
“duration courses. LI

The National Research Council (NRC) study hmited its examinalion of

“the “outcomes of CETa programhs to the, extent to which participants .

oblained unsubsidized employment. Placement gutcomes, the ratios of
persons who entef jobs to those who termunate from C£Ta, are lower than
. before CeTA for similar programs, while the annual per person costs of
" Tutles I and VI are in line with the pre-CETA costs. The ratio of people
who entered employment from adult-onented Title I programs was 42
percent in 1976, that s, for every 100 who terminated, 42 were gither
placed in jabs or obtamed JObS on their own. The pre-C£1a 1974 estimale
for comparable programs was 57 percent. The placemenl record for |

CETA public service jobs programs is also lower than that of the earher

JPEP program. Placement ‘rates for. both Title I and pubhc{s‘emce

employment rose 1n 1977, but were still below rates for corresponding
. pre-CETa progéams. The dilemma of manpower policy 1s its seemingly
paradoxical*émphasis on job placement, while 1t urges the enrollmenl of
Jhe least employable. 4

b w
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Meetng Countercycheal Objectives 1V

Central to the countercyclical objective of CETa 15 the creation of public
service jobs in addition to what state and local goy ernmenis would fund

. 1n the absence of federal support. Units of government are required to

maintain thewr regular level of effort and may not substitute, federal for
state and local funds. However. local officials. especially those struggling
with fiscal cnises. tend to view federal funds as a source of fiscal relief.
and sybstiion has been a thorny 1ssue.

This study estimates that the direct job creation effect of CETA's public
senie employment (pst) programs in the public sector averaged about
65 percent between mud- 1974 and the end of 1976. That 15, out of every
100 posiions funded. 65 would not otherwise pave existed. (These
estimates apply to the period prior to the 1976 amendments to Title VI
that attempted to restnict substitution.) Moreoygr, ( ETa salanes ganerate
addiuonal jobs in the economy throdigh the in ctﬂnultlphel‘ effect. No
attempt has been made to estrmate the job creation rate of posiions
allocated to nonprofit organizations, but 1t 1s presumed o be greater | than
the rate achieved in the public sector.

To hard-pressed officials. all dollars, whatever their program labels,
are green, and the difficuliies of tracking federal doflars through the
mazes Of local budget processes make subsutution difficult to ideniify.
measure. and control. When Congress extended and expanded Title VI
i 1976, 1t also attempted to deal with substijution. The Emergency Jobs
Programs Extension Act (EJPEA) required that all Tatle VI funds above
the amount necessary to sustain existng levels of Title VI'employment
be used to fund posiions in short+term “projects” that are not to be part
of regular ongoing actiities. They were 1o be specific tasks conducted by
nonprofit commumty orgamzations or by pnme sponsors. The hmited
dufation of projects, their separation from regular government acuvities.
and the encouragement of pst funding to nonprofit orgamzations were

- all mtended to constrain sybstitution. However. in the interests of rapid

implementation of the expanded psk program. the oniginal concept of a
project was ddiluted. [t remains to be seen whether the pew provisions of
EipEA will reduce Job seepage and whether useful publu: service Jobs were
created as a result of this amendment.

Ba!ancmg Mu!npie Objectives

As CETa evolved 1t became a bifurcated prog,ralﬁr Titles !, 111, and IV
were sening predominantly persons wath structural handicaps, Titles Il

. and VI. the Job creation utles. were enrofling the yob-ready unemployed,

/ o ,,
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generally persons higher on the spcioeconomic ladder. They were not
unlike those in the earlier PEP program. but considerably less disadvan-
taged than participants in Tutle . The existence of two types of programs
tended to divide CeTa chentele into separate populations and reinforce ¢
the distinction between them.. The programs were compartmentalized, !
- "and this discouraged both the transfer of manpower-training chents to
psE programs Jobs under Titles I1 and VI and the use of Title I resources
to train PSE participants, The 1976 amentmnents to Tutle VI (EJPEA)
which emphasized creaping jobs for the long-term. jow-income unem- ’
ployed. introduced a }zllr,d manpower design. one that embodies both 7
structural and countercyclical obyectives. In effect, Title VI, intended as
an economic response to cychical unemployment, was. becaust of social
considerations. enhsted to serve structural purposes as well. Early
. indicattons are that the desired changes in clientele are occurnng.
. The enactment of Title VI and its subsequent expansion brought a
large volume of dollars and jobs to pnme sponsor junisdictions. And with
these came heightened interest and attention of local elected officials 1n
. CETa, especially in the pse programs. in the face of the urgent and
-t pohitically attractive job creatidn programs, the basic employabilily de-
velopinent programs of Title 1. although larger than before, were rele-
* gated to the back burner. e
THe two pse programs had different objectives. Title [l was enacted as
a contmuﬁ'lg program targeted at selected areas expenencing substantial
and persistent unemployment. Title V1, on the other hand, was viewed as
a general conntercycheal tool, directed to what was believed to be a-
temporary downturn in the economy. It was authorized imually for 1
year and was applicable to all areas. Despite the onginal differences
between Titles Il and VI, they became virtually indistinguishable soon ,
. after the programs were implemented. This was due in part to the nse i
. the nayonal unemployment rate that made almost all locahties eligrble

P under Title I1. - .
i Y .

.

L}

SUMMING UP

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

v

1 . .
® On the whole. the study finds that CETA. in terms of, orgamzation,
_ delivery of service. and local participation. 1s a more effective way of
’ _handling the nation’s employment and traiming programs than earher
centrahzed and categorical arrangements. The expansmnrbf the Pse

ERIC
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program from a 300000- toa ?OOODQ-Job level in 1977 might not have
been possible without the local admunistrative mccham.sm.s \n place

Resources i .
The allocation of resources through formulas is a more predictable way,
of distributing funds Jhan the pre-CETA ‘methods. However, some
refinements are necessar) to targcl funds mose precisely to people and
areas of grealest need and to measure thg unnfnployment and income of

areas more accerately. - -
r

Planning o ’ -

. The process and substance of Iocaf planmng for manpower programs has
improyed, although it 1s sull largely a foutine for obtamning funding. A
large majority of the local planning councils are passive. But 2 sigmificant
number are quite acuve, and there is substantially more local
partictpation 1n decision making than there.was in the pre-CETA period.

-

Administration

——

The administration of pfograms by local govemments, after 2" shaky
stat, s mpfoving. There 15" closer mapagement and accountability.
Local staffs are in a better position to keep tracE Ef program optrations
than the relatively small number of Departmen(@f Labor regional office
personnel operating froth distant locations developments have
been accompanied by z substantial growth En the number of administra-
tive personnel among prime sponsors. ) .

Delivery Systems T

The trend towards the consohdation of systems to dclwcr manpower
sérvices (s noteworthy, about half of the local prime sponsors studied
were taking steps to streamhine intake and placgment operafions for Ttle
I programs to avoid duplication. ) gﬂ '

*

v %

PROBLEMS AND RECOMMENDATIONS' .

These achievements must be weighed aga.in,s:l five major problems that
mmpair the effectiveness of CETA. These problems and proposals to
correct them are ?mrized below. The full recommengations of the

* ) *
’
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Committee on Esaluation, of Employment and Traming Programs
appearin Chapter 10 -

Clientele . s

There has been a weakénmg of the commitment to the disadvantaged in
Title 1 programs. The principal reasons for this change include. the
broader eligibility critera under {Ln fegislation as compared with pre-
CtTa requirements, the spread of Tesources mnto suburban areas with
lower proportions of disadvantaged persons. and the inchnation of
program operaldfs’ (o select apphcants most Jkely to succeed The
proporuon of disadvantaged persons in the psk.programs (Titles 11 and
V) has been markedly-lower than in the Title | programs to develop:
employability, However. the ratio of disadvantaged persons in Titte V1.
has begun to icrease as a result of the nghter eligibility requiréments i
the 1976 afnendments to Title VI. The Committee recommends that
eligibility vnder alt titles be resiricied 1o the low-income population fexcept
Jor some opemings in public senice- employment programy), allocanon
Jormulas be rewsed to reflect the “shift n eligibility, public service
emgploxment programs be redesigried lo include u contimung program hmited
to the economically disadvantaged, and prime. sponsors supervise the chent
selection process more carefully, '

Qﬂafrty of Service . - ’

The program “emphasts ‘of Tatle | has shifted f%m aclmtles that enhance
human caputal to those that basically prowide income matnlenance.
There are also serious questions about the quality of skill-trayming and
work-experience programs. Recent eHorts to conduct expenmental and
demonstration projects 1o improve the guahity of skill-traiming and youth
"prograrns are a step m the nght difection. but not endugh., The
Commuttee recontmends more thorough and systematic assessment of the
content and duration of Iraiming programs, experymentanon with enriched
wark expenence models. and closer finks with the private sector Ing
developing programs that are relevant (o the job yparhet. Combinanons of
public service émployment and skill-waimng activities should be encouraged
and more resqurces devoted to programs to enhanr.e ‘employabiity under
Tm‘e I3

r. ¢




There are varous ways of evaluating the su A s of a tramung and
empluyabiht) prograrh. including increasing proﬁ ency of skills and
enhancerhent of ability to compete mdcpcndemly In the labor market. In |
the final analysis. however. the primary criterion of success 1s the extent
1 which erfrollees’ are able to pbtain sustable long-term employment as a
result of their C£Ta expenence. The -Bepartment of. Labor reporting
system does not provide information o The. duration of employment.
However. placemg_g,ua’rf’ Os —the percentage of termunees who find yobs
" either (g;}gh«ﬁe $ponsor’s efforts of on their own —have been lower in
the firss37years of GETA than for comparable pre-CETa programss. The -
Comtiutiee recogniges the special difficulties of placement in a period of
.high unemployment. There are. however, some steps that Congress and
program admunistrators can take to improve the opportumbes for
enrollees 1o obtain unsubsidized employment. The Comvmittee recom-
" mends greater emphasis on job develupment and placement acuvities and
restoration by Congress of the placement objective in public service
employment programs. .

Substuution .
1] L]

One of the major shortcomings of the PSE program 1s the dcgree to which
its job crjca/um\/o;pctwe is subverted by the substitution of federat for

local funds. Recent amendments t¢ Title V1, Ilrmnhg most newly huréd

pariicipants tO,_ngClafprq]ecls may tend (o constrain subStitution. The

. Commuttee recommends renewal of countercyclical revenue shqring to help
hard pressed communities maintain public sgz‘fces, hmmpz;zrt{apzmts'

tenure in CETA to [ year, sirenglthemng auditing. and monitoring
capabilities of the Department of Labor. and amending the defimtion of
projects to preclude activities rhat are incremental o regu!ar ongotng
Eerwces

Insututional *Networks

Relautons between prime sponsors and other government and nongoy-
ernment agencies continue to be unsettled. This is particularly true of the
association between the Employment Service and prime sponsors. In its
‘desire to reform the fragmented manpower structure and reduce
" duplication, Congress fashioned a federal local system that parallels in
several respects the existing federal-state employment service network.
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The Comm:uee recommends that studies be conducted of the roles and o
performance of the Emplgyment Service and CETA systems, of the existing
relationshyps between them, and of the advantages and disadvantages of .
alternaive coordination arrangement ’

. by :%r /__\‘_yﬂ\)

. POLICY 'lsiéﬁ Az L

]

" Several policy issues are evident in the CETA program and. i1n one form or
another, touch its majoe proble’ms the relanonship between national |
pohicy and local practice. mul objectives, ambiguous legislation. the
bala%e among program componénts, and the place of publc ser\rlce\
employment in the overall design of’manpower programs.

.One of the most pervafive 1ssues 1s the degree to which local pronties
and practices are consistent with national objectives. The issue 1s
apparent in the structural as well as the countercyclical components of
‘cETA. In both there 1s divergence between the national emphasis upon
enrolling those most 1n need and the tendency of local program
operators to select participants bkély to succeed. In the public service
employment programs. natonal attention (s fiveted on creating jobs 1o
reduce unémployment, while some local officials view the federal funds
as an opportumty (o support théir regular focal budgets or as a way lo
avord higher taxes. The congressional response to sitvations in which
there are significant local departures from national policy has been to
Tegislate additional provisions. that, in turn, hmat the degree of local
autonomy. /

Muluple ob_;cctwes 15 another issue that permeates CETA operations
and generates organzational and programmaud problems. CETA has
become a program for all seasons. but in the purswt of-one set of
objectives others are sacnficed, particularly 1f they appear tompetitive.
For example. emphasis on the job creauon program of Title VI results in |
a deemphasis of the employability development programs of Title I,
CETA sinves for a high rate of job placement, yet encourages enrolling
those most difficult to place, many target groups are singled out for
consideration, but, m focusing on some, others are neglected—it 15
unreahsticfio expect prime sponsors to give simulianéous priofity o
velerans. women. the long-term unemployed, persons on unemploy ment
insurdiace (L1} rolls. those not eligible for U1, and welfare recipients.

A third issue that significantly affects CETa operahions s the ambiguity
of the legislation. The pohtical necessity for some ambivalence to ensure
the enactment of Iegxslatloﬁ 1s understandable. Nevertheless, the
ambiguity of some CETA provisions resulfs in confusion and bureaucrauc
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conflicts For example, The hne between prime sponsor and federal
authonty 1s not clear. The Secretary of Labor 15 admomished hot to
“second guess the good faith judgment of the prime sponsor.” but 1s also
directed "to adopt admunistratine procedures for looksng behwnd the
cernficanon of compllance ncluding . . spot checking. . . . " In
effect. the legislative history leaves alarge gray areg un which the reach of
the local authorities contends with the grasp of the federal establishment.

The intent of CETA 15 also uncertain with respect to thg choice of
agencies (o provide manpower services. Acknowledging the pnmacy of
prime sponsors Jn a decentralized system. CETA places with them the
tesponsibility for selecung program delinerers However, prime sponsors
are also told w make full use of exsting insutuuons of demonstrated
effeciveness. Thus. having come down on both sides of the issue. the
legsstation leaves 1t up to the program adminsstiratoss 1o SOTt things out as
besithey can.

The balancing of CETA objectives and lhe allotation of resources
among (ETa programs is another underlying 1ssue The question anses 1n
several contexts How should manpower resqurces be zllocated between
struclural and countescychical programs” Do the 1976 amendments to
Tutle VI bridge the structural and countercychcal objectives? Within the
structural component of (ETa. what proportion of funds sheuld be
directed to actnities that enhance human caprial and what propotuon
for programs that essentially provide income maintenance”? .

CETa has demonstrated the effectiveness of public senvice employment
2s a temporary job creation program. but the tendency to substutute
federal for local resuurces himuts its ysefulness i the long run. Congress
has taken several steps tu address this problem. At issue 15 whether those
measures - short-ter Jects. incréased use of nonprofig organizations
as employing agencies; and enrcliment of low-income persons—will be
sucoess ful.

With tespect to the proader issue of goveramental strategies 10 counter
recessions. the questipn’ 1s héw much rehance should be placed.on
creanng jobs i the public sector compared with such alternatives as tax
jncentives tn the privage sector. extended unemployment insurance.
accelesated public wogks prugrams. stepped-up government purchases,
12X cuts. or monetdry [golicies? What constitutes an appropnate pohcy
mix?

Beyond (EL\.*?C& is, considenng theluse of pubhc service
employ ment as a majmgiein egft n welfare reform and full- ernplo)rncm
legislation. This raises suchéys uqs as the extent to which the pubhic sector
should be used to create jol, the limuts of state and local governments’

-
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14 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

capability to abg)rb unemployed persons, the degree to which local'
governments have become dependent on federally fund¥ positions, and «
the consequences of subsequent withdrawal of these funds.-

These are policy sssues that need to be resolved in the pohucal process
leading to reauthorizauion of cETA. The Comnuttee favors the reauthoniza:
tion of CETA dnd hopes the findings of the study and recommendations in the
pages that follow will provnde a basis for discussion and decisions on some of
the issues.”

-

*0On October 27. 1978 isubsequent 1o the preparation of this report ), the President
sighed into law the Comprehensive Employment and Traming Act Ameodments
of 1978, which reauthgpized c&7a for 4 years and amended sty provisions. The new
tegislation reflects. i whole or in past. the maps recommendatibns of this repors
with respect 10!

® the establishment of o vonuinuing pst program for the srinturally une mployed
and a separate contingency program for the cychcally unemployed.

* closer pfogrant links witls the private sector of the econonty.

* constrafning subsutution by hmuing the tenure of #5E participants and by
strengthentng the monitoring capabilities of the Department of Labor.

* the cnhancement of the employabibity development programs of CEva, .

+ ¢ the addition of ¥ training component to PSE programs;

* increased cmphasis on the placement of CETa participants:

® the e of anpual unemployment data to sdenfy areas of substantiat
unemployment

: \ )
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The $8 billon appropriated for the Comprehensive Employment and
Traming Act(CETA} in fiscal 1977 and in fiscal 1978 was a new high in
manpower funding. 1t exceeded by far the amount for comparable
programs for the entire decade of the 1960s. Together with programs not
under CETA, obligations for manpower account for more than 2.5 percent
of the federal budgel. They are more than one-half of 1 percent of the
gross national product compared with about 0.4 percent in.the years
immediately preceding ceta. The sharp mse 1n federal funds for
manpower over the years attests to the growing significance of
employment and training programs in the agenda of national prionities.

cEra replaced earlier manpower operations in which resources were
ailocated 1o numerous uncoordinated categoncal programs with a
system of block grants conveyedjdirectly to state and local umts of
government - prime sponsors.” Thfs syltem. 1t wgs anucipated. would

. sh1‘ﬂ program control and managemeniJrom federal to local offiials. and

~
?

3
5

\

permit more flexible use of these resources lo reflegt local needs more

closely. Despite its name. (£74 has never been an entirely comprehensive

program. Other programs of the Department of Labor (DoL)—the Work

Incentive Program (win). the Older Amencans Act, and the largest of
E them all. the employment secunty system—remain separate from CETa.

In‘fiscal 1976, less than 60 percent of federal outlays for manpower-
 Itlated programs was accounted for by (E1a. Another sigmificant change
" ip strategy for distributing mahpower resources 1s the allocation of funds
“by formula rather than the less formal methods used before CETA,

{5
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This chapter deals with sssues related to the funding of manpower.
programs and how changes in patterns of resource allocations Leflect -
underlying manpower policies. The major questions discussed are.

I Hoiv do trends in the use of resources for employment and tramning
programs compare with other approaches to unemployment problems?
What are the implicaions for manpower policy?  * .o

2. To what extent does CETA represent a comprehensive manpower
program” Have there been changes in the emphasis on decategonzation
and decentralization? To what extent does CETA represent the block *
grant approach? .

3 How has (he us¢ of formulas changed the distnbution patterns of
funds? What problems are associated with the use of formulas and with
the use of discretionary, funds® What are the measurement problems 1n

‘the CETA formulas? -

*MANPOWET T

4. How h%fundmg process affected the admimistration of

A

TRENDS IN MANPOWER FUNDS

Manpower funding patterns have, over the years, murrored the
policymakers’ percegitions of the role of employment and tramming’
programs in coping with economic and.social problems. The [ével bf
funding ha¥ reflected the depth of the commufnem to those programs
and the priority they received in the competign for the federal dollar.

social climatdl

In the early 1960s, apprehension over the expected effects of
automation led to the Manpower Development and Traimung Act
(MpT1A). To implement this act, Congress auzﬁoﬁzed $70 muthon to
retrain workers whose occupations were expected to become obsolete.
The expected large-scale displacement of workers did not occur, but’

The kinds o?xpenditures have vaned with !heL:hangmg economic and

" manpower programs were soon enlisted 1n the war on poverty and were

redirected toward the employment and traiming problems of youth and
the disadvantaged. The passage of the Economuc Opportumity Act (E0A)
of 1964 made grealer resources available for manpower programs.

in the early 1960s, emphasis was almost entitely on classroom trainung.
Later in the decade, classroom traiming funds leveled off. while spending
for programs to provde youth with work expenence and income more

than doubled, as shown in the table below. The increase in level of ~

funding for youth had as much to do with “cooling the street” as
providing work expenence. On-the-job training also rose sigitficantly as

-
1
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the Department of Labor made greater efforts to enhst the support gnd
cooperation of the private sector.

ExpendHures for Selecied Programs
{millions of dellars) s

LY 1966 'Y 1972

T¥pe of Program Percent Increase

Llassroom traimpeg {MDTA

smstitutionat and Job Corps) 494 580 17
On«the-job tramipg

(JOP, JOBS, PSC) 20 + 29 1.335
Work expenence for Youth (NYC )

in-sthool. out-ofschool. cemmes) 241 494 105

Durning the late 1960s, the unemployment rate was relabively fow. The
concern of manpower programs was to intervene on behalf of those.in
the labor force who had the most difficulty in getting or holding jobs—
the poor. the uneducated, msnorities. youth lacking expenence, and older
workers. Categoncal programs were designed for vanous groups. Each
program had 1ts own rules of opetayons and funding sources. However,
the emphasis in each was on the supply side of the employment
problem — how to help thé individual adjust to the job market. In short,
manpower programs during the latd 1960s dealt mainly with the
employability problems of persons on the margins of thg labor market.,

The recession of 1970 and 1971 and the phasing down of hostlities 1n
Vietnam signaled a return to the high levels of unemployment of the
early 1960s, With the economic slump. attennon shifted to the demand
side — how _could employment be expanded quickly? The passage of the
Emergency Employment Act {(EeA) m 1971 n response to this economic
development added a new dimension (o manpower strategy. For the first
time since the Great Depression. federal funds were used specifically as a
countercychical measure —to hire the uneriiployed and underemployed
for temporary public service jobs. The EEA authonzed expenditures of
$2,25 billson over 2 years. Appropnations for employment and training

/?ogramsv-later to be merged intgf CETA—rose to $2.8 billion in fiscal
973 and fell back to $2.3 billion 1n fiscal 1974, as EEA was to be phased

opt) T . a .

e tEA proved to be a useful precedent for the handling of manpower
tds under CeTA. It demonstrated that formulas based on objective
seth to allot funds and that the channeling of

"A 1otal of $250 mlhich was appropnated for the, Emergcn::) Employment Act i June
1974 to permit an orderly transfer of £BA activities (0 CETA.
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TABLE | Appropriazions fo Depértmenl 6f Labor Employment and Tramung Programs, Fiscal 1974-1978

SOURCE:Employment and Training Adminisivation, (1.5, Depattment of Lebot.
A€ xcludes funds for HEW child care. 1974, $90 million. 1975, $74 million. 1976, $150 millton: 1977, $127 million
PManpower programs com parable to those included under Tatle |. .
“Excludes carrying-funds: sufimer Youth, $91 million: migratory tarm workers, $33 milhon,
4Emergency Employmenl Act {PEP). T y ' :
€ Transition quarter (July-September 1976) omitted.
Includes supplemental of $1,200 miition for Title V1.
Tincludes $233.3 mitlian for Tifle'VIIL. Youth Consetvation Corps.
AThe $1.016 miion for Thie il and $3.668 million fas Title VI forward funded wilh the fiscal 1977 supPlemental.
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{rmithons of dollars} ;
z ,::\
o> i ’ Comprchensive Employment and Traintng Act
. ; Trammg ) Work
ANDOL | . and Work  Summer Other’ Public Service Esmal 4 Incentve  Older

Fiscd  Manpower Expenence  Youth Natonal  Job Corps 1C SErvice TMPIOYMEM  program®  American
Year Programs  Tolal (Tile 1) CRitle I (Title 1IN . (Title IV)  Title 1T Title VI (WIN) Programs
1974 2,526 2266 10108 306¢ 180¢ 150, 370 2504 250 10
1975 3,894 3,742 1.580 473 243 171 400 875 140 12
1976° - 6,227 © 541 1,580 528 268 140 l.600f 1,625 250 86
1977 8514 - 8,053 - 1,880 595 ‘1.6093 266 - 524 . 3079 « 310 9
19787 8.6E7 8,062 t.380 693 . 388 417, 1.016 3.668 365~ 190

e
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manpower funds directly to state and local governments was nol oni) ' .

feasible but could result in effective management of iocal programs. v
- FUNDING UNDER- CETA '

A basic objective of CETA was to combine separale MDTA, EOA. and EEA

funding sources into block grants, trarsfernng control and accountabili-

ty o local officials. Shortly after cETa was passed, the adrmmustration

requested $2 bilhon for 1ts implementation in fiscal 1975 — 10 percent less

than 1974 appropriations for comparable traiung, work expenence, and

public service employment programs. Congress, however, authorized

close to $2.9 billion and later in the year increased the amount to $3.7

billion, when funds for Title V1 (the Emerggncy Jobs and Unemploy

ment Assistance Act) were added. CETA funds increased 2.5 times from N
. the base year of 1974 to 1977. Most of the gain was in public service

employment —from $620 million authonzed toward the end of fiscal

1974 10 $3.7 billion in 1977 (see Taple 1).

The inttzatives n support of ¢8IA prior to 1977 Sere taken by the
Congress rather than the executive branch and reflected congressional
concern over unacceptably igh levels of unemployment. The funding of
summer jobs for youth illusirates this concern. The imbal budget
requests for fiscal 1975 and fiscal 1976 did not contain separate réquests
for summer jobs, the admumstration intended that pnme sponsors
finance these programs out of their decategonzed Title I allotments.
Congressintervened in both years with separate appropnations.

. President Carter’s economic sumulus package restored: the executive
imitiative. The amount requested and authonzed for fisgal 1977 for CETA
was raised from 34.1 billion 1n the Ford budgel to $3.1 billich in the
Carter budget, and the same amount was approprated for 1978 (see
Figure 1). ‘ .

-

CHANGING EMPHASIS IN CETA

Changes 1n patterns of funding have mgmﬁcanlly affected the original
decategonzed and decentralized emphasis of CETA. The vast additions
for the specialized programs for Titles 11, 111, and VI have significantly
increased its categdtical nature. Title 'I, the only decategorized
., component, accounted for 42 percent of the CEIA appropnations in 1975
and 23 percent 1 1977. The categorical thrust was sparked by the
recesston and by the decision (0 launch a large-scale program directed at
the gh leVel of unemployment. The decrease can be attributed to the
propensnt) of Congress and the admlmstrallon to deal with problerns by
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FIGURE 1 Appropmtlons fo:- CQTA fose abow 38 bithon an flscal ycars 19‘!7 apd .,
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+ TABLE2 Funds for National Programs. Tatle I, Fiscal 1974-1978

(millions of dollars)
. ‘/.gunds A i
bligated ppropraions . .
. Twtle 1t Program 19749 FY 1975 Y 19760 FY 1977 FY 1978

Summer emplo¥Yment . R

for youth - 4359 413 . 528 595 693
Migrant farm workers 39 - 83 76 63 95
Indians . 12 - 51 52 51. 17
National padecrs 40 83 . 94 1.445¢ 171

TOTAL 550 670 750 2,154 1.036

SOURCE Employment and Trammng Admanstration, U 8. Department of Labor

S Amounts for compara?le frograms,
PExcludes trafisiion quarter .
“Includes $ Lbition Tor youth, 3250 mdhon fur Skl Trymning Improvement Program
(5TIP), and 5120 mullton for HIRE {veterans)

' Sy

F 4 . .
mandating special programs rather than relying on local authonugs tv
tackle them. The enactment in 1977 of the administration’s comprehen-

. stve youth program. including 2 new utle for a Young Adult

Conservation Corps, has further categorized manpower programs.

. The decentralizing thrust of CETa 1s diminjshing to a lesser extent,
since some of the categorical progrants are managed locally. Though still

. larpely decentralized, the propertion of funds appropnated for programs
under local control declined from 93 percent 1n 1976 to 85 percent n
1977 as more resQurces were channeled mio federally managed
programs, The major increase was due to 1977 supplemental funds
requested by the Carter Administration for three nationally adminstered
programs. youth, skill improvement, and the hinng of Vietnam veterans
(se€ Table 2). Tt would appear thai the executive branch, under the

. Carter Administration, and the Congress are now less concerned with ’
the principle of local autonomy than with direct andt rapid action on
what they perceive Lo be the major manpower problems.

From their inception, manpower progfams were directed to the
Yintractable sirucwral problems that limited the abilty of many 1o
participate effectively in thé labor .market. Their clientele was the
disadvantaged, and the strategy callecll.for a combination of pj;ograms to
develop employabihity. CETa ¢embodied the same design. However, this

* - was to change, for the same redsons that other aspects of CETA
changed - deteridrating economic conditions. The publi jce em-

r
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22 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

. ployment program (Title VI) was added in the middle of ¢ETA’s first fiscal .
year. but even with this added countercyclical program, three-fourths of

all CETA funds were for structural programs—employabihity develop-
ment. work experience, trarming, and subsidized jobs in depressed areas.

As the recession Intensified. however, more furfds were added for Title

VI and the balance began to change. only 50 percent of the fiscal 1976

funds was for structural programs.

With the 1977 supplemental appropriation came a renewed emphasis
on structural objectives. Two developments moved the program in this
direction More funds were added to the programs direcfed at structusal
problems: Titles I, [E IIl. IV, and summer acuvlues(é‘:,youth. These
programs accounted for 60 percemt of' the CETA resources that year.
Addrtional’ funds were also added for Title VI. the counterrecessionary
component of CeTA. However. 1n expanding this job creation program.
Congress significantly modified its thrust. Limiting the use of the
additiond¥ resources 1o the low-income, long-term unemployed gave the
program a structural complexion. Title VI now has botcountercyclical
and structural objectives.? If this trend continues. 1t 1s possible that CETA
may return to s onginal emphasis o the structural problems of the
disadvantaged. The bill proposed by the administratwn for reauthonza-
tion of CrTa 1N 1978 would target (114 almost exclusively to low-income
families '

L

~ -
. gm |
STRATEGIES FOR DEALING I UNEMPLOYMENT

Potentia! clients for manpower programs nymnber in the millions, even in

the best of imes The “universe of need” cBnsists of all ‘those who need

traiming or other services the unemployed with special difficultees, the

. underemployed. discouraged workers who have given up seeking jobs.
3 " and others not in the labor force who could become employed. Duning
recessions. their Tanks are swelled by the cyclically unemployed. If the

.millon or so discouraged workers had been cotinted as unemphdyed 1n

the fourth quarter of 1976, the total number unemployed would have .

averaged 8.6 milhon instead of 3‘6 rillion {see Figure 2). The number of

potential (£Tx chents depends bn the measures that are used. Some

estinates run as high as 20 mullon individuals 1n the course of a year. A
conseMative estmate for planning purposes 1n W present econormtc

setung 1s that there are 12 mihon people with employment and earnings
inadequacies. a large proportion of whont may need some kind of

<

« *Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1076, PL 94-444, October 1, 1976.

- »
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assistance in getating a decent job at which Jheycgz make a lving3

- The question of what combination of a?:ﬁons would be most effective
in helping these 12 million people requires. &ssessing the costs and
benefits of various alternativés, such as unemplo ment Insurance (L1},

_]Ob creation, and manpower lramlng and ernplo;,abilu) development

3Sar A Levitan ang Robent Taggart, “Bo Out Siausuca 'M,;:gsure the Real ].abot Market -
Hardships?,” tn Edwin D. Goldfield, ed.. 454 Prowedng,t,&aal Statisucs Section, 1976,
Part I, Washengton, D.C.. Amencan Statistfcal Assotia fmgust 1976, Julius Shskin,,
“Employment and Unemployment. The Doufihnut or the }jol " Momthly Labor Review
9%2):3+10, February 1976. . oo
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Benefits, Fiscal 1972-1977

TABLE-3, Trends in Unemployment, Expehdnures for Manpower Programs, and Unemiployment Insurance .

-

-

'

Annual Average Uncrﬁ‘ployment {thousands)

. . .

Expenditutes (millions of dollars)

Bepartment of Labor

MY Comprehensive Temporary State and I edezal
Fiscal  Unemployment " 15 Weeks 27 Weeks Manpdwer Public Unemployment
Yeat Rate (percent) = Total of Mare b:‘Mo:c . Assistance? Semccb Insurance Benefits
£972 59 r 4,991 1.234 38Q 1,592 567 7,088
1973 52 4,539 970 43y 1,388 1,014 4,796
1974 50 4449 809 321 1,454 . 605 5,489
1975 1.3 6,704 1620 655 2803 372 12,694 7T,
1976 ° 81 - 1,743 2615 gt 1372 - 3,158 1.387 18,218 t
1977 73 1,069 4,056 1,114 3,291 2,340 13,058 °

bssfé nd CETA Title V..

S :

|
ERIC
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A xcludes WIN, Qlder Americans;
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SOURCE: Computed from data from Bureau of Laboy Statistics, U1.S. Department of Labor, and Office of Management and Budget. .
includes CETA Tlllfs L AL, 100, and TV, .
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 programs. Each has advantages and disadvantages in terms of effect on
employmenL speed of implementation, effect on mﬁauon. focusing on
those most in néed, and net costs.# : .

Each of these aliernauves has expanded in rcsponse ta the recession,
but not at the same rate, Expenditures for unemployment insurance kept
pace with the nse in extended joblessness between‘fg?c! and 1976, while
Increases in spcndmg for employment ang training programs lagged (see
Table 3)." Two temporarl programs— —Federal Supplemental Benéfits
(FsB), which increased the duration of benefits, and Special Unemploy-
ment Assistance (sta), which extended coverage —were added.® Unem-
ployment insurance has borge the brunt of costs in easing the hardship
of cychical unemploymentdjx 1976. more than three times as much was
spent for Ut as for CETA~4s shown in the table-below. In fiscal 1977,
however, the relationship began to change. with higher expenditures for
employment and waining and sharply lower LT benefit payments as
unemployment edged downward. ., , .

-

LY
. . Percent Increase

L]
i FY 1974, . FY 1974
FY 1976 FY 1977

Unemployed
Tota " - 74 59
15 weeks or more 223 154
27 weeks o1 more 3350 © 24
Qutlays
(‘omprehenswe manpower programs 17 126
. ) Temporary public semvice 212 287 .
UnemploYment msurance 232 138

¥ -

*L.S. Congress. Conglesswnal Budget Office. Temporary Measikes 1o Stmulate Emplay
- + ment—An Evafuanon of Some Aliernatives, Prepared by Nancy S Barrett and George Iden,
Washington, DC.  Con nal Budget Office, September 1975, U S. Congress,
Congresstonal Budget Office, Emplayment and Traimng Programs. Swff working paper
prepared by F, Wendell Butler and Ruchard Hobbre, Washington. D.C.. Congressional
, Budget Office. May 1976, Nauonal Counal ou Employment Pobcy, Revinng the Recoveny
by Direct Job Creation, A policy statement by the National Counal on Employment Pobey,
Washigton. D.C, December 14, 1976
3The Federal Supplemental Bencfits Program, enacted in December 1974, authonzed
federal supplemental benefits for persons who had exhausted thew uzemployment
msurance enutiement whenever the unsured unemployment fate (ether natiopally or in
specific statess reached 4 percent. The Special Unemployment Assistance Program, enacted
in December 1974, was a temporary program covenng workers who were not othersase
cligable for unemployment msuran.e bepefits under any gther state or federal law SUA was
payable when the 1otal anemaployment rate 15 6 percent sationally or 6 5 percent at the area
level for 3 consecetive months.
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26 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

DISTRIBUTION OF PENDS

With more manpower funds avatlable than ever. debate continues on the
proper level and mix of funds and how the money 1s to be divided among
geographic areas and chent groups. ,

Almost all CeETa funds are distnbuted on the basis of formulas
specified to tif local level. The legslation prescnbes the manner m
which Title I, II, and VI funds are t¢.be aocated. and the Departmént
of Labor has chosen symilar formulas for the larger Tule I} programs
{those for Indians and ‘mugrant apd seasonal farm workers and summer
programs for youth). This method of allocaton & a departure from
earher methods Before CETA, fogmulas were used to distnbute MDTA and

+ other program funds to the staté level only. However, a great deal of
discretion was left 1o regronal offices in allotting funds below fate levels
and 1n distnbuting funds among areas and programs. -

The Emergency Employment Act was the first legislation to apply an
objective formula based on the.extent and sevent; of unemployment
among polemlall) chgible ciugs: counties. and states Experrence,under
the EEa’s Public Employ Program (pEP) greatly influenced tite way

hich allocations are handled under CETA, :
ne advantage of formulas is that tRey elimmate grantsmanship and
; paruality m fund distnbution. More important, they -assure each
. qualifymg area a share of funds m proportion to need, measured
objectively The effect 15 to spread funds more broadly than mn the past,
Among the dmsadvantages are the lack of flexibility in moving funds
aboul to meet new or emerging situations and the possibility of
spreading funds toe thin for sigmficant results.
On balance. the use of formulas specified to the local level appears
“more equitable than earher methods. but some aspects need consider-
ation: Are the formulas appropnate for the economic and social
. objectives of gach ntle? Are vahd and current sr.aumcal dala available to
measure formula elements? .
Selecting the method of allocatmg himuted resources under CeTa was
one of the most difficuit challenges faced by legislators.® In addwien to
designing formulas, they had to decide what size and type of junsdiction
would be etigible (o receive funds, how to prevent abrupt dechines in
existing funding levels; what cutoff rate to use for identfying areas of
substanuial ugemployment under Title I1, and how to sustain funds for

' L

*Robert Gt;ttman. “lawergovernmental Relatons Under the New Manpower Act”
Monthly Labor Review YH6) 13-16, June 1974
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especially disadvantaged groups. such as Indians and mugratory farm
workers. . -

-

1

PRIME SPONSORS -

A central Question 1n drafung CETA was who was to ha&e the pnimary
administrative role. MDTA programs had been adnunistered through the
state employment service and state educational agencies. while the EOA
programs were usually sponsored by local private ponprofit or public
agencies. Except for the temp®rary Public Employment Program. and in
some instanGes summer programs for youth. siate aad local umis of
government had Lttle expenence in ad nunistering manpower programs.

An early version of the bill to consolidate and simphfy admunsstration
proposed that siate governments be the pnme sponsors. with pass-
through to local governments. But mayors and other opponents held that
state governments would not be responsive to urban needs.” Another
* veruon favored using labor market areas as the basis to take advantage
of, training mstitutions and Job opportynuties across junsdictional hines.
The economic interdependence of aties and suburbs plus the planming
under the Cooperative Area Manpower Planming System (CAMPs) gave
added weight to this proposal. On the other hand, successful experience
under PP, the desire 1o fix accountabihity. and practical political realities
of getting junsdictions to work together were chucal considerations.
Congress resolved the ssue by designating cities and counties as pnme
sponsors and by encouraging the formaton of consortia where
arrangements could be worked out. Each swate government would be
responsible for the “balance of state” —areas that do not meet the
quaiifying criteria of size, the smatler, more rural secygns.

The decision 1o estabhsh a mimmum populauon requirement of
100,000 for prime sponsors was based .on a numbe? of considerations.
limiing sponsors 1o a manageable number, savings 1n admunsstrative
overhead, and the efficiency of planning for and operating from a
geog,raphn: base that covers a substantial part of a labor market. To win
the support of members of Congress from rural areas, cgra authonzed
the designation of rural concentratéd employment programs {CEps) with
demonstrated capabiliies. Under Titles Il and VI, certain Indian
reservations that do not necessarily meet the population requirement
were permitted to be spomsors. As a further compronuse, cities ,or
counties with 50.000 population were to.b_e.deslgnaled “program agents™

bl

TRoger H. Dlwdwn. The Politrcs of Comprefensive Manpawr Legtstauon, Rolicy Studues in
Employment and Welfare, no. 15, Balimore. Johns Hopkins Umvcmt). 1972, ‘

-
-
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for Tules Il and VI Pryme sponsors pass through funds to program
agents. which then manage therr own public service employment
programs Thus the act that was intended to streamhge admumistration
ended up creating a hodgepodge of many different types of sponsors and
a considerable overlap of respgnsibiliies and accountabiliy ®

_Title 11 money 1s earmarked for use only m an “3rea of substanual
unemployment.” that 1s. an area with a 6 S-percent unemployment rate
for 3 consecutive months This may cover a prime sponsor’s enlire area
or sinply a pocket of high unemployment of varying size. The rules for
delineaung such pockets have been very I1oose. and local sponsors have
been known to gerrymander sections or neighborhoods to maximuze
therr funding. A uniform method of tdentifying Tatle I1 areas would
ensure thai funds were distributed more equitably % i

)

JTITLE I i, AND VI FORMULAS ~—
Allocauon formulas can be devised to meet a vanety of social. economic.
or polical objectives. within the hmits of daia availability. If specific
socioeconomic groups are the target. (hen the key formula elements
hould be demographic and income cntena. If the major concern is areas
{ substanual and persistent unemployment. then a combinauon of
gnemploy ment. population. and ncome cntena would be preﬁergble,' If
countercyciical objectives are called for. the amount and the seventy of
unemployment would be the determinants and an automnatic unemploy-
ment rate tngger phased with the business cycle might be used. Another
type of formula would allocate funds by some measure of cost-
effectuiveness ' In each of these. a “hold-harmless™ feature, which limits
changes in funding levels. could be included to moderate the efiect of
radical shifts 1n existing funding levels.

3

*Title | pnme sponsors are defined as cilies of counlies of 100.000 or more population.
tonsorua. balance of states, rural Cep., areas designated under exceptional circumstances,
and US$ terrones (Amencan Samoa. Guam, the Vigin Islands. and the Trusi Ferntones
of the Pacific) All Tutle I pnme sponsors are eligible for Title 11 and VI funds, and
addiion. indiah tnbes on federal and state reservations are ehpble apphicanis for them.
*U'S General Accounting Office. Progress and Problems in Allocatng Funds Under Tisles § .
and {1 —Comprehensve Emplovmens and Tramng Act. Washingion, DC ..Geneta]
Accounting Office. Janvary 2. 1976

19Dantel § Hamermesh and Hugh Pucher. “Economuc Formudas for Manpower Revenue

* Shinng,” Indistnal and Labor Relasions Review, 27(4). July 1974
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Tule 1 ) . .

The Tule | formﬁepresems a combmation of the first two 1ypes of
" formula design descnbed above. The Senate bill based allocation
formulas on poverty and unemployment., while the House version based .
allocations on past funding levels and relative unemployment. The act
mcorporates all of these with a device for maintaining stability from year
to year Eighty percent of the Title 1 appropnations 1s allocated as
foilows U1 Half of the funds is alloited on the basis of the sponsor’s
previous year's funds —37.5 percent according to the area’s relative share
of 1otal unemployment. and the remaiming 12.5 percent aceording to the -
proportiun of adults 1n famihes with earmings below the low-income level
defined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLs). To prevent sharp/Swings
n funding from one year to the next. cach area must be alletted a
misrmum of 90 percent and a maximum of 50 percent of its preimhf____\
vear’s allotment.
This method has been criticized on the grounds that the emphasis on
unemploy ment rather than income s not appropnate for a program
geared to the structurally unemployed. The timing and the frequency of «
Title | allocations have also been questoned. Lead ume has at times .
been mddequate for planmng. More impurtant. the strpctural nature of
the problems addressed in Title I raises a question a5 to the need for
year-to-year funding. It may be more appropnate to determine the
proportionale share of each sponsor every 2 or 3 years. with variations i
amounts based on the appropnation levels, This would allow for more
orderly planming and admmistraion and would alleviate some of the )
data-gathenng proiblems. . . N
. j . CoT
Title 11 ; .
’ [
The Title I formula has only one determimng factor—unemployment.
Each ehgible area recenves a share of funds proportionate to 1ts share of
the total unempluyment n all areas of substantial unemployment in the
country N '
Issues concerning the Title 11 formula are the appropnateness of a 6.5-
*percent unemployment rate criterion for qualifying areas of substannal
unemployment, the influence of seasunal unemployment figures. and the
lack of a factor mn the formula to disunminate among areas on the basis .
of seventy of unemployment. The 6.5-percent rate was chosen when the

One perceni uf the B0 pervent alfcated by furmula was 1o be Teserved for staie pnime

/ -
sponsors for support of the stae manpower services coungcils
ll T .
- !
- *
;
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1

nattonal unemployment rale was less than 5 percent, the mtent was to
coficenirate on areas with the most severe problems. With a national

" unemployment rate that has averaged more than 7.0 percent since CETA

was passed. nearly all sponsors quahfy for some Title Il funds {see Table
4) This suggests that the legislative intent might more effectively be met
by using a shding scale, ¢.g.. setting the local unemployment trigger at a
designated percentage above the national average unemployment rate.
E:: same objective might be accomphshed by a formula 1n whieh the

element would be the number of unemployed in areas of substantial
unemploy ment. and the sécond would be the number of unemplo)ed e
each such area above the tngger level.12

In any case. the yse of a recent 3-month penod for ldenufymg as of

substantial unemployment gives areas with volahle patterns of al
unemploy ment afadvantage over those with continuous high unemploy-
ment. If, the objective of Title II 15 to provide extra resources 10 areas
with chronic unemployment, it ts not achieved with a formula tlted in
favor of areas with seasonal or temporary unemployment problems. The

I Accounting Office has recommended the use of seasonally
adjusted) figures. but BLS has not yel resolved the technical problems
entailed" The use of annual average figures would channel funds more
directly to pla?_es with persisten), as well as substantial, unemployment.
Discretionary funds could be used for areas that qualify because of a
sudden nse in unemployment between allocations.

%
Title Vi .

Since Thle VI wasifitended to create as many jobs as possible dunng an
emergency. the allocaton formula is also based on unemployment only.
The formula has three parts. 50 percent of the total amount 1§ distnbuted
according to each area's unemployment relative to the national total, 25
percent on 1its share of unemployment 1n excess of 4.5 percent. and 25
percent on the share of unemployment 0 its areas of substantial
vnemployment in relation to unemploy ment 1n all such areas. Thus the
formula provides an added boost (0 areas with severe unemployment.

— .
. "?Under the Public Works and Economuc Development Act of 1965, an area of substanngl

unemployment may quahfy for publc wotks f its unemployment rate 1s & pereent or more
for { year An ared may qualfy fur other types of assistance if 1 has unemploymeni rabes of
50 percent above the nauonal average for 3 years, 75 percent above the pauonal average
for 2 years. of 100 percent above the national average for | year Under the Emergency
Employment Acl a two-part formula was adopted. Fufty percent of Section 6 fands for
areas of substantal unemployment were distnibuled on the basis ol wia) unemployment 1a
quahfying areas, with 50 percent! based on unemployment above the 6-percent fevel.
131).5.'General Aecounung Office, Progress and Problems in Alfocanng Funds.




" / ot ™
Resources and Allocations ) 31
- TABLE 4 CETA Prime Sponsors Under Title |
) and Eligible Applicants Under Title II, Fiscal 1976

+ Eligible Areas Number
{ ° Title | pnme sponsors, total 423
Eligible under Title If 416 .
Mot ehigible under Title I v 7 ‘ B}
- e - Ehgible applicants under Tite I1 416
. Entire area qualified 329
Areas of substantal ummployment
within area qualitied . 87
tndian teservations 214
Rural CEPs 4
. Total Tile 11 634

SOURCE: Employmen) and Training Adminisiration.
U8, Department of Labor (unpublished data).

\‘

Because of the cyclical nature of the unemployment problems
addressed by Title VI, the Department of Labor insisted that the latest
unemployment data be used in the Title V] formula. In fiscal 1976, BLS

. used figures for a recent 3-month period, which resulted in a segsonal
bias similar to that iz Title IL. Using a 12-month moving average, inslcad '
of a 3-month figure, would overcome this problem.

The administration of public service employment would beimore .
orderly if Tille VI were made a permanent part of CETA, trrggered
automatically whenever national unemployment reaches reoeSﬁO}l levels.
This would avoid the delays in the legislative appropnauon ‘cycle that
have occurred under CETA, .

Title 111 ' X

Title I1I authorizes the Department of LaBpr to continue direct services
through national programs for such groups as people with limited
English-speaking ability, older workers, 'offenders, and others with
particular disadvantages in the labor market. Indians, migrant and
seasonal farm workers, and youth are singled out for special emphasis.

Although not required to do so, the Department of Labor has used
formulas to allocate funds for Indians, migratory and seasonal farm
workers, and youth summer employment. This produces distributions
that conceptually are universal and objective, but problems ewst due to
lack of satisfactory data,

Data on Indians are obtained from an annual reporting system
maintained by the Bureau of Indian Affairs in the Department of the
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Interior. but standard measures have httle-meaning on reservations
where underemployment rather than unempioyment 1s the rule. The .
allotment of funds 1o states for migrant and seasonal farm workers 1s
derived from annual farm émployment data supplied by reporting .
L establishments and compied by the Department of Agnculture. The
sponsoning organuzation then divides’ the state’s allotment among
subareas Employed workers arg reporied by place of work rather than
by place of residence. which causes an imbzlance i fund distribution.
A mayor problem 1s the use of the Tutke | formula for.funds for sumier
employment of youth. That formula gives weight to total unempioyment
rather than youth unemployment and to aduits rather than youth i low-
income families, resulting in a skewed distnbution, as discussed later in
this chapter. Consideration could be given to alternative measures to .
allot funds more directly to areas with the most severe youth
. unemployment. R

SL',BALLOCATION OF FL.¥DS BY PRI*E SPONSORS

Vers few of the prime sponsor cities of counties in the survey used
formal methods fofaallocating Title | funds among subareas. lnstead"
efforts were made 10 concentrale resources and service in accordance
with percened need. for example, by locating manpower service centers
. 11 Major cities or 1n poor neighborhoods within cties. ‘
“Suballocation™ takes on more meaning in consortia and the balance
of states, 1n which the sponsor is responsible for an.area that includes 2
federation of separate junisdictions. Where formulas are used, sponsors:
developed various combinations of criteria. the Title I formuia with
more weight to the poverty component (Orange County), unemployed,:%"
high school dropouts, and low-income adults (Lansing), labor force,
unemployment, poverty, and “output” (balance of North Carolina). The
b\ “output” factor in North Caroliha was based on how well the substate
. regions planned to serve the target population. The use of formulas
brought complants in some cases about the validity of unemployment
statistics for rurat sections and the umehiness of Census poverty data. In
the Phoenix-Maricopa consortium, an agreed 6040 split between the
city and the county proved unsatisfactory because the county believed it
did not get a fair share of participant slots and services: In Raleigh, the
sponsor calied in the Department of Labor regional office to suballocate
funds amoeng major Jurisdichions. ”~
Twde II and V1 suballogment methods are more strmghtforWard The
Department of Labor determnes.the amofints for program agents and
pockets of substantal unemployment through the standard formulas.

ERIC ‘

*
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This system proved to be a source of tension 1n one consorlum because
some subjwnsdicuons, in companng their shares of Title Il and V1 funds
received from poL with smalfer shares of Title I funds under consortium
arrangements. found they could do better alone. This was one of the
1ssues that led to the. splmtenpg of thar &onsortiem. In other cases, n
which the sponsor’s entiref Yea' was flself an grea of substanyal
unemployment. there apparently was little effort 10 earmark funds for
sectrons with the hlghes! unemployment - -

T

DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECTS ~

e

. The relative shares of funds for sndividual areas under each ttle have an

imppriant beartng on program operations and .the direction that
manpower  taking under CETA. The amount available for allocano‘p has

been increasing each year (see Table 5). When funds from al] sources are

considered together. each area in the sample had more furds available in
1976 than in the 1974 base year {see Appendix D, Table $). Howewver.
Shifts in relauve shares among areas doaffect chents and programs.

“ T:del . ~ K X

The - major change 1n Tnle I allocations has been a relalwe dechine 1n
funds for core Gities and an increase in the share going to counties, many
of which are suburban areas. The relative share of 56 matched @ties
declined from 24 percent of the fiscal 1974 allotment to 22 percent in
1976 and 1o |19 percent 1n fiscal 1977, while the relatve share of 147
rnalched counties increased from |3 percent in fiscal 1974 to 16 per&em

: m "fiscal 1977 (see Table 6). The cities’ share would have been less were 1t

“"not for the 90-percent hold-harmless provision. which limits the exient to
gwlch allotients can drop." I fiscal 1975, funds for more than three-

rths of the cities were boosted to ke® them close to the fiscal 1974
funding level; more than halfthe ciies. mcluding 7 of the 10 most
populous. needed this adjustment in fiscal 1976, The ineréase of $300

" million n Title 1 appropnatons for 1977 eased the problem. but, even

with the increase. most cities are sull experiencing progressively
dimmishing Tatle | funds despite’ ineteases in umemployment. Of the 56
matched ciues, 36 had less Title | funds in fiscal 1977 than in fiscal 1975, -
the first year of ceTA allocattons, while 0nly 9 of 147 maw{led counti€s

Min fiscal 1974, summicr youth funds were included in the base ﬁgure‘ in subsequcnryca:s,
summer youth funds were scparatt When the two atlotments (Title t-and summet) are
corfibined. the absolule amouni for, all areas has gone up from 1974 However. 1 many
cases the absolute Title | amounts have been dechning since fiscal 1975

-
Ll
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T -
TABLES5 Appropnatdns aid Amounts Allocated:, Titles I, I, and VI and
Summer Youth Program Fusids, Fiscal 1974-1977 (thousands of dollars)

o,

w

’

Title , LW FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 19767 FY 1977
© Tidte 1 o
Appropratton 1407 1.580 1,580 . 1.880
Allocation : |
Formula amount . i.407 1.249 1.249 1486 °
Adjusted amount? - 1.354 311 1.502
Nonformuta allocations 1 ' .
State vocational educatton - 79 %, 94
State manpower service - 63 %3 75
. Consornunt tncentives. - 9a Kt 40
- State planning TSJ;;S() G 13 I 15
* = Rural CEPs . =" 7 - 7 9
© ¢ Temntones R 2 2 T3
Balance - 23 66 142
& L]
LDidedl C L. . g
APpropriation 370 400 1.880¢ ] .§40d
Allocation ’ . ’ ) -
Formuola 296 3 " L280 1.232 .
Discretionary 74 . BOF - 320° o 308 .
© Trle Vi - . Py
Appropnation .. -- 875 625 ' .,6.34?»'r
Allocation .. R ™
Formula - - : 1462, 6.176*
Discretionary - 163 s <656
Summer Programs for Youth' g39n8 528 593

SOURCE Employment and Trammg Adminis
*dp y BPdes transition quarter
bﬁlmt:?l.fm available after ad]uslment
“Inclodes $1,200 millron to rnal P
dthetudés $1.0L6.million fo '
€Light# maltion dollars d

S Depactment of Labor

}Jﬂ harmless fac tor,
o f Is dndar Tigle Vi

ded for fiscel 13)78 T
wim'ﬁ 976 funds, .

L] . *

; g
had decreases. Thedolal amounl for the citres declined 7 percent from
$31¥ miihion 1n fiseal 1975 10 $290 million n 1977. The total for the 147
_counuigs increased 29 percent from $192 m Im Lo $" milhon over the

same penud. Gary, with its high unempi J&m f
extreme example, 1t would have received lituffifiore than

Even wath the hold- harmlqss adjustment, Gary'se Title 1 allotment |

. drgpped from $5.1 million in 1975 to $4.6 million in 1976 and $4l

k_ ] . F.Y .

. . . R -
o R N o . .
ERIC oy P * X
' fre .
/ - N L]

levels.1s an _
If 1ts fiscal
» 1975 funds in fiscal 1976 under Title T were 1t not for the 90-gescent floors -~
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mllllon 1n 1977, due o the cumulauve effect of the formula. Most major
cines ha»e had sharp cuts in Tale | funds year b) year (see Table 7).

The 'opposite sudeqof the con. the 150-percent maximum increase 1n
allotment. was designed 1o limit increases. Only a few areas—nearly all
of then counties— are affected by this' rule. DuPage County i the

Chicago area has gained to an extraordinary degree. The amount of Title

I funds 1n 1976 was more than double the 1974 amount and would have
been much higher were 1t n&¥ for the 150-percent maximum. DuPage had
the highest median famuly income i lllinoss, according 1o Census data,
only 2.3 percent of its families had incomes below the poveryy™evel.
Chicago. on the other hand. has expenenced dechines eachdilfar and
wanld have dropped much lower except for the 90-percem armiess
ruf
. " The redistnibutton of funds reflecis the influerice of the tffke elements
in the Title I formula. The change fram 1974 to 1975 was due (o the
Jntroduction of the formila. The yeat-to-year changes since are due
mainly 1o the influence of unemployment (weighted 37.5 percent) and to
# “lesser extent to the dfstnbution of adults i low.income famuhes
(weighted+12.5 percent). . .

-

L4

.Congress. 1n considering various measures of poverty. chose “adults in

low-income famlies™ rather than the more familiar Census defimuon
“indwiduals i families below (@e poverty threshold.” The Census
poverty threshold for agonfarm famuly of foumwas 33,743, significantly
lower than the BLS estuthite of a mimmum of $6. 940 1n 1970 for a famuly
of four at what 1t calls a lower-level budgel in an urban area. At the ime

_ of the 1970 census, there were twice as many adults 1n low-income
- famhes as there were in families wgh ncumes below W poverty levels (34

versus 17 million).

Gntics of the Tutle | formula have urged that more weight be gl\ien w0
the “adults i, low-income famulies” factor. However, increasing the
weight of that factor would probably not increase the relative share
gowng to cites, siice the pfoportion of adults in low-1ncume famelies in

* aues 15 sgaligr than the proporpion in othér.prnime sponsor areas. The

hkely effék"would bé 10 increase the share of funds for the balance of
states. as shq'rm by.the dlstrlbutlon for fiscal 1976 1n the table beIOw

.t

Jo

Untmplaytd - Adults th Low-lncome
. Type of Sponson {pcreent) [ Jm:]u.s{p-.ru.nt)
ot City ) 18 4
County 3 %
Consortum 33 ' M
. Balunce af states . 28 . 39, ' P
TOTAL (M) @ 10H)
- * ‘

e
&%
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_ﬁABLE o Pe‘rcemage Distnibution of Manpower Funds.Ma{ched Group of Cities and’Counties, Fiscal 1974-1977
ki

-
b

, Title | Allocations? .
. Nusnber in 1Y 1974 FY 1975 IY 1976 ’ Y 1977
' Maiched Ma}npower Fordiula Adjusted Formula Adjusted | orsnula Ad)usied
Type of Sponsor Group Funds® Amount Amount®  Amount Amount€  Asmount Amouni¢
Cuy i 56 YV 21 -23.0 20 216 191 193
County 147 126 152 142 16.0 4 15.3 “ - 166 16 4
ANl others - 63 0 63.7 62.8 Y639 631 64,3 64.3
Total - \ g LR 1009 100.9 1000 1900.0 10p oG O
US total allocauon " . *
{mnillions of dollars) - ~ 1,407 15249 ¢ 1.354 1.249 * 1311 1,486 1,502

S&URCI-. Computed from Employment and Traming Adml;llslranon, U.S. Department of Labor Jata.

%t x cludes amounts for consortium mcentives, disyreiomary funds. vovativn educgtion and state manpuw er services grants, funds fof rural
CEPs. tcrritories, and stale plannipg funds, .

b¥unds for programs corresponding wuh Titde ) Includes summer allotments for youth emptoyment '
“adjusted to provide each prime spopsor at least 90 percent but nol more than 150 percent of prior Year’s funds.
" - ) ] r

“ ’ L
ERIC™  + v -
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) TABLE %, CETA Title | Allocsuions, Major Cities.
Fiscal 1975-1977 (thousands of dollars) .
< Major Qiies . FY 1975 ° FY 19716°  FY 1977,
New York £3.067 6,760 . 61.844 J
; Chicago - 36937 33.243 29919
Los Angeles . 22.}9] 21115 It 24,349
Philadelphia 13,932 . 12.538 . 13.321
Devon P 15,960 . 1442 4 15656
Houston 8,830 7.947 8.044
Dailas 4,282 3.854 T 4285
»Washington, D C 15492 £3.942 '« 12548
indianapolis 4.568 4224 4727 .
, San Francisco 8.002 3.201 " 7.790 .
Boston - 8178 900 » 3695 )
St Lours 7E50 . (6435 < 5
SOULRLE Employmen and Training Agmnisttahion,
L $ Department of Labar » - :
N Y

a

“The other alternadve. using the standard poverty cntenon, would
probably have had a sirmlar effect of increasing funds pnmanly to
honmetropolitan areas. At the time of*the 1970 census, 46 percent of
farmities with incomgs below the-poverty level lived 1n nonmetropolitan
areas. compared gth 43 percent of families with less than $7.000 income
(see Table §). The use of the standard poverty critenon would have
shifted relatively more funds to the Soulh 40 percent of adults 1n low-
income famibies Ined 10 the three southern regions, compared with 44

percent of families betow the poverty fevel.1® ' :

. L3

Summer Programs Jor Youth -

Summer employmem programs for youth were ongwa!l) de51gned to

defuse volatile social situations that tend to peak in the summer,
Consequently, they were imtially targeted to the large. cibies n which

needs were percelved.to be greatest. Later funds were dxslnbut—ed toall’

states but concentrated 1n gities, Althqugh cETa does not prescrrbe a

method for allotting summer employment funds, the Dlepartment of

Labor has adopted the same formmula for youth as for all Title |

programs Instead of the 30-percent hold-harmless factor, the amount for

each area 15 adjusted to keep participant slot levels ffom dechning from
, :

1*Pucrto Rico 1s included in the Uniled Stanes 1n this caleulation

RIC ‘ :
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TABLE 8 Pescentage Distnbution of Famihes with Incumes Less Than
$7.000. Familtes 1n Poverty Status. and Famuhes With Incomes Less Than
125 Percent of Poverty Level, 1969.by Residence
l Fl
! A 1 am:hcs With T amilies Famuies With l
. Incomes Less  in Poverty fnc_omcs Less Than
Residence Tharr $7.000  Stavues 1257 of Poverty Level
“Mettapohitan 57 54 55
Central vities . 32 32 12
. _' Other urban o 18 15 16 .
. v Rutal‘nonfarm ..~ 6 & 6
Rural farm ] 4 1
R T Nonmerropolitan 43- 34 43
. Lt Urban 15 15 15
Rural nonfarm . 21 e b2 »
. *Ruralfarm . 7 1 7
Total Lated Stetes £0¢) 106 190
. : SHOURCY ymputed from Census of Population, 1970 PC{1)-CLDr Tables 116 and 117
, NOTF MN aot add o totals dee to rounding
. -z .. .
‘e h Y . L . : . .
* . —~ A , . A v
. TABLE G Percentage Disinbuzion of Summer Youth Program Funds. by
» " Type of Sponsor. Fiscal 1973 and 1976 '
i ) + ¢ e
Number o . . '
TypeﬁSpoml"ré ) ©atched Group EY 1973 FY 1976
City . \ 8 . 36 2%
County 3 148 . a0, 13
. Allother . 60 61
: Total Umied States [00 100,
" SOLRCE Cornl;uted from mpioyment and Traming Admunistration. L 5, Department
of Labor daia , B .

year 'to year. Each area receives more. funds in absolute terms than

v before C£TA. but the pattern of allocation has changed 5o thai, as 1n Title

I. the relative share of resources are bemg shifted from cities 16 counties

A (see Table 9} P

A + LI T
+ . [ . -
Fl ¥ B

. Titte I and Tidle V! \ v

. * . Fiscal 1976 allmmenl.s under Titles I1 and VI were based on average _

' anefnployinent figures for a recent 3-month penod. Even though' the

- formulas’ arg different, Table 10 shows that the imtal distnbution by
type of sponsor was virtually the same under both les.

* ) -+
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TABLE 10 Percentage Dstrbytion of Public Service * ®
Employsent Funds. by Type of Sponsor, Fiscal 1976

-

Trpe of Number of Tule 1l Tule V1

Sponsot Unemployed Allocation ¥ Allocation

Gy N 19 19 *

County 20 19 m

Consortiom 33 33 32

Balance of state 29 29 29 -t
TOTAL 1907 too [£11)

SOURCE Computed from FmploYy ment and Tratming Admines
trattonn., U S De,parlng:t of Labor data

- ¥

4

Discretionary  Funds ' .
In_addwon to funds allocated by formula, a share of the Title i
appropnation is reserved by law for ysé at the discretion of the Secretary
of Labor. but this flexibibity 1s iHlusory. Under Tutle I, of the 20-percent
discretionary amount, 5 percent must be distnbuted to states for
supplemental vocational education, 4 percent 1s for stale manpower
services, and up to 5 percent s for consorium incentives. The Secretary
. must also use part af the discretionary money {o guarantee each sponsor
at least 90 percent of its pnor yest's allotment agd to fund rural ¢ges. In
1976. after these requirements had been met, only about 4 percent
remamed for discretionary use. - ' .

Title IT also authorizes the Secretary to use 20 percent of the fuhds at
his discretion. dgpending on the severity gf unemployment in different
areas To meet this stipulation, the Department of Labor distnbuted
most of the fiscal 1975 Tude II discretionary funds according to the
number of wnemployed tn excess of 6.5 percent 1n each area. In fiscal
1976, however. Titles I, I, and V1 discretionary funds were combined
and apportioned to give each sponsor enough funds to sustain its level of
public service employ ment. This tactic helped to avert layoffs of workers
Jured with ceta funds but departed from the ongmal intent of using Tatle -
I1 fuhds todeal with severe unemployment.

Late in fiscal 1976 became clear that many sponsots would exhaust
Title VI funds and lay off thewr public service” employmémt (psk)
participants. Since authorzation for Tule VI had expired. Congress
passed a supplemental appropnauon under Title 11, and sponsors were
permitted to transfer Title V1 participants fo-Tulg II. This siuation
created problems, since Title Il residence and eligibility cntena are more
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sestrictive than those for Tatle V1. In a controversial decisions backed by
congressional cormmutiees. the Department of Labor dsed Tule .11
discretionary funds (0 support public service jobs in some areas that did
not have ynemployment rates of 6.5 percent or more for 3 months and
were technically not eligible for Tatle I money ¢

¥

4
MEASURES OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND POVERTY

For several decades. statistics on Joblessness have heen available for thie
. nation. for states. for major labor market areas. and for smaller areas
Increasingly. these data are being used to aflocate federal funds. This use
" hag, generated demand for greater geographic .detail and stunulated
mterest in the methods for estimating unemployment. In 1976, 70
+ percent of CETa funds was distnbuted according 1o the 1ncidence of
" unemployment.*To make these allocations for cETa. labor foree.
employment. and unemployment data were generated for 416 prime
sponsors. 764 program agents. 224 smaller areas of substantial.unem-
ployment, and 30 states—a totdy of 1.450 separate geographic units, not
including Inchan reservations.!” However. the system for collecung labor
market $nformation was not designed to provide statistics in such detail
and at the frequency required. These demands have placed the system
under great strain, subjected it 10 close scfutiny, and engéndered
considerable controversy. .

The two primary sources of labor force data are the Bureau of Ldbor
Statisucs and. under a cooperative federal-state program. the state
employment security agencies (SESas)..BLS estimates of labor force.
employment. and unemployment for the United States and for major
states and standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMsas) are based on a
national sample of 55,000 householdg surveyed each month by the
Bureau of the Census through the Current Population Survey (Cps).!8
The sesas’ unemployment estimates for states and for labor market areas
‘are derved from the number of unemployment insurance recipients.
using a standard forinula to estimate the unemployed labor force not
covered by unemploymelft insurance —primarily new entrants, reen-
"¥This procedure was later confirmed by the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of
197 v
"ln addivon to thew ude for CETA. local area unc‘mployment Etumates are used as a basis
for allocaung funds under other federal programs. Se¢ Bureau of Labor Stausucs,
Estmanng State and Local Unemplayment, Report no 500. 1977 °-

"*The number of households surveyed was \pereased from 47,000 1 1974 to 55,000 at
present o ymprove the rebability of state esymates,

-
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.

tants. agneullural workers. the self-emiployed, and domestic servige
workers. - .

In the past. the sis and SESA methods differed in concept as well as in
techmique. An unemplo;ment mnsurance beneficiary who worked a few
hours a week would be counted as unemployed under jhe sesa method.
while the BLS—CPS method would consider that person employed. sEsa
figures. obtained from establishments. counted a worker twice if he was
on two payrofls and listed workers by place of employment rather than
residence. This method affected unemployment rates . areas with
significant in+ or out-commuuing. Another problem with sgsa labor force
data was v.nation among slalgg 1n unemployment insurance coverage
and duraticn: the use of standard factors for afrving at coniponents of
the unemployed based on nauonal ratios that may not have been equally
valid in2ll areas further complicated the esumating method.

Just pnior to the enactment of CETA. responsibility for area as well as
pational labor force stauistics was transferred to grs in an effort to
produce compatible national and local statisucs.)® To make sesa
methods conform with the nanonal pLs—cps senes. the employment
figures obtained from payroll data were revised to ehminate double
counting and to count employed persons by plaoe of residence rather
than by place of work.

The second major change was 10 adjust the monthly sesa unempldy-
ment and employment esumates at annual mtervals to correspond with
the Current Population Survey for all 50 states, 30 of the largest SMSAS,
and the central cities of |1 Jarge sMsas.

While the new sytem of estimating local labor force data ha.s-
advantages in terms of consistency and better super\qslon and control.
some techmical problems remained:

I. The most obvious s that reliable grs—¢ps benchmark data are not
available for all sMSAs and for par(s of states not 1n sMsas. Thus a dual
systemof labor force estimating 1s still in effect. .

2, The samplmg errors 1N the Brs—cps annual ayerage and, ‘more
particularly, in monthly esumarpes age magmﬁed m smaller geographic
units. This 1s a serious problem when eligibility for funding 1s based on a

er unemployment rate for a 3-month peniod.

3. The use of 1970 Census rauos for disaggregating labor force data
within a ]abor market area for conversion from place pf work to place of

"Jameo R Wetzel, and Marun Ziegler. “Measuning Uncmploympm in States and Local
Aseas,” Monthly Labor Review, 7(6):46-46. June 1924 .
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residence ang for’ elimnating dual job-holding T:l questions because
of the ume lapse since 1970.20

4. The Census undercount. particularly of Grban black workers,
affects both the ¢ps sampling frame and the unemployment esumates.

5. Possible errors in*field operations and in response rates inevitably
affect uiiemploymen: esumates. Such .errors tend to cancel out when
overall LS. figures are used but can significantly bias local estimates,

6. The most serious problem is the "benchmarking” process at the end
of each year, when annual average data became available. Thus results 1n
significant changes in local employment and unemploy ment estimates
for pnor months. Some states and areas have experienced substantial
revisions in unemployment data, which may have a significant effect on
future aliocations. 2!

The Bureau of Labor Statistics 1s aware of these problems. some of
which could be resolved by. enlarging the sample. Beginning 1n Januany
1978. the BLs introduced several revisions in the esumating methods to
cdrrect some Of these problems. A new procedure 1s to be used for
linking the vrT-based estimates to €PS estimates, to avod the abrupt
benchmarking ¢hanges that have occurred in the past. Tnemploy ment.
insurance data used 10 estimate local unemployment have beenmade
more uniform from state-to stale. Unemployment insurance claims data
are to be used in disaggregiung unémployment wathin labor market
areas instead of the fixed Census ratios that have been used. While these
changes will be helpful. Congress should also consider changing the law
so that allocations could be based’on annual or quarterly instead of on
monthly data. » i

More fundamental are subtle issues surrounding the concept of .
unemployment. To what extent does “unémployment,” as “normally
defined, measure economic distress? About one mullion “discouraged” .
workers are not included 1n the Jobless count, nor are underemployed
persons working for substandard wages or part-ume workers who want
ful-ime jobs. Those who seek parttime Jobs are equivalent. in
unemployrhent statistics, to those who seek full-ime employment. The

L3

8ce Mark Kendall and Harold Wool, “An Evaluation of\Procedures for Estmaung
Uremployment and Unemployment Rates i Cines and Counues,” Prepared for he
Department of Labor Manpower Adnumstrabion, Research Cemer of the Nagonal
Planning Associatign, Washington, D.C., 1974

#'Hyman B Kastz, “Labor Arta Esumates of Unemployment Levels and Rates, Junc
1974" (unpublished). E. Terrence Jones and Donald Phares, “Formuola Feedback. The
Case of the Comprehensive Employment and Tramung Act.™ Urban Affawrs Quarterly 1415,
September 1973, )

il
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figures du not distnguish between a worker in a family where others atr/e .
also employed and one why is the only employed person in the family
Furthermore. local unempluy ment staustics fused 10 allucation formulas)
dv not distinguish between thuse who are temporanly unemployed and
the long-term. hard-core unemployed

In further recogmuon of these problems. a 1976 amendment to CETa
estabhished the National Commssion un Emplosment and Unemploy-
ment Statistics to ideniify needs with regard 1o labdf force staustics and
W assess the current prucedures. cuncepts. and methods used tn data
collecion. analysis. and presentation 2 The Commission will also study

¢ inforn.ative a»allable un the use and effect of education and training,
programs ;o

ESTESATING THE SUSIBER OF ADUI TS BN 10W - OME FAMILIES

Local data for esumating the number uf adults m Jow-income familes
are avaiable only 1n the decenmal census The fiscal 1975 Tule |
allucation used 1970 census fate on the number of persons I8 years of
age or vider in families below the cutoff of $7.000 family income. For
subsequent years. 1t was necessary tu update these figures 10 account for
advances in the Consumer Price Index. This was done by changing the
incume cniterivn of $7.000 fur lowzicume famibies to $8.000 for 1976 and
$9.000 for 1977 and estmating <hanges in the number of persons 18 and
ofder 1in such famuies based vn annual population estimates.®?

There are. huwever. sume shurteumings in these methods: the use of a .
uniform low-income standard without farm-nonfarm. regional. or size-
of-famly  differenttations. the fack of local detail in the Current .
Populatiun Survey. which 15 used to measure changes from one year to
another. the use of vurdated vensus ratios 1o disaggregate current low-
mcome popwlatun figures for small geographle units. and technical
problems in the family budget esurnates.

The whole quesnon of measunng the poverty or low-income
populatibn 18 made more womplex hecause of the extent of noncash
meume. Census data (including the <ps) are limuted 10 cash income and
do not include the value of fagm products used by a farm family or in-
kind transfer payments. such as medicare. medicaid. food stamps.

#See Juhn E Bregger. " Establishment of New Employment Statisiics Review Commus-

$100." Yomhly Labor Revew. [O(3) 14-20. March J977

#fur the 1978 Tye 1 allocauun, the low-income <riterion was $10.000 Estimates of the

aumber uf adulls by slaie wete ublaned from the Bureau of the Census Survey of Incume

and Educapun fuf the year 197 Theswe esimales were disaggregated to pnmc SpuRnsor .
. levglshy using fixed ratics based on the 1970 census of poputation

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




e,

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

\

~
44 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL f_cpnmr

housmg assistance, child instruction, and noncash social services, Yet
these in-kind transfers are becoming a very sigmficant component of
family income.?*

More fundamental than the question of measurement 15 that of where
to set the income level and how much weight to give to this component
m the Title I formula. Thee considerauions underlie the quesuon of what
population group should be counted, keeping in mind the act’s objective
of ¢nhancing employ ment prospects for the unemployed and underem-
ployed as well as the economically disadvantaged.

The difficulues in measuning both unemployment and income have
been recognized i ceTa. The legislation has required the Department of
Labor 1o develop: rehable methods to measure unemployment, under-
employment, and labor demand for states. local areas. and poverty
areas: data to construct an annual measire of labor-market-related
economic hardship. and methods to mammtain more,comprehensive
household budget data, including a level of adequacy. to reflect regional

and rural-urban differences 1n household hving.2*
4

SUMMARY

The recent upsurge 1n appropriations for ¢ETA tesufies to the growing
significance of employment and traiming programs-as a major part of the
nation's response to labor market ills. The changes in CETA appropnation
and expendsture patierns are significant in demonstrating the changes in
pohey and emphasis summarized below.

* Most important 1s the ncreasé yn the proportion of CETa funds
xvoted to countercychical rather than structural objectives. In the first
year under CeTA, thred-fourths of CETA appropriations were for litles
addressed to sfructural problems. By the second year, the proportion had
shrunk 10 about haif. as additional funds went to cycheally onented
programs Recent appropriations under Title i1 pomt to more emphasis
on employabijity development. .

* There is a shift away from the concept of decentralization. In fiscal

1976. 9 cent of appropriations was for programs managed by local

HMAccording 1o a Oqngressional Budgel Office analysis, the per::emage of Families hiving i
poverty i 1976 would decline from | 1.4 percents using a standard measurement of cash
income only. to 6 7 percent. including noncash transfers. See U.S. Congress, Congressional
Budger Office, Poverty Status of Famuhes Under Alternanive Defittons of Income,

“Background paper no 17. revised. Prepared by John J Korbel, Washington, D.C.

Congressional Budget Office, 1977
5ection, 312, Comprehensive Employment and Traimng Act &f 1973

I
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‘before. but this fact has led to Lhangés tn the pallem of ﬂmdlng and
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officials (Tutles 1. 1. and Viyand 7 percent for nauona] programs (Titles
Il and IV). But. under the new adminisiration. the proportion used for
nationally supervised programs is on the rse.

* In fiscal 1975. 42 percent of appropriations was for Title 1 —the only
utle that is essentially decategonized. In 1976. Title | represented vnly 28
percent of total funds. and. by 1977. onl§ 23 percent. as increases were )
largely for other tnles. This reflects a dnft away from the ongnal
concept of local dewsion making. as a result of federal actions 10 cope
with the recession and with uther emerging national prublems—such as
unacceptabiy high youth unemploy ment.

® (ET4 aas intended o be a comprehensive manpower program. but
other pot. programs (wis. Older Americans. the empluyment senice)-
and programs operated by other federal agencies were not folded into
(14 Overlap and lack of coordinauon persist. and considerauon 15
being gnen to further wonsolidauon. Congress has been content to
continue ¢ ETa without change in scope. at least through fiscal 1978,

® There has been a vast increase in outlays for other strategies for
dealing with unemployment. The major brunt of the recession has been -
borne by unempluyment insurance 318 billion spent in fiscal 1976.
compared with $5 billion for <ETa Funds were also approprrated for
accelerated pubhic works and wountercyclical revenueshafing. At the
moment. the trend 1s away from income maintenance toward other cures
for the nation’s economie 1lls. .

, ] - ]

~ 4
The use of formulas to distnibute funds under ‘e 1s, 8 major

accomphshment. There 15 more widespread distnbution_ of funds than

other prublems. Lo i -

. Tu!q {. The relative, share of funds guing tu citres has continued to
decline. compared with the pre-CLia dwtribyution under the Title |
formula Despite higher agprupnalluns and a huld-harmiess feature 1n
the formula. some of the major cities are losing Tule I funds each year,
and wounties are gading. The emphasis on unemploymen! rather than
“low “ncome in the Title 1 three-part formula™2lso results 10 3 $Shift of
funds from regions with relajively hagh- poverty “population 1o those with
relauvely more unemployment. ' e

*® Tule 1. Under_Title I1. funds are distnibuted to areas that have had
.6.5-percent unemp ment rates for 3 consecutive months based vn one
element only -"the volume vf unemployment. There are_a number of -
problems with thisformula:’ The 6 5-percent uneinploymgent cnitenon,
when national unemployment s abuve that level 1s to low to identfy

r
.

.EK

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC



ERIC

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC

v o+

46 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

areas with the mosy severe unemployment. This tends to diminish the
impact on areas with the most sesere unemployment. The formula does
nol have a severily faclor to provide-progressively more funds for-areas
with the highest unemployment rates. The use of a 3-month period for
qualifying areas mtroduces a seasonal bias favuring areas with seasonally
tigh unemployment. There are inequiiés arising from the lack of
uniformity in dehineating areas of substantial unemployment.

. D:screuona{v Sfunds. Dhscretonary funds for Tatles I, I, and VI have
been used 1o mamtain established lesels of public service employment
rather than 10 assist areas with unusually severe unemployment or areas
with abrupt rises in unemployment. .

* Measurement of unemployment and poverty. The Bureau of Labor
Statistics has made progress in reconciling area and natonal unemploy-
raeni esttmates and m providing more supervision and control over
esumatng procedures. However. there are difficulues m obtaming
monthly figures for thousands of small areas and for parts of cities, The
number of adults m low-mcome famlies 15 even more difficult 10
determine, since 1t 15 derived essentiaily from 1970 census data. More
fundamentally, there is a need for refinement of the concepts of
unemployment and poverty and for a means of combiung unemploy®
ment and poverty data into a useful index that will méasure the
unemployed who need assistance miost. .

' +
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Manpower
Planning

Planning is an essennial element of the Comprehensive Employment and
Traming Act. The basic premise of manpgwer planming is that some of
the economic and social developmehts\o fecent years can be under-
stood, and to some extent dealt with. througl, manpower programs. Most
. of the ceta~Title 1 prowisions deal with the components of a

comprehensive manbower plan. the character of the local planning
process, and the federal responsibility for tevi€aing plans. Implicit m the
legislative requiremen assumpuonslfbom what consututes

effective manpower planning. The first assubiptign 15 that state and local
sponsors, since they are familiar with varying locgl conditions and needs,
are 1n a. better’ posmon to plan than federal gyogram managers. The
» sécond assumption is that if tBe community 1s b adly represented in the

planmng process, the programs developed will be closely attuned to local

needs. \ *F

. This chapter examineS<gTa plannng in the light of these assumptions.
particularly the changes any trends in the second-year planmng. Title |
planming 15 considered separately from planmog for public service
employment under Titles I3/and VI, since there are distinct differences in
the leg,:sl'atlon that result from differences n the nature of the programs
and in the pre-CETA planning approaches.

Ths chapter on planning focuses on three pivotal questlons ‘

I. Who are the key manpower d sion makers at the state and local

47
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levels? What are the rgles of elécted officials? CETA admmtstralors"
Plannmg gounc’;ls" PrOgram operators?
2'What are the major wpfluences on decsion maktng" Is the end
product of the planming efforj actually used for makuing decisions? .
3 What 15 the quality gf local planning? How do state and &ocal
planners analyze (heir area’s needs. ‘and do the} attempt to ‘relate
. program sirategy to these needs? ’

[ . .

-~
-

L hd .y

- L] ’ _ .
. THE ORIGINS OF MANPOWER '‘PLANNING -, ';_‘_k i

“For the focahity. fmanpower plgnning means understanding and evaluat-
« ing the local labor market: how the supply of labor market skills 15
developed. how the job opportunities are createq. and haw the o are
matched. It means dentifying the problems that restrict econonug
T opportunites for gertam d&hups selecting priorities or goals among
them, and developing for. decision makers some alternative ehoices and
secommendations for achieving goals. Planmng also implies.a continu-
ous process of reviewing what has been accomplished. The performanc
-« of a program cycle becomes a source of feedback to the plaf;
guiding their decrsigns for the enSuing p(qgram In a broader e,
- planning also refers to the contifiuous pfocess of consultation ‘am¢ng
. agencies and individnals concerned with manpower acuvyties, -
Title T requirés stale and local.prime sponsors to draw up formal
comprehensive plans for furnishing manpower servicestthat must specify
the services to_be provided. The act also marrdates thé establishdent of |
« .advisory plannmg councils composed of a broad base ofyclients,
manpower agencies, and bueness and labor to participate ' the
planning process. The sponsor’s plans must b&Subnutted for approval to
the regional offices of the Department of Labor to ensure thal they are
consistent with the requirtments of the act-and that the sponsor has
demorPeated “maimum efforts” to implement the blan.
This-concern with planning 1s less evident 1 the.sectio
that authonze public servdce émployment, Under Titles II and?
sponsors must submut “applications’ rather than “plans However,
appllca'tlons must satrsfy a Ion&hsl of stipulations Foveping groups to be .
v P %eeved and types of jobs to be dtwelt:)pedj whichuipplies a considerable

~ = 4nd sophisticaled planning efforl. The Department of Labor i its- |

____fqubsequent regulations made an:}ml&a bring (e pTanrung Qrocess for |
_ public service employment closesAo thatfor Title by reqimipg sponsors

to submut “plans” for Titles ITand VI apd (o use the planning councils in

the* process of develop:ng these pldns. (Uhder lhe Emergency }obs -




y o

. . N . . &
Manpower Planning 5« ) T 49

Programs Extension Act of [976. planning councl!s have a more
tmportant role. they must review project applicanons.)

Planming by’ local areas for the manpower programs that swere
forerunners of. CETa Tule 1 p]annmg ‘was introduced 1n 1967, The
Cooperatine Arca Manpower Planmng System (caMPs) established a

. ~ network of commutiees at regional. state. and local levels o analyze and
make recommendatons on local needs and local programg. These
commiftees consisted Of representatnveseof federal agencies administening
manpower or related programs They were to develop plans that related
exssting \.augoncal programs ty each other. mimmized duplication, and
-proposed new programs for the comung year.! But the real decision
making about what would get funded and for how much was done by
federal ‘agencies. and lugal planming.committces were not influenual i .
the allocation of resources. In this context, the ¢ AMPs experience cannot
be described as ¢ meamngful planning process. nofetheless, 1t brought
together the agencies concerned with manpower activities ahd intro-
duced procedures for organizng local dn.mograq:»hlc and labor market
data as a useful framework fer prc‘)gram planning.

The ¢ AMPs theme of s»stemalje planning at state and local Ieveis was

" extended un the early 1970s; € AMps stself was restructured to include a
mare broadly based memh&nshlp and t provide for three levels of ‘
plannmg a state-level m.ml?m planning councile manpower area
planming councils (MaPcs) for large cities, and ancillary manpower
planning boards for nonmetrupolitan planning districts. Staryng with the

“fargest urban areas. the Deparimént of Lgbor furmished funds to hire .

- state and local stafl planness; by. 1974, all states. 160 cities, gnd 161 . . -
.countyes had operational planmng-grants.

The original ¢ amps approach to planming lacked vne of the elements
that the Congress wal later to msist on—the participation of client and
community groups. On the other hand, (amps onginally incosporated a
potengal for interagency covrdination. particllarly between HEw and «

" DOL: that ¢xTA may have diminished. The Hew network of vocatonal
rehabilitation. welfare, and vocational cducation jremamns largely
sepafate from CETA. despite representation of md?dual agenctes on,

local councils Sponsors may pick up program pieceg from HEw - -funded’
;i . Cuf

L
< - . N

-

. & - .
S -q* - o - . .
'Categoncal programs are federal prugrams mandated and funded by legislavon or | .
otherwrse authonzed. usually deslgned fura special pu , Tur a designated chent group. .
IS with defined procedures and objecuives Hﬁx T .
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programs. but “the opportumties for coordination of CETA with other
federal programs remain fargely undeveloped.™ )

The Tute Il and VI planning lineage 1s quite different from that of
le { and can be traced to the temporary countercyclical objectives of
the'1971 Emergency EmployMent Act (Lea). The locus of planmng was
lodged by the EEA with state and local guvernments, most frequeml) 10
therr personnel depattments- and. because Eta was thought of as”an
emergency measure. there was httde feeling that 1t should be integrated
with ongoing manpower programs. Parucipation in the planning process
by ed®aton and traimng agencies. or dny other agency. was not '
required or even suggesied. Thus. the legacy of Lka set planmng for
public service employment vn a different track. exempling it not oniy
from outstde participatton but also from 'integration wath other
manpower programs This separation from what was meant to be part of
the integral design of ¢ ¢1a has inhubited the best use of fesources. And.
in many communities. the combined sums available under Titles [, I1..
and VI constitute very sizable .reéuurce.s in relation to local budgets.

TITLE I DECISION MA‘KERS

The decentrahizimon of dectsion making in manpuwer programs under

CEr4 has greated a new set of dectston makers and raises the question of

how the crucial autharity over the allocation of resources is exercised at
the lacal level Does the decivon-making process v operate as envisioned
by the framers of the legislation- as an vpen, dBmocratc process m
whicli those most directly affected participate? Or are decisions made. as

some skeptics feared. with an eye toward political advahtage. or. as

others believed. by.a seifiserving bureaucracy?

The planning process for the first year-of ¢ £7x was not a fair test, The
urgency of drawing up ducuments in support of grant apphcations within
stringent tume himuts predudegd. in most cases. any meantngful delibera-
ton of aliernatives. There were other.factors that made it difficult. \f not
|mpumble for sponsurs to engage 1n carcful study of existing programs,
of to prowde ume for extended consideration or review of program
plans lack of manpower planning ‘experience. partcularly in smaller
areas. a4 rapidly changing economue situativn. and the fundamental
predisposition of eledted offivals to move cautiously and fo avod °
poteptal sources of embarrassment. About.all that fiscal 1975 plans for
Title | grants did was W meet immediate qdmmlstralue requirements,

?\Iall?m! Commission fur Manpower Policy, Manpower Program Coordination A Special )

Repor of the Natonal Commisson fur Manpower Pulicy. Speaal report no 2. Washington.
D € * Natiopal Commisston for Manpower Policy. 1975 <
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Even in areas with some staff experence. plamg tended to be done
prumarily by staff of the (14 sponsor’and voL represeniatives. For the
most part. plans were extensions of exisung prograis. hadhily apgroved
by planmng councils and eiected officials. DoL regivnal offices i
almost entirély on adrunistrative and procedural grant matters

In the second year! the dynamics of CETA deciston making were much
more deliherate. The planming process took shape largely within the
framework that the legislanon had providdd. andhcquai tterns v

decmon:nd.kmg have emerged

[,OC;J

) I
Role of the Elected Officials
/

The chief elected official and the CETa staff wHape and direct thé nature
and content of the planning process The resuliant plans reflect thedf
attirudes. phosophies, and competences, .

At fisst-the chief elected officials were generally not disposed to enter
actvely anto Tifle | decision making. although they were aware of
manpower developments sn their commumties In larger junsdictions.

¥

PLASNING )

, tesponsibilities were Jelegated to admumstrative officials. 1n smaller

areas. ‘elected officials were mare often imvolved. either formally or
informalls. in-at least some decisions By the second year. however, it
became clear that (rta admimistrators were vperating under marching
“otders. ranging fram the very hroad to the very speafic Of the 24 local
prime spunsors 1n the study sample, texcluding the 4 balapcet of states).
only 1 small county reported elected officials to be completely detached
feam Title.l planming. This ne® intefest was awakened by the avatahihty
of Title V1 fundy for public senvice employment. Once drawn into the
cETA decsiup-Making process. elected officials tended to become more
semsllive o other manpower 1ssues. In Phoemix. for example. a
subcommitiee created by the uty council tyydeal with public senvice
employment was soon participating mere broadly i (£7a activities
While most elected officials prefer a low profile. at critcd! penods their
presence and influence were yuite visible. in St Paygyfor.example. the
mayor gave full support to the CETA stafl in their @AM to introduce a
somewhat controversial new program destgn tn 1975 The mayor of
Philadelphya was known to lend a hdpkl on at least one oceasion to get a
priject *funded 'The mayor of Topeka upped the scales when the
Opporlunities Industrmhzation Center ¢ ) soliated the support of
aty commission agamst a stafl progedfal that 1t be dropped, as a ceva
ssohtractof. and again whed huilding dontractors and umons wanted to

>
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cuntinue a hoghetown plan that the staff had Jeemed ineffective In both
nstances, thel staff position was upheld. by the mayor and the city
commission  The mayor of New York got imolved when municipal
unions urged the use of Title | funds for#sE i order 10 rehire laid-off
city workers In fact. Tutle  funds were used for pst in fisdal 1976 by 10

-\, Jocal sponsurs in the sample in 7 of the 10, ihe chief electdd official was
directly and visibly making the decisions on the allocation of (ETA funds
for psk M ' .

The partcpation of elected offivials 1s hikely to be more direct and
visible 10 the smaller counties The Lorain County planming staff check
their ptans with the county manager. the Calhoun County (ETa
adminsstrator “runs commitmenis by" the elected officials. 1n Chester
County. all three commussiorters are un the planﬁmg council and chair
“subcommuttees.

* The consornum structure appears w dlclalc even closer attention of
elected officials t ¢£ia.programy than is the case 1n cities or counties.
Consortia are generally governed by executine boards ur comimitte

- whose members are the elected officials (0f their designees) of the vanous
Jurisdictions comprising the consortium These vommittees meet regular-
Iy and CETA taffc typically keep them informed Members of the
consortium are vigilant v ensure that each gets a fair share of the
resourdes in this potentially compéutine situanon. in four of the mine
wnsothian the study sample. the exetutive commuitees’ participation in
the revigw. recommendation. and decisionsmaling processes have been
S0 exteNs)re as W r?'nder the planmng cotinals superfluous. In effect.
planning has been afl exeruise of the staff and the elected officaals. In the
Kansas City consortium. the planning council reacted by threatening to
res)gn en masse unless its recommendations were seriously Lonsidered.
In the Ausun and the Pinellas St. Petersburg consorua, on the other
hand. there has been practically mo partcipation by elected officials.

The Otange County consurtiuti s a special case. vne that shore pearly
resembleg a state model The county' 1s somewhat unusual in that 1t
contains not just une but five junsdictions ehgible tv be prime 3ponsors.
Each 15 permitted to do its vwn planfing. Consortum planning is
decéntralized to six units. the four ehgible cities plus the balance of the
county .orgamzed into two plannng districts Each unit has 1ts own
planner and develops its own plans, which are cleared with elected
officiats at the unit level and then forwarded tr the consornum, The
consorbium administration 1 reluctant to second-guess e[e\.ted officials
of the individual jurisdichions. A .

The heightened pohtial sensitivity of consurtia appears due In sume
cases 10 the fragile nawre of* the agreements between a central ¢ity and .

W,
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the purrounding suburb. espectally where there are dafferenl racial and
ethnw mmposmom Three consurtia n the sample—Cleveland. Phoe-
* nx-Mandopa. and Raleigh - -have expenenced tensions that appear to
spring fro;h\d:fferenues of this nature.
The elected vfficial as a dominant dectsion maker 15 terlamls a role ’
wonsistent with the phdosophy of decentralizavon, Congress mtended 10
locate the respunsibility fur manpower programs with the chief elected -
officer im a yjurnsdiction  For better or for worse. the consequonce has
been 1 subject manpywer programs to the (ndigenous political process.

S

Rile af the «i1a Adpumstrator and Stuff

As elected ufficals are the final arbiters of the planming process. so lhe.

ceTa staff planners are the inmators of the wntten word in this process.

As such. they decisively infiuence the planning process and the shape of

program plans. In nearly all loval planning. cers staff planners prepare

mitial drafts of the Title | plan that serve as the hasis for subsequent

deltberations. The swdy revealed. only a §#w nstances tn which

assistance from vther souries was soliuted or received while drafts were

being prepared One was in the North Carolhina balance of state The

Plan was pruduued through the interagkion of state and substate planmng

units Another occurred 1n Middlesex County In 1976, the draft for the  ~ .

Middlesex plan was produced in sections. each of which was discussed .

with @' subfommuttee of the planntng counal A third example was New | ey

York City. the only junsdiction in the study sample in which the council

has.its own staff. the counal <taff was consulied by lhe sponsor staff

planners as they drafted the plan. - -
~ For the most part. Title | plans are develuped and drafted by sponsor

staff and then qrculated for review and comment This procedure gives

the staff two major vpportuninies for conttol First. they outline the ¥

overall program Jesign. Where major ideas for redesign have ‘been )

propused. as they were in St Paul. Topeka. Ramsey County. Union

County. and Kansas City. they dppear to have oniginated.with the (E1a .

staff ,Seuond staff mentbers aré able 1 shdpc the directhion and extent of

the planmng process In @ few squations. councl members have.

complatned. criticizing < &1a taff for restncting the scope of deliberas

tons by hmiting the ume for discussiqe, Others have charged that

inportant background matenals are Jdistisbuted only 1 day before

counal meetings. of someumes at dhe meetings. su that an adequatd

review of the proposed decistons 1s not possible. | .

Field researchers rated (k1A admimistrators and
"very important” tnfluence 1m Tutle | planmng 1 15

ff as the single
the 24 local

. i‘. . -
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TABLE 11

CETA 'VIA\POWER PROGRAMS L\DER LOCAL CONTROL®

:

Inﬂuence of Planning COUHCII Members and CETA Stafi n

- Title | Plannmg. Sample Local.Prime Sponsofs. Fiscal 1976 * )
R Number of Sponsors (% = 24,
' v . . * OQf Little
' ¢ Very . of No
Afency o Group Important Imporiant Impartance
. CETA admimstrator and siatf. 24 s {4 v
Employment wrvie 1 £ 19
Vo.dionat education of other pubhe » o
. educsion agen.} f1 % AL
Orher public agencigs 2 2 y
-~ Fledted officials i J 6 il
+&  Communty-based organizahions . H ~ 13
Busmess ar industry 1 3 20
Labor . 1" 4 20
_ Cleent group representatives 1 3 20
. Other - fy 1 23
L} . [ '
. =
‘ TABLE 12 Combmauons_‘of Offictals and Council Members .
' Rated as Very Important in Title | Planning. Sample Lochl
) Prime Sponsors, Fiscal 1976 i
f B : .
7 .. . waumber ot Spansory
ﬂ ) Combination” . {v=24)
- CETA adminitiator and steff onky [§] ’ ‘
CE TAsaff plus elected ofticlal . 5
CETA staff clected official and .
other pubbi agency . 1
CETA staff. 2hected officral and bustness 1 i : .
s CETA staff. CBO and thent group . ] . .
: CETA staff and ather public agency I . v
‘ +
Junsdictions studied {excluding the balance of states). In the other 9 local
- purtsdictions in the’ sample. (14 staff shared the “yery ;mporl.anl rating.
= most often with elected officials (see Tables I'l and 12). ’
! n * v n
s Role of the Planning Counc ) . .
' Gnen the defimtive role of the ce1a administrator and siaff and the
wltimate aulhorlt) ol lhe ‘elected officials. 1l 15 easy to understand why
many plannmg%ounclls have had difficulty in exercising an effective role
i the plann:ng process. What are the citcumstances under whl,ch these
- . o
. Sy
. . -
O |
. " [ v . "
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o powerfil dectggon makers —the elected official and the ceta
admimistrator — will perrml the parncnpalion of a third—the pla.n.mng
councit? .

Conceptually. the council role 1s clear and s@‘ilﬁcam. The framers of
CETA viewed the lgcal advisory council as the vehicle through which
broad participation in manpower aclivities could be realized. They
carefully #pecified 11s membership. representatives of clhent groups. .
community-based organizations (¢BGs). the engployment service. educa-
tion and trammg‘agencnes and business and labor. The intent was 10
mclude those who debivefed manpower services. those who recenved
them. and others who might be directly affected by their yquality and
substance. Producers and consumers mlght be assumed to operate as a

check on each other. and the requirement that the plan be made public ’
prior to being submutted 10 the Department of Labor would fac]llt,ale this
exchange .

Cgunc:] funcnions are deﬁned in the legislation. to submut recommen-
dauons regarding program plans and basic goals. policies. and
procedures. 10 momtor and evaluate manpower programs. and, to -
provide for conunuing analyses of needs for eniployment. taiming, and
related services. However, ﬁnal decisions on such recommendations are
reserved for the pnme sponsor.

The Congress. having vested decision-making authonty in the prime .
sponsor. did make an effort. however. 1o provide local groups with an -
opportunity to participate in the plannmg process. and (t intended this

- participation (0 be more. than window dressing. What happened 15
complex and not always what might have been expecled.

Prime sponsors published plans in the newspapers. opened planming

. counctl meetings to the public. and sponsored public keaangs. Perhaps it ‘
was naive to have anticipated the kind of participatory response on the
part of the general public that is associated wath a traditional town
meetng. Rarely did anyone attend planming council meetings or
otherwise participate unless he or she had a direct interestan the program
as a turrent or polential beneficiary or as a counul member. To the
extent thal general communily awareness has been aroused at all it has
been througl the scattered efforts of national or regional organizauons
such as the League of Womeén Voters. the Urban Coahuon. and the
Southern Regional Council. which have sponsored citizen-orented
studhes of general and spectal reveriue shanng. including (1A,
While ceTa did not attract much interest among the general public. it
did attract thg interest of special publics — groups in particular need of
CETA S€FVICes, SEIVICE agencies workmg in areas related to CETA services.
and others speafically concerned with employment. traming. and
1 | T )
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educanon programs. These groups appealed 1o the council as ther k]

prncipal vehicle for advocacy ard recommendations. The council thus
became the major channel for communiation not only from its own
mem bers but 4iso from these exiernal interest groups <,
~.  Few CETa councils played any role in prepanng the Tatle I plan in the

first "vear. although some were invulved 1n the planming process later

” Time was short. some councils were not vet functioming. and plans
assembled hasuly by steff and based alnmost enurely on ewsting
programs were cleared through planmng counals without much
paricipauon from councit -members The mtenm report of this study
1dentified 8 of the 24 local wuncils 1n the sample as.having plaved a role
1n developing the Title | plan during the first vear but only 4 councils as
having played a significant role in dectsion making. In the second year.
there was greater opportumty for councyl activity, and. field researchers
rated about a third of the vouncils as having had a substantial effect on

decision making, as shown below-

. . 4
Pricoton Totle | Duonaon Yehing

N Tupe mt M bt il o
Prime Spunsa: Substannal Littie o1 Nome )
T e Lonez Bisch Craty ¢
ow York Phihdﬂphld
, - St Pawl
Fopeha™
4 ’
' ounties Buatunce ot Couk Cathoun
Widdhoey hestes .
Pustrs ) Lotain
Ramiy -
Sténndous
, Lron
(R IT Kansan Gty Wyondotre € apitol Area
b Phien Marnopa Claeland
’ et hange Counhy Lunving Tri-Cuunty -
Pinellas St Petersbure Rileweh ‘.
) T " San Misquin -

L3

i
- The judgments of the field researchers are confirmed and ampjified by
information: about the structure and gktivities of the counals 1n the
* sample *council meetings. subcommittée structure. council compositfon.
. the sequence of planming-related events. and (ETA staff support. Councll -
activities tend to fall into one of three modes:

] ’ 1
* | Informanonal In five situations Ih{ counctl 1s convened prima'rll)f ™~

i . .
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1o inform members of decisions and developments. rather than to sohicit
their contribution --the “rubber-stamp™ coun<il. ’ :

2. Consuliatve. The council 1s convened to sohcit advice from counu[
members. Twelve counails appear to fall into this category. although a
few might shade to category 1. it 1s difficult to determine preasely
when pro forma approval or passive response becomes modest but
genuine contributton,

3 Parncipatory. Members 1n these counalls participate actively 1n
program planning or 10 reviewing operatioris This s usuzlly done
through a subcommitiee structure Seven of the nine councils lhjlu-ere

ough

a subcommittee structure.

The policy of the elected officials and the (ETa adminstrator
determines the ievel of counal actiaty. For example, of those councils
rated as hasving hittle or ny |mpacl‘ members were told explicitly or led to
undeérstand that therr role was “purely ac'ivfsor_\, In these situations.
CETs administrators tolerated the councl as a federal requirement. but
council orgamzatien and membership appuintments were often delayed,
meetings were held infrequently. and backgfound matenial was delivered
lateornotatall. - .

Counals i smaller counties seemed fess well estabhshed than those 1n
other jurisdictions. This was due n part to their inexpenence with
er programs. mamfested in start-up prob]ems organu.atronal

decision makigg. normal election turnover had a disturbing effect on the
stability of cou These kinds of prub]ems plagued counal activity 3
1 Cathoun. Chester. and Union counties.

Some obserers believe that the role of the coupail s not related to 1ts
size and composition. Ripley.? for example. concluded that in Ohio the
influenhial councils were charactenized not only by a high level of activity
and frequent meetings. but Alsv by the relatively low influence of elected
officials. The study suggests that.the composition of the nine touncls
Judged as having sigmificant effect does not differ sigmificantly from that
of the other councils in the study (see Table 13).

Once established. the' profiles of local councils tended to be falrlj .
stable. Although individual sponsurs enlarged or reduced the size of therr
councils, the average size and composihon did not change significantly

LS Depanmenl wf Labor. Emplu)mcm and Training Adrl'umslrahon. The Impidignia
ton of CETA on Ol RED munograph 4{ Prepared by Randall B. ‘R.lpley 1976, pp 611
{available from NTIS)
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TABLE 13 Compositont of Sample Local Prime’ Sponsor Planning Councils’
~ and of Councils Having Substantial Effect on Titke I Deusion Making. Fiscal

190‘6 (petcentage dtstrbuuon) i . .
; . - . .
Ty ] \ \ . : Planning Councils
. . ) Prime Spunsers  Hanving Substantial
. Cound Mutpbership . iy = Lftect {4 = 9y ’
i - Employmynt service . ! s 4
- Publi education of Trasming Jgencits 14 14 ‘
' Other gublic agencies i3 7 12 . i
. Hectciormu!s . ’ L 6 .
Bustes, .o 17 2y .
"‘ * ‘.‘ Labar . 7 ' 6, -
Community baﬂed orgdmzauons b i
i Chient groups 21 . M . "
. Other . . M 3 .-
. Aft Grgups ‘ ) 1) i -
Ay=tagenumber of rm:mtug on vounctd 24 pL
Téire [service deliberers 4 percent of lotal 26, 32 - '
. N . B

P . -

between 1975 and 1976 The mine councils identified as having
substantial effect are not similar. Thesr jurisdicuions are of all types and
sizes. their member's range 1n number from 14 To 39. Two have barred all
service deliverets from membership. but.fin four of the hine councils,
program operators compnse 30 percent ur more (72 percentin New York
Citg) of the membership. .

As noted earliert seven of the nine most active councils have’ pl'og,ram
operators as members. [n any case. absence from-the counal appears
somewhat illusory, because sponsors that banrned service dehiverers
. from the counal nself have permitted of¥§couraged them to form

. subgroups or otherwise act in an advisory pacn_y to the counal This 1s
ﬁ‘ the case 1n Kansas City and Orange County. | .,
’ There 1s"2dditional evidence that councils active in decision making
'may be associated with the presence of a niumber of service deliverers, ’
, whether or not they are permuted 1o he members of the council. Elght of . .
‘the mne councils that rank high n decrsnon -making impact are ¢ -
’ associated with delivery systems that u diber of delivery agencies v
(1e, “mixed” or “traditional” systems) to pr e Services (see Chapter
6} For example. in Topeka, which shifted from a system of contracting
out services (o a sponsor-operated “comprehensive™ system. an observer
noted that™ . 1n fiscal 1976 the council seemed to have some impact
" dn the content of the plan but that was probably due to the inferest and

+
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1

activity of the program dﬁerators who were also members of the
planmng counuil. Sinve there are nd major independent program
UPErators at the present ume the role of the planning council has
diminished accordingly * It would seem that councils most likely to
affect the deusion-making provess come from among those that have
something at stake m the decison

Not all of the sectors or groups represented oun lhc active council
partiipate equally The uct makes a speciat point of providing for the
participatipn of chent groups m planning - but the study found that
Llleﬁf'ﬁro{:ps (as distnguwished from community-based orgamzations
delnering services). business. and labor were the Jeast influential groups
on the <ouncl (see Table 1]) A DOt report on the first year.of CETA
vperations observed that “of all the groups on the council. employer and
client group Yepresentation was felatively the least adequate 't One
problem was that chent or target groups were sometimes represented by
orgamzations that were also delivering services Thus. 1t was not always
ear whether it was the interew of the vrgamization or of the ientele
that was bemng represented. On the other hand.” mdwiduals who
represented chents but had no speufie organizational affiliation mught
find themselves at 4 disadvantage in terms of informational background
and mfluence .

Active counails frequently play o Ldﬁ:I‘Iuctne political role In New
York City. the counal helped fo protect Tutle | funds by participating 1n
negotiatiuns among the mayor's office. the (174 adnumstrator. and the,
Department of ir over the diversion of such funds to public service
employment. In Long Beach and Kansas City, the council was the arena
for resolving funding squabbles among commumty groups

Itactive councils are generally associated with one of two situations.
one 1n which objective, close momitoring of decision making 15 not’
desired fur poliical reasons. the other gharacterized by a competerft
sophisticated staff that resists sharmg deasion making with a council,
perhaps feanng oppusition to stafl decisions. 1t 15 from sponsors with the
latter hind of decision-making structure that the most mnovative

. programs and many of thie most dramatic changes i programming have

Q

vome! |t remains to be seen whether program eﬂ‘iueqcy. effectiveness.
and innovaton are fun@lamentally consistent with broadly based
Jeasion making. particularly when shared by thuse with a stake i the
status quo.

s -Dcpanrncm of Labor, Emptoyrncnt and Tratfung Admnistranion. Office of
Manpower Program Evalyation. “The Rule of Planning Councids and Community
Participation in the Planning Process. (74 Saff Euluauon Findings. 1975 (uapubdl-
whed} +
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CETA

In summary. councils are actively encouraged to participate 1n
decision making when their parucipation 1s perceived by efected officials
and CEra administrators as useful and not threatening, Otherwise. they
are not actively encouraged. and 1n a few places they may be recerving
negative signals. Active and effective councils appear to be charactenzed
by the knowledgeable invoh ement of council members 1n the planning
and decision-making process, by positive leadership on the part of the
r £T4 admmnisirators. afid by the presence on thie councils of groups who 4
have something at stake 1n the decisions.

In 1975, there were four active councils in the sample. Five more were
added m 1976 The circumstances that strengthened those five councils
during 1976 were vanous. In Karsas City. the council was reorganized 10
exclude service deliverers and to replace them with representatives of
what was wviewed as the traditional power base of the commumty—
busmess. labor. and the professions. Kansas City 1s thus an exception to
the conclusion that the presence of those who have an interest at stake
makes for a stronger council. In New York City. on the other hand. the
meldipg of service deliserers into a constructive body supported by 1ts
own staff appears to have been the winmng approach. Another council,
that of a consoruum, may have owed the vigilance and parucipation of
s members to compention. if not disirust, between city and county
members "The secret of developing a successful council. from the
perspective of the CETA adminsstrator. appears to lie in analyzing the
immed:iate environment and taking advantage of whatever opportuniies -
it offers

BALANCE OF STATES

The p]anmng process among balance-of-state (BOs) sponsors developed
1n a distinclive manner. Under CETA. states have responsibiliuies 1o act as
prime sponsors for all areas (oo small 10 be pnme sponsors in their own
nght (1 e, the balance of state). and plans are dcawn up i consultauon
with the balance-of-state manpower plannu;ﬁcuncnls. State’ govern-
menis are also responsible to coordinate plans in the state through the
state manpower services councit (smsc). In general, there has been little
effective use of the siate manpower services council, and there 1s Liule
evidence of state plaitning.

The disparate balance-of-slate areas are frequenlly wtdely scattered,
distant from labor market centers. and more of less rural. fuis difficult to
plan for these areas tn terms of conceptuallly integrated economic or
soctal goals. Therefore. 1t 15 not sufprising that a general pattern of
decentrahzation has evolved, with BOs sponsors redelegating planning

L
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responsibility to local levels. All four of the states in the study have
decentralized planmng responsibility to dubstate areas or disineis. In
fiscal 1974, there was no planming process as such at the state level,
father, each'loca] district carried out 11s own process. The resulls were
aggregated and almost autornaucally approved by state CETA staff and
the balance-of-state planning councils. Other studies of CETA implemen-
tation in Ohio, Michigan. and Washfngton also point 1o the same pattern
of decentralization of responsibility for planning. :

This decentralization of planning responsibility (o substate areas has
the advantage of using planning regions, such as councils of government.
that already exyst to plan, review, or carry out other types of programs.
This should make possible greater coordination with other programs. (In
North Carolina, for example. substate planning regions are also
responsible for programs concerming child development. aging services,
family plannmg, and nutrition.) .

Planning by substate areas follows the logic of decentralization, which
suggests that those closest to the problems should be in the best position
to solve them. The major dt‘sadvanlage 15 thal recourse to a multitude of
planming units may also lead to undesirable duphcauon of effort and
planning for geographic areas thax do not have the economuc viabthity for
program success. ‘

Ote study of the state role in CETA develops a typology of planning
and adminmistration in which decentralized planning, along with a
somewhal centralized responsibulity for administration, 15 described as a
typical Bos arrangement deriving logically from the CETA concept.s
Under thig model, substate_a[gas are free to generale local plans, but
moniloring, evalualing, and contracling authonty (and somelimes choice
of contraclor) resides with the state. Cenltralized admimistrabion 1s
generally justified as a means of achieving some economies of scale,
avoiding political patronage at the local level, and maintaiming eno;ugh
contral to meet BOS responsibilities under the law.

Another study argues that the reverse—centaghized planming and
decentrahzed admunistration — mught be a better approach.” Ceptralzed
planning wc;d}be preferabie 10 achieve economic efficiency within and

Manpower P!énning

Peter Kobrak, “egfa lmplcmmulmn w Michigan,™ bnpubl:shed papet prepared for the
€ETA Evaluatén Semar sponsored by the Nauonal Manpowes Policy Task Force
Washington. D.C, June [3, 1975, Western Michigan State University, Kalamazoo, U.S.
Department of Labor, Employment and Traming Admumstraton, The Role of the Sigte in
the CETA Process. A Case Study of Washington State, Final report PB-245 602, 35T,
Prepared by V Lane Rawlni, Washington State University, May 1975 (avaudable from
wmis); U S. Department of Labor, The foplementation of CETA m Ohuo.

A %U.S. Department of Labor. The Implementation of CETA 1n Ohto, p. 41.

'US Department of Labor. The Role of the State i the CETA Process. pp 4 and 29.
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) - among the balance-of-state areas,’as well as to overcome the suaruly of

) expertenced. compewnt planners-and the tendency of small new
. - Planiypg units to “remvent the wheel.” Decentralized authonty for the
selecfion ®f' program contractors and tgg supervision of operations,

.. including mimtormg and evaluation. would blng program success or

4 failure to community awarepess and would make conunual ™
pregramh o uon more feasible. . : ’
v Although all four of lhe states 1n the sample have decentrahzed -
- _planm@'gand a more or less centralized adminsirative structure..there
are somé interesting differences. In Maine, Title 1 funds _are?8Yapated
i .and plaris are developed at the local level by 8 area fommuttees
repr senjing 12 coupties. The local areas also select their own service
‘dehverers. but’ contracting Is done .at the slate level. Half of the
emberskpof the balance-of-state planming councilys comprised of the
chairpdrsons- of these 8 local planming cpuncils, thereforg i would be
. unhkeh'ffor any significant resision of local plans to°be made at' th
- level” Thts was made clear at a council meeung that censidered ﬁscal
) 1977 plans The council heard formal protests on four of the eight plans
T frém agencies that were being dropped as dehverers. In fhree cases, the
. !0(:3 council chau'men rose to defend therr posiuons and seere quickly
-supported by the stage counail, one’local council's-plan was returned for
. further discussion and sesolution of its deficiencies. . -
In AnZona, joo. Title .finds are allocated and plans developed at the
" local lgvel -ipn “this wase, b) four councils of government (C0Gs) -and
; _ seven ladian groups Thruugh slate-level teview. again perfunelo’ry each .
o /__ plan i1s cunsidered separately, there 15 no ¢ffort to develop an integrated ,-
]

Bos plan e the view of 3ome obseters, fragmentation of the(Planning
effort 1s a particular &ru-hlém because plans are Jeveloppd by the Indian )
groupsiindependently’of the CoGs withit whose areasathey are physually -
o located, ! L r
.~ Texas has 14 subsl,a,le plam‘ung Fegions, correspondmg to councl’[s of
. ‘ yovernmegt. each wnhns own plarmung cguncit and Tatle | plan. Agamn,
review at the state Jevel s r uting. The dypamic that appears to underlie ”
¢ the'sms planmupg ‘pruce%q pitpojnted by one observer, who nted’.

" that *sincegndst of the P 1s bas:call) deuelcp'ed at the local area. -
hands off pohicy sgems to prevail, with members [of the state planmngg
couhui] relectant 1 challenge the wisdom of other represenlauves .
.*'regarding what's best for'their own area and problems.” . "4~

For the most pang fhe sjate (Eia staff in Téxas viéwed themselvés as

[

LA advocaes for the-Wcal g,mpmmcn!’s. Inpt least one fnstance, however, ,
. {ogad planners fely that lonum) was infringed by a decision of the
. goveérnor's uffig to use 20 percenl of title l funds for a EOS-MdC mlgram '
PR N s L , 2!
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. ; : .
worker program 1 fiscal 1977, Local (.UU\I‘lgl]s were upset bécause the
state wasgn effect. planning fu serve this group on their behalf and with:
their funds. "In some wommunities. this sikuation resulted in three - .
separate and un‘c.oordm&leda rmgrant programs  a lucal effort. under s
_vwn Tutle | program. the specidl Bosyditle I program. and an addiugnal
. Augrant program. funded by the Department of Labor under Tutle Hi
‘ through another agency o ? :
Despite the decentrahization of planning responsibility, state governofs
did participate in Tutlg Factivities when there were politicat probletns .
an vvernding state concern In Texas. as noted. the governor’'s ‘offile
decided on the 20-perfent et aside for mugrant ‘programs In “North
arpling, the governot wtenened 1o early 1975, when ponemployment ~
was very high. 1o rgallocate all ayailable Title | funds it work
T .experience achinities. 3o as iy wreate more jobs In Arizona. the governor
- was urged during fiscal 1976 to address a dispute on the-allocaon of (-
Tutle I funds 1twas daimed that Indian tribes were weenving 40 percent
of the fufids while consututing only 18 perceﬂl of the pupulaaion
In only one of the states studied -- North Carolina --has there begn an™
effurt to develop o wouperative planning prowéss between the state and . B
local levek of government The intent was to develop amutaally agreed-
" upon plan with breadly "based commumity support through 4 series of
" communications beiwneen the regonfand the state ) Lo .
Stéte planning stafl :ﬁstl!u?g% such o grocess. designed not un_lg w
maintain focal gutonomy but "also to achieve “real planming™ and “real
+ wyntrual over @rdm npcralmhh," Fuads were provided to hyre planners
- for each of ‘the J6 substate planming reglons (known as “lead regronal &
organizasions” or tRes) and lucal planning councils were established for wz

¢ each Meetng: betyeen state planning stafl ¢od regional plagners began -~
i January 1975, A twoXTage approach was adopted an snitial round of ¢ .,

draft plans focybng on goals and pdonte® and La second round,
. concerntd with program Jesgn. managemenl. and operation®First- ~ ~y
e+ round drafys psepased by LRogwere fevieddd ot the slate level by S T, #R
= afigs council St spfingiers also provided copsiderable techmcal .
) ., assiyk e (o the 1ROs 40 the Preparayon of, second-rGund drafts during -
. g mahy’ formal and gmformal meeungs  Because of this close and
continuidg associafon. the siate (k1A planning stafl was able to act as
adyocate fu?.;he Lucal planners au the staté level. Although there were h
differences ‘amoge sate-level s with respect fo whether Jocal
.. dutgromy shou be, guaranteed. the priniple of respecung local’
déctons prevailed T ‘ - T
Because uf 1ts difficult, and ambitious objectives. the North Carolna
planning prudess encpuntered numerous ubstacles angd fell far short of

- - + .‘v .ﬁ N

L4 . Y - w
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what mlght be cons:dered exemplary 1n terms of state-local S'hanng of
planning responsibility The funddmental issue of how to achieve
congruence betweensgtate manpower pohicy-and local sutonumy was not
resolved Conlrattmg procedures. under which the LROs isued requests
for proposals and made recommefdatiuni on,selectiun’to the state which
had the final say gnd did the coritracting)sturned out 1o be confused and
lengthwe A novel proposa! to set aside 10 percent of Title I funds for LROs
with outstanding plans was never fully implemented. Bureaucrauc
delays. snefficienvies. and dissension plagued the planntng process.
parucu]am dunng the second’ round of planning .Nonetheless, the

. North Car

pras unusual

a efiort w create an integraied state-leve¥planning pr

0Cess

important break gith @he past and the imtation of a more rau

Although 1t *had muxed success, 1t did I‘epresemf .
al

ptanning proceduf% ‘-

-—
a
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L A
INFLUENCES ON HTEE | DEGISION MAKING

CETS Cri redicted that the principals on the manpower scene would
make choices not through uhjective wonssderation of alternatives but in

terms of thelr own interests Stereyrypes persint that ink suchanterests 1o .

the decstons that are thade Thus. the involvement of elected officials is
associated with “polincal™ decisions it the pejorative \et' nse, participation
in decision making hy ~ervice deliverers 13 supposed Yo perpetuate the
status quo dnd stifle uhjcunq program amessment. the dominauon’ of
dectuon miaking hy ¢ria staff may be percened as leading tof
bureaucrate aggrandlzcrﬁcnl The \lud\ tmed ts find out the extent 10
which these kinds of considerdtiyns influefice decision making’

: &

FACTORY )
‘There w fmited evidddee of pulitcal intervention in the (x7Ta plannmg
pRgcess. in the Tammany Hall sense of trading pol]ln..il favors, nepotism. *

patrohage, Field reports suggest that. In ofe utly. (1A staff were

+

4

chose egfor politcal loyalty ihan for professional tafent. In two’
Ll}?f]are?r pnlllal power wip paid 10 he the biggest factor 1n

‘tq the major contraets, but 4 recent change in
73 hc situatrons 1n one of these ar

fitervention 1s illustrated by ¢c1§10&uf

York F'tfy tor use Trle | funds 10 reheve fiscal

detérmming wi
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,
X
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pressureMFour of the leaI SpOnSOrs studied reporled ah “excessive.
+ fiscal crunch (see Chapter 7). all of lhem a‘alocaled Title lfunds 10 publlC
service employment. . . . ..
Polincal consideranons geem to have domnated the Title | planmng -
process 1n_Cleveland and Raleigh. In Cleveland. fonsideraunon of -

: financial stnigeneres apparently resulted m the allocation of avcry targe
propoftion of Title I funds to public sector employmegt. 1n Rafeigh in
fiscal 1975, polttical pressuces determined the selection of a Mayor service
dehverer. ¢ - o ‘

On the whole. however. the most lmporlanl polical concernof—chlef .

*  elecied officials 15 10 avoid embarrassment or “prgblems ™ This concern. . .

b which lies behind the ndistence of elected officials that program - -~ hd

decisions be cleared with lhem imduces a cautious approach and,tends 1o o

ronstiain rlsl_(-crealmg 1DNOY21IONS OF CONLroy ersial proposalso_

'. . . ‘§ * ’o
Y ' ~ ’

sm’h(e DEuvhRsﬁs L

-

Pul:ttckmg b) service deliverers. ;arlu.ularl} Cummumty ofganizalons
with specific racial or ethnic consutuencies. 15 also reﬂer.lf i the
planmng process. Program upefators wete viewed by sume astoncerned
solely withsecunng or retasfithg therr teritones. Thus, in the Lansing
consertium. tt was observed that “the pblmcai realu_t,,m-m be that
.aCh minority group . . gets atdgast otig program desigped specifically "
for them. and the size of the program nds.more on the aggressive-

. ness and. compelenr.) of the, progmm%a’tors {than on the level\of” L -

~ need]” ) Rl K
These wr'ﬂ’iu.l ofMnterest concerns prompted the Depaﬂmenl of Labor . ﬁ
-~ 10 issue a regulation 1n fiscal 1977 bd.mng planning council members .

* = from vdung on 1he:r own contracts. Three of the -councils studied
Jexclude all program upermurs from membershlp, two more excludg .
pnvale};czor program opefators (Le.. prvate.” nonprofit community =
orgamzanohs) but permit pubhi-sector program operalo:s. such as the
employ fent service and vocauonal education agencies. to be rfembers. "

The new regulauonﬁ. dv not necessan]) sulve the conflict-of-interest
situation. as ane Iokal observer,noted "tk doesn’ tprevent log ronmg. %
' snceyOu.vote on the other group’s program and he [s1c] votes on yours” ’

* . Backscraiching may be extended to include the (£14 admlmslralor as

well as {be program operators. wyth the latter Ueferrmg to"the former as

disburser of*funds. Then. as another 'vbserver noted. “(ETA'becomes a ;
seif-serving: closed ‘_a)slem." Moregvet. £veg (. S1uatons 1n which -

Q . . T .
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operaturs Jdy nut W¥e counal membBefship. they are permitted to serve
Of commitees oF 10 UEganize as an advisory gro
“* Bul there 1s sume evidence that sonflicts uf inte®t may be diminished
. By other developments, As will be seen in Chaptérs 5 and 6. the
mportance of the established program operators within the (EJa -
— delrvery system Has decreasedg Commumis .dction agencies and’ ffie
2 employment service have had StEmificant reductions ;v Tutle [ funding.
vocational éducation agenues hree lost some of Ltheir 1fflugnce.
. Community-based vrganmizations. such as Opportunities Industrialization .
. ‘Center. Jobs for Progress and the Urban League. no longer exercise
. ‘control uver o tutal program sequence from client e ntry to exit. but they
wmpete ot countracts un indisidual program preces Thus. while their
i ~ funding s hagher. their span of control 1s more hiftuted, As sponsor staffs
) have gained mire experience the abilits of sersie delnerer\ tw influence
Blanning decistons also appears to have dechined
. Thus, 10 some cases. ‘the gnp of the service delnerers fas been
. }umened Elsewhere. upder shiflful leadership. thed have become s force
- comstructise program improvement 8even of the nine wouncils that
! were identfied as important participants in decision making pay cluse
altention 1o relating” program performance ese wouncls concern
themselves with placement rates. costs. and other aspects of tndivaidual
. contrastor perfurmance that are considered i planning for the next vear  *
’ B long Beach. counuil subcommutiees set the rules and make
. recommendations on Jprogtam proposals In Orange County. program
operafors erImpdle on subdommittees that work with sponsor $taff+G
*selspeaific performance goalv and objectives for contractors Prograne

.

x

. gperators in Lansing are hept apprised of one anuther’s progress by™.
*. detarled comparatne anahees In New Yurk (m one, observer* ¥
p ) cofgmented that” the counctl an a whale was o major force in Jprogram !

plan ning and implementation 1thas ity uwn <taff that vonducts extensive
. analna “of contractor perfurmance. and program vperatée have come

- tosee that their competinve advantage Lev in program success
~ th Uniond Calhoun. and Cook counues afd in "Philadelphia. staff
planners are reported to rely on.program ‘operaibrs for infermal -
T contributions 14 the planming process Service delinerers are also  *

repurted to be infilfenual 1n sumé of thesudnsorna, notably Cleveland,
Phoenix. ‘Raleigh. and San Juaquin. allh-.\;ugh 1t s difficalt th some of *
»  thése cases tu sort ot helpful :.uggestmn from .selfsenmg snflvence. .

- ‘Ong,man) the Départifient uf Labur propused that wwuncl members be pruhnbned frum
cven dlscussmg matjers affecung ther vwn urgammlmm bul in the final version of (he
regulations the probibingn exaended only vwhng un matlcrs affecting therr own

.

arganszations .
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1

I%summary the representatives Sf senvice liverers on th.councrl are
certainly interested 1n protecung and advandyng their orgamzational
InteTests Surne spunwrf- have suught 1o wrnail lhe role uf the program
uperalurs while others have ined to hannel 1t Lonfuul»elv The
challenge 15 to denve malimum benefit from the avadable expertise of ,

T sen tce"dell\cre'ﬁ whlle-mlmmazma -.oaﬁam of Inerest
-
’ \\ r \ -

I o

THE STAFE ROLE B PLANNING ) ' '

Th Li&l‘."l'lll'ﬂllldllljn of manpouer prygrams :.hlfled the®respynsibility
&Iowl programs from individual project managers to thg elecied
cral and ‘the ¢(ETa admenitrator In ma inolances, the CETa
adminsstrator has also vpted tv opetale sume of fhe manpower pmgram

components direc s . ? -
o afleoed lhdl- planning decisions on-the Jucation of respur®s
AMONE vaTous denvice detiverers are influenced v.the desire of some
administrators o operate programs themselves wather than to use
eusting manpower resources Such allegations, especially if made by
Semnace dc[n erers threatened with loss of 4 contracl. are dlfﬁcult to prove
of disproce )
In Pinellgs-St Peler\burg for example. the (ETa :.t\ﬂ' proposed ahew *
umprchensne delivery svatem that would have enhanced staff par{mpa-
m an&duued that uf some deliverers Coynait members Tejecied ihe
praposal. claiming that they.were hot furmished with enough informauen ,

”

.mentse In-another gonsortium. 2 couneil member‘ vomplained.*T and
«athers question some of the Saff recommendations. but, they make &
persnn ifeel bke a foul and there' are very few of us knuwledgeable enuu? ¥
loeven ask these quesons - " [n Topeka. the stafl presented to t
council a propusal that ghe sponsot operate the intake center directly | .
rather than contract with the emplU\. mept servicé, According to one .
obserser, no written ducumentation was prmlcfed to support the stafl 4,
_ position thal thew could operate the center as efficiently as the .
_emplmmem sendce  there were no data on the cost of the two
pr0pcml~, nor any smpactestudy s to.how the programs would be
~-affectéd by a change 1n JoCations.™ In another ciy. an observer noted.
“lt appears thdt- experrenced , competent supphers such "as the Lsban®
‘teague had ther field of <ensce restncted so that me;penenced
. individuals employed directly by [the eipl stafl couid “attempt 1o
“divelop © 2 broad progra [NJoth was told of read led me
10 conruludg that the, net resulnkrf[e taff'sjp )t@% larger role was a real

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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. ghin o efficiency of operativn_ or an ehlargement of opportynities
presented (o'the chents™ " . > . .

Thers 15 thus sume cuncern that increasing responsibility for program
operations 1s beginning tv mfnnge un the objectivity of the admunistra-
tor's piannmg fungtion. -

i »
.\

¥
. 8

THE QUALITY OF, TITLE I PLANNING R

-+ Central 1o the CETA cuncept 1s the premuse that states and localites can
» plan more switably for lucal needs than can the federal government
t . auonally mandated manpuwer policies are not equally appropnate 1n -

gvery wmmumt\ thes mal require adjustment to local condiions
More | precise understandmg may be easiar to reach at the community
level of an individual labur ‘market $Such an understanding can generate
. a fresh look af local problems and possible solutions. | .
There had been sume progress in the art of manpuwer planning befure
* T4 The €aMPs system. especially the funding of some 1,200 planming
- positons an gtate. city. and county governments. at the very least ,
developed a core uf manpow er pRanners ( aMPs also pruvided a technical :
appfoach fvé plaining Tequin Vots uf thé supply and demand
/ dynamies uf the'labor market fhaz was carned 1nto the CETA system
' "In 1974. the Deparument of La 1ssued a technucal assistance gwde
- rm planming fur CETA sponsorsefthe guide described the steps Jo be
followed 1n Wdentifying needs and establishing the prionities among them.
_as’a hasis for deasions un program goals. gruups to be ‘served. and
| seraces o be offeréd, . .
. ¥ Feras, 8emugraph1c data for the Kponsur. area were (o be analyzéd to
I h - wdentify these groups in the population in speual need of manpowey
serviges. 1¢. youth, uider workers. ,dropouts. and minonues. Next. the’
' h)ccll Iabor.markel was ty be exammcd to identify occupauons with good
:.areer polenlla] then!in alon on existing local programs and other
rexotsicés dnd thewr effectiveness 2 Tu be assembled and reviewed. This
R I analysis was ty be used 1o select privnaties in larget grOups and servicgdto .
) be offered . "
One charactesisic of a planning model that calls for a detailed
/ anafysts of the labot market 1s that 1t permits. and indeed encourages, a
,e o fundamgntal rethmking of community and clienteje needs and respon-
: sike progmm' strategles. It may of course be used to make incremental
changes in exssting programs It differs from Gther planming approdches

Fr—— -

“LS Dypirmment of Labur, £mp1u_1rmcnt and Tramng Admlmslranon Man;muer
Program F!amnﬁ Grude, Ap’rl{ 1974 . L. T .
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that; accept whatever 1s alrgady in place and focus mainly on fine tumng,
of the exisung design.i¢ : )

However desirable the zero-base approach. 1t proved to be impossible
in the firstyear of GETa fos reasows beyond the contrabof most sponsolly ,
A pot study notes that “in the iutal planming year, strategic ‘planming

“was powerfully ynfluenced by five key structural factors the legacy of
past programmung. the new funding allocaton formula under CETA, the
ume copstramnts. the I'&Pld'l} changing economic situauion. and the,
relative size of sponsor’ program efforts.”™ The net effect was (o
predispose sponsors (o mamntaih what was in place. upless there was a
particular reason for doing otherwise. The majonty of sponsors did not.
plan at allin fiscal, 1975.1f by planming is megnt “foresighted relating of
action 10 needs or goals.” Rather. they contnued with what existed and .
concentrated on galfiering up the reins of adminssirative control. o

The second year was expected 10 be a better reflection of stdte and ~ |
local planning capabilitiies. there was more ume. greater famuharty

. with the programs. and a bette: understanding of the problems. .
Assessments of. figcal 1976 planming. however. have tended to be .. J

somewhat disapporiung. The major problems were analytical weakness-

es 1n idenufying needs for manpower services and in conceptualizing
approschestc meet thosé needs. Plannmg vas sultYargeyperfunciory.
Fog the most part thefe was no. serious. m-depih analysis or strategic
planmng. Observers close to the scene made these vanmous comments -
regarding Trle | plabming:

L

* The decisiog makmng process "was essentially the same as it was 1n the 1975
fiscal year. which in turn was eséentially the same as 1t was pnor 1o the passage of
" CETA.

» Planning has tended to be a riteal appendage to funding .
- Where the plan does tpt show improvement is i defining needs 1p the cily and
. tn ptovidin g any rauondle far.allocgung resources

In depth and senous manpower planning does not occur. ., & 2,
Document 1s pnmanly desciipive - . - o
Plan wasn't iaternally qonsistent—did ngt serve the groups that the
analysis of need s’hbwad needed the mostserving. Py . A

PFor example, 2 plagning and evaluaton gude prepared by the staff of on€ large urban
spensor hotes that “d a manpower am ts operaiing and f an annwgl . plan s
prepated n a form acceplable tc the Federal government, planning i gowng on *, Part Gae,
@, 35 in U S Departmeni of Labor. Emplyymeni and Tram?ng Admimstraton, Planming

- ard Evaluation Under CETA - A Guade for Large Prume Sponsors, Prepared by Samuej B o '
»+ Kmp and Ralph 3 Walker for the Major's Offrce uf Manpower, Chicago, Jarkary 1976,
(avdifable from vis). ' ' '

? ]
" 13US." Department of Lapor. Employment. and Trz;nmng Admimstration, Office of 4 l j

Maspoter Program Evaluation, “Pnme Sponsot Planmng for Fiscal 1975, ceta Stafl :
Enlnﬁ Findings. 197%" (unpublishedi?p 12, o
¥ ) . { . T .
’ - L TS - »
. . L ] ’ *

B . {-
4 |

. ' .
i - . I ey
i - g,v; »,‘..- 4 . P L P RPN S R LA ]
e
] . .
. ' ' N ™
. . J
. . : .
s ., ' T "
. . z
N '
.




H v

70 CETA VANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

In sume respects. the 1976 planning was an improsement over the year
_ before and presaged further ampprovement for fiscal 1977 From a
+_substantive punt uf view. thesingle most consistent accorphishment was
the increased use of data un program performance (stemming from the
management informaton system) as an aid to planning. The New York
Cuv. Topeha. Vhiddlesex Caunty. Lansing, and Kansas City sponsors
made specifiv_use uf prugram for planming in fiscal 1976. The Tatle 1 .
plan fur each of the I6 regions \n North Carolina showed an unusual
lexgl of detall that incorporated te cost projections for each major
Tule | program activity 41 e.. admumistration. allowances. and tratmng). ,
. Lew experienced sponsors ur those that got a late start weré a0t able to
. . actomplish a much in fiscal 1976, it they cxpected 1o do more effecimve

N planning for fiscal 197" Thus Pas ester, and Union counties made

i vgnificant mprovement- 0 ther fiscal 1977 planming oricess, not only

. ‘ by greater counur rived.ement nut also b morevintensive §aff
* planning rs : v

The effort made by ‘he Department o 1 abor 1o asust sponsors
instaiumg adequaic progFam managemeri toos 4ppedrzd v have paid
off since apansoTy were cigarls improving thewr ua;@ahllll) nf} gng .
contracior performance |- many cases. however he resait of ths .
“+ % improsed capabiity was o demanclrate 10 spe 2 o0r 'he further difficuity
and compieity o Jdeveiopong adeguate evaluatior. techmaues for -
comparat.n¢ angir~es of drograms Obwr.er »n a4 ~umber of areac
SCOMMRNM un need or O guidance i Jeveleping standardized
T " approages xha!“t)uidbt'ddfuh.abie lo\-amﬁgnp(ms v needs .
*o The yua¥t: of plannmglmpn-wd But if wialrefurm and . rethmking
. of prugram sirategies were expecied. Tatle | planmuing ror fiscal 1976 &l .
shor' The annual plarning and grant oue stself puts a premium on ¥
}h -range planmig As noted eathier there .were structural and
. enuronmen;al fadtors that tended o imit co mprehencnegdind obrective
¢ planning h«i attstude  and phliuwph} of the elected official. the:
teadership exdrcisgd by the €Eir admimstrator economic and fiscal
¢, «pressures that dierted Title | fund< and 2i:ention 1o countercvclical
."' problems . r

TATLE | PR(N»RA%‘I GOALS' »\N‘U OBIECTIVES

- e 1 & persistent confusion about program guals and pbpiites,

. What etactly are TitleM mdnpower pragrame intended tu eccomplish”
- The lg‘xage of the act 1s vdgue\and-gcnel:al Trabpung and services are
» . :r,,,]-,be igned 4o lead to “maxrmum employment opportunities and
, . ance Heif- sufficiency,™ This phrase does not help 'he planner

KTC e 90 | S
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. & discniminate among alternaine 5trgfegles 10 make better use of scarce
" " resources Tt does not suggest a balance between loAg-term and short-
term objectives. between <rsis ntervenuon in umes of unemployment
and longer-term efforts to improve job-related skills. [t does not suggest a
" balance between those who need much help and thuse who need only o’
-httle 1t contains no'guides for the appropnate rule of employers m the
program or of sch'bqls and other ex15ung traming Instiulions.
The planners 1in the North Carolina balance of state attemipted w0 -~ BN
focus on dentifving goals The first found of draft planning within the
Bos was devoted entirely-to the development by cach lead regional
orgamzaton of a pobicy statement that would serve as “the basis on
ymch the'region has and will make decisions wyncerning the develop-
ment. uuhzauen and maintenan®e of the . - . labor force.” But when..
the staff analvzed.these first Mafts. they found that thé regions were *
having conuderable problems i formulating policy statements for
, reasons that included inexperience. the nfluence of existing.categorncal
programs and operauénsﬁ%k of ume. insufficient data. and fack of skill .
1n the use of availablé data .
. Theantial techmeal assistance provided by the Department of Labor

L]

was confusthg . The 1974 Manpower Program Planning Guide advised /, . )
' sponsors to establish a program “purpose.” and alw 10" define for *
themsebwés program “'goats ™ ' ‘ ) ‘
“Purpose” 15 defined a5 a “statement(s) descibing the focus o thrust 1

of a pm‘ggam ", The example given in the gude attempis to narraw the
broad statement of purpose n the act by focusing on a, specific group.
"The purpose of this program is.to 1mprosve the overall employment

" prospect of the econbmically disadvantagey residents of the area ™ Most, |
spc‘ms:)r&/.hsﬁwe\,er. tended to quote or paraphrase .the thore general )
© " stateméni*of purpose in the CtTa legislation in thewr fiscal 1975 plans -

The !? Manpower Program Planning Guide defined “goals™ in one
place a.“dtatements of deared aimy or outcomes ™ Although not as
. general asstatements of purpuse, goals are broad statements and do not
~ 1 represent a spectfic quanufiable level '2 The exafhiple was poor. "A goal
ofghis program 1 1o move 16, 19-year-0ld minonty youth into Jaborer

and operaine positfons™ Such statements do not define a long-term
program goal or explain why une actinity is selected rather than another
Newertheless®or some sponsors the fiscal 1976 plans represented an
amprovement over the year before in terms of meaningful gials. At least

oge Department ufwhur regional uffice required its sponsors to present
8 . . b 3

17U S Depantment of Lahor, Manponer ngmnﬁ"fammg Gaude pp 1-2
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-

a specific statement of Junger-term needs as a ratipnale for 115 activites,
Spunsor plans in this region included such goal statements as increasing
tmwome levels of spevific target groups. dewreasing the percentage of
specific target groups with incomes below the poverty level. and
increasing the percentage of munorities empluyed in vanous occupations
and industies. Two sponsurs in the sidy—sBmple from this region
(Clevel1nd and Lansing) have such statements in their plans. Some plans
uf sponsurs in uther regiuns alsu referred tu longer-term goals such as the
imtention tu move wourkers from secondary %o primary labor markeis
{Philadelphia) ur tu bring about a more equitable distribution of jobs
and incomes with respedt v minonties.and femaleg (St. Paul). In all. half |
ufthe 14 plans examined cuntamed some statement uf specific long;term
guals althuugh none propused any meéchanism to measure achievement.
and noné furnished any evidence of the extent o which such goals
acuvely guided program decit.on making . '

: . 4

LINKS TO FUHE PRISATE SECTOR

" L

Inadequate attenton tu the pniate sector was cied as 2 sigmficant
impediment 1 effectss e planming for a number of sponsors studied. .~

A representative of the chamber of commerce in the centraj cn) of a

consurtium deplored the failure of <kTa to_cultinvate relations with
business more actively In another nsorhium. a representative of the
Urban lLeague viewed thg low level of business invohement. despite
Tepresentatiun un the plannmg council. as a siguificant problem. An
observer in’sull another consortum muted “There seegs to be some
retence amung manpower stafl to deal with private sector empluyers.
No major employers in the consurtium have sat on the council. . . . It
appears that lutle systematic oulreach has been conducted to make
contact with them.”
, Inuneurban area. an ubsenver noted “job development personnel get
a hst of termnations when the.course 1s completed. mstead of being
forewamed. of job needs. 0 Overlaying the entire process fof job /
development] 1s the falure . . . to interest the business Lommunn)
where the jubsare 0 be sought.™ | * .

Union County. making an effort to overcome this lack. held 2
luncheun' for 50 loval empluyers to-acquaint them with cefa staff and
programs. Also. ¢1 1A stafl in Uniun planned tu provide direct placement .
referrals to employers as a way of bﬂﬁldmg a relationship and paving the

way for graduates of their traming programs. .

"
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THE ‘REGIONAL OFFICI:: FUTLS

The Department of Labor was preoccupred in fisc, 1975 and 1976 with
admmistrative rather than substantive matters of pRnning. DOL argued
thai gettang the act implemented was the first pnuru) %;nore attention to
program_contentand quality would follow. —_ =
Because of the urgency of implementing C£TA. DoL regiopal office
attention for the most part was hrmted 1w procedural and technical
aspects of grant applications. San Francisco was an exception. sponsors
in that region were asked for information on the results of CETA
“classrdom traiming n the previous year—.¢e. entullrpents. gompletions:
and placements by vccupation. Sponsors 1n this regiun were also asked
to include a table of skill shortage occupations that would show not only
projected demand but also projected supply of labor for each occupation
from sources other than ck1a. This informatwn was furnished by one
SPONSOF
It would appear that a knmledge of other manpower-re[atcd
activinies. especially those funded under Title 11l of CETa. would be
essential 1f unnecessary duplication were tv be avinded. In New York
City. for example, the field researcher noted. There are manpower
programs in the Department of Employment. in the Housing and .
Development Agencyi in the Depariment for the Aging. 1n the Health *
and Hospttal Corp . . but nowher¢ are they (all) histed. nowhere can
F you even get an overview- of all these programs and the relatonships
between them.” A recommendation by .the 1974 planning gude to
lde\.efo;) inventories of other wraiming’efforts had relatively low pnohty
with sponsors. Howei er. the San Francisco regional office. by requesting
this anformation. ntroduced a ey element to link the program to the
general framework of labor demand. This was a sigmificant step 1n
. uightening the analysis. even though the responses were himrted and
fragmentary °
The Department of Labor praguce of comparing.sponsors plans with
performartce reports may hav. contributgl to sume distorted thinking .
concerning the preper role of planmn@® The pot. regional offices
suggested that plans.be madified quanerly performance reporls by
prime sponsors show substanual varniance from the plan. This procedure :
_implies that the reglonal office places a greater premium on accurale
b “guesses as to what wll happer than on a challenging blueprint for what
-should happen. Through successive modifications, planming comes 1o ,
reflect rather than guide program operations. ,
Some sponsors also felt hindered by regulauons and regidnal office
’)ierpreu wps that limited the options “for program&. Programs to

’
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upgrade the skills of indivaduals currently at work —even if the upgrading
would mean job opemings fur others when thuse m the.program were
upgraded --were not appruved by poi.!? Regulaudns on paying {or
\< warving) alluwances also restrict daseretion —nol 2 munor matter when
allowances may consume half or more of Tatle ] funds.
~  The Department of Labor as presided vver a difficult transtiton +n-the
natute and scope of planting. The pre-CETa view. as Mangum notes,
. . "saw manpower planmng as an effort to accept federgl resources and
develop ¢ prugram to meet federal gwdehnes, and w make programs
wOTh I some local environment.” ' (E1A requires a broader and more
tomplex understanding and analysis of how federal programs and
resources should be brought to bear upon a labor market. .

’ Inadequaré Datc ‘ > .

™ Forsmall areas. lack of data 1s a major problem in planning. Econormc

. * analysts has tradiuonally employed the mtegrated labor markét (e.g.,

standard metropoh Yl statistical areas [sMsas] as the major umt of

analysis, a practice that continued under¢AMPs). Under CETA, howerver,

the labor market area was replaced with the polical junsdiction as the

J planmng unit Sixteen of the 24 local prime sponsors in the sample were
serving only part of a labo: market area. A Department of Labor study .

. found that, despite the widespread {ormation of consortia, a 51gn|ﬁcam

‘ number of spunsors were planmng for smaller geographic areas than

. were planned for under ¢ ayps ‘Morgpyer, the plans, particularly those
for Tutle 11, required. information on \?r:emplo_s, ment and other economic -

indraturs fur even smaller units. such as neighborhoods and census

[l

tracts .

For information on labor market supply. many sponsors L;# the
package of [970 census data made avaifable by the Departndent of
Labor. while noung that wt was out of date and consequently had

' shorlcommgs }
' { Because the needs for mhnpower services are much larger than can be j
met, cunsiderable refinement of detail 15 necessary 1n the data to support
1 informed chdices 1n allocatng resources. The detail available, however, o
15 frequently not adequate. As a result. s difficult for planners to set”

objectse prionues or preferences. Fur example. sponsors were asked to-

-

"1The Departmeni of Labor atgued that « 14 Titie | funds should be used 1o asuist directly
thosg fi greatest need and that the iidividuals already emptoyed who would bencfit
mtially from upgrading did pot, 12 many cases, fall into this category

MGarthe Mangum and David Snedeher. Manpower Fn"unmng Jor Lenul Labor Markets. Salt
Lake City Olympus Publishing Co , 1974, p. 29 ; .

o
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{11 :n therr plans the “Femficant segments™ of the pupulation in need of
ﬁr\lce and the d¢free/io which each groyp would be served. 1n the 16
Jurisdicuons examinedhthe average number of sigmificant segments histed
was 7 Long Beach proposed tu serve more than a duzen target groups
-directly i “proporuon 10 thew incdenve among the poor and ur

‘ unem.pld;cd This ‘tendency o allug-ale respurces over a_long list of .
significant segments was nuuceable fiscal 1975, and 1/became ~

antrenched'en fiscal 1976 J s
To analyze labor market demand\yn b Jder wofdetermine where the &

/emp'lmme\mr:pportunmes lay and what kinds of training weére needed.
SPONLPTS WE pq\led 1o have avadable a list of occupatiens for which
trating might be*offered. based on the local skil” shdriages and
dnucipated economic growth This information hbeen 'difficultto
obtam for areas smaller than susas. and tn fiscal 1976 the Department of
Labur began ‘a major effort to improve data collection for small areas. ,

Congress also recugnized the problem, and. in extending Title :;ZJIJ
n

1976. established the Nauonal Commission on Emp]0}menb 4nd
Unemployment Statistics tu review and  suggest tmprévements 1 1
empluyment data and recommend the*collecten of addiuonal informa-
uon on otcupations. edugation and traiming. jub.vacanties and turﬂo»er.
and related demand lndbk . -

.
. . - - L

N - » . -

™ * -

= PUBLIC SERVIEE EMPLOYMENT . + o
It was not amu.ipated that planning for \pum »emte emplo}rpen{*’
would.be a large- part’ of (ria planning. The unglna] public servite
empluhﬂ?nt somponent of the act (Tute -1i) consisted of a modest W ¥y
program for ar€as of substanual ‘unemployment.. emphasizing, the
transiion of program participants to unsubsidized employ ment. Mu%f
the Title Il language s @milar to that of the 1971 Hé'lergéqcy
.Employmers Act. wheh alswo spoke of unmiet public servige needs.
significant segments. and transition prospects. intheurgéncy of Title Id. »
planning, the ¥irst impulse of Mmany sposars wdy t p k up lheu‘ hsls of

rEA slots from the shelf L e
When Tile Vi was passed. planmngﬂms Con‘sprcs«fed niv a 6- we}k‘\ »
period Owven the tremendous pressure, to gc!.&he new public service ™ 4

empluyment morcy spent raptdly. there ther, the time nor the .
incliatiop for extenst\edndl}als of ne #\Uluﬁmcs. Virtually ali
sponsortplanming for. public ®enge e t Lonsisted of a syngle .

sefies of decisoms  the allocation of slots amung putentd! employing
agenuies Lor the most part. the distnbuttan bf thetr slots was left 10 each
agency ' ) . '

¥

¥
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TABLE 14 Relanonship betw een Public Servlce Employment Decision

¥ Makers and Depgree of Fiscal Pressure, Sample l.mal Prime Sponsors
- ) ! Sponsors by Pn‘n-. pal Dévtsion Makers
Ele ted .
. © * Degree of Fvial ' 1 Offwaal®
Proessure Mot All Lledied snd CLTA CETA
Jusdr tions” Sponsbrs Of[g“;L Admanistiatos Adminitrator
Extreme = .4 3 A ‘ i}
YModerate * 14" 7, 3 4 .
. Little orfrone ] [ 3 3
el i TOTAL 24 16 7 “\ 7 ,
CLiscal Pressure Fefers 16 the finantial Posstion of the mator uait of governmment. based on
. FEVETIUES. e{:?endatures and other relevant information
[N Y )
DECISION MAKERS . T
L] A
Elected officials were Teported to be the decision makers for at least two-
X thirds of the local junisdictions studied. Plans for the dl?ﬁa.)snmn of Thtle
+, Il and VI funds were made directly by elected officials, by thew
£

immediate offices. or by planming or budgeting offices teporting to them.
*rather than by the CeTa office. The extent 10 which elected officials were
wilhng to share their aulhor:ly even with the CeTa admunistrator.
appears 1 be related to the fiscal position of the Junisdiction. The greater
the financial need. the more likely elected officials were lo be sole
S deciston makers: where fiscal straits. were less acute. elected officials
Mmded to share more of the decision making with CeTa staff. Table 14
indicates that 18 of the 24 local junsdictions studied were reported to be’
_ under somg fiscal pressure, ranging from moderate to extreme. In 10 of
. these." the Chief electéd officials were the sple decision makers. On the
other hand, it 3 d&the 6 jurisdictions in whfch there was hittle or no fiscal
pressure, CETA admimstrators and staff made the pnnapal decisions, 1 |
the other. 3, staff aﬁd elected officials worked together. There were’ no
jurisdictions under extretne pressure ;n which (ETA admumistrators were
permttled to make the key decisions. nor were there’any with little or no
finandal difﬁclu]t)f n whlch elected oﬂiclals- acied as sole decision

makers. f
CETA plannmng councifs had virtually no role with. regard to pubhe
service employment. In only 2 of the-24 locdt junisdictions studied was
. there any record of the council’s makmg.even a modest contabution lo
the Title 11 or VI plan. Thus it appears that chuef elected officials or their

-

S
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representatives an
at the local level i
" . The role of yhf planoing councils/ur public s¢fvice employment
ted to become mote sigmficant m fiscal 1976 as the

planning. .
. At the ftate Jevel. Tutle I agd Vi decsion making generally was
decentraliped ubstate units. fn the sample. the three states that had
f decentralized Tiilg Iedecision mgking followed the same policy for ppblic
service gmployfent. In part this decision refiects the importance that
local ggvernmehts attach to gontrol over jobs. In Mame. for example.
although 12 cognties in the halance of statg had-agreed to merge into 8
ses. they were not willing 10 do the same
for Ttles II and V1. instegd. they recewed permission to establish 12
sepafate planm %counmls or Tate Il and VI'planming. Typically. under
g0y sponsors. pcal pianfing unuts sent their plans to the state staff.
to the 80s council for approval. In one state.’
e suggestions. but 1t does not appear that they
igmificant changes.
On the other hand./in North Carolina. where the state Hirected and
coordinated Title T pjanning. sofhe st decisions were aiso made’at the
state level. For example. the decision to allocate half the Thle Vi jobs to
state agencies and falf to local units of government was made by the
goverrlor. /) -
| /s ,

/-
THE PLANNING PROCESS p

The fiscal 197§ planning process. for Titles I and-VI 'reﬁé?led three
modes of decfsion making. If the'chief elected official was the sole
decision makér. the essentials of the plan were hkely o be prepared by
the official’s budgét and personnel office and handed (o the CETa staffl
who affixed’ the necessary “boiler plate™ data from the Title 1 plan,
reviewed 1t with the ¢L7a planning counal, and forwarded it to the
) Depar'(m(zn of Laber. In New York City, the Bureau of the Budget
worked out the allocatiod of job slots. in Philadelphia, it was the <it
manager’s office. - R - T
Wherl planning was done jomtly by the chef elected official and the -~
CETA admmsstrator. the.division of work vaned. -Generally, however,’

. 98 /
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(1 staff drew up the plans, In ome instances the s acted as‘scribe;
in other cases thewr parucipation was more significant. Gary exemphified
the former situation. In St Paul. the (74 staff consulted with the mayor
and with government agencies. t™usun, the C£1a stafl worked with the
ety personnel depurtment to 1dennfy the agencies most likely to be able
o absorb pek participants In Ramgey. staff prepared a draft aliocatioh
of slots. which was subsequently* reviewed and revised by the county
commygssioners.

In cases in which the (r1x admlnlstralor and staff exercised the
feading sole. the usual procedure was to sohcit requests for slots from’
government agenctes and. n spme cases, from nonprofit organizations. . s
The staff reviewed the requests and allocated the posjtons. In Middlesex
County. Title 11%lots were allocated on the basis of 2 weighting system. ‘
The 16 municipainties eligible for Title 1" funds were grouped 1nto five
categones according 1o severny of unemployment. #eighls were:
assigned to each category. and funds distrsbuted on this basis. Title VI
funds. on the other hand. were distributed on the™basis of such
consideratsons as feasipility and the speed of implementaucn.

The general practce among conseria was 0 dustribute psk slots
among consoruum members on the basis of a fixed formula, Topeka was
th¢ only consortium n the sample i which this was not done. the
_dsinbution was made by «tia staff primanly on the basis of
commitments of employng agencies to absorb Psk workers into regular
unsubsidized jobs

Title VI plannig began in early 1975, and fiscal 1976 planmng was
scheduled 10 hegin 2 or 3 months tarer The proxtmity of the two perlods,
together with imtial difficulies 1n implemenung pst. obviated &ny real ~
eflorts to take a fresh look at plans for fiscal 1976. Consequently. for the
fiscal 1976 planmng cycle. nearly all sponsors ‘merely modified their
grants to continue whatever package of jobs.was hsted tn the ongin
grant If new johs were to be added or substituted for previQusly plannéd
jobs. lh“mg, established dectston-making.process was used.

In summary, the dlsposmc)n of 1 major, part of public

.

elected Officials and (t1a staff. with Imle addnlmna} partici
majos pianmng consideration 1n most sponmrjurlsﬂlctmns
“sNuation” If it was severe. the principal goal seems to have been

Aruitoxt provided by Eric
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The hastiness of the miual pst planning and the absence ‘of a new
formal round of planmag for fiscal 1976 precluded any coordination or
mtegral Teldllunbhlp\ between the plans for Tatle { and those for Tutles 1
and ¥l In’a sense. the opportumty was there, because the same staff -
units usually prepared the plans fur all three utles. {Of the 24 local pnme
SPONSOLS studied: 19 u,sed the same staff fot all tiire€ plans.) Large
chunks of the Title I grant matenals— such as those describing the
aniverse of need and lucal econumie conditions -—were inserted into Pse
grant documents

Huwever. had there been ume envugh. there were yvet other factors
that mihitated against and real integration n planning. The basic
purpues of Tutle { and of Tutles 11 and VI were different and prompted
different dewsiun-making processes Pre-(ETA planning approaches had
been different, as discussed earlier Tu the eu‘ent that st funds appeared
to be a tempurery phenomenon. thefe might seem tw be littfe_merit n
putting a lot of effurt into Jdetaded coordination Of the two. even if i1
were possibles - . . '

The womplex aspects of the recgssion. .however. particulasly  the
combmation of inflatien and unemployment. suggest that pse may
become a permanent actisity among vther fiscal options. In this event,
might be wise o consider the possibihities of overall planning strategies
that would draw upon all of the ci4a resuyfees (n anintegrated fashion .
On the average. funds as alable Lv a4 gien pmisdicuion from all three
ditles of €#14 probably amount to about 5 percent of local govemnment
budgels (uvther than ®ducation) 1w 4 given year. not an nsigrificant
resource ttself Teamed with funds from other federal us.local sousces. 1t
could be sufficient to effect major social or economic goals.

” ) L
SUMMARY . /

The rarson detre of decentralization s to promote more’, &ffe
allocaton ahd use pf sesources.- State and local governments are
expected to be able tu p]dn bettes than the federal guvernmenl to meeL

wentral qui..\ll\)l"lb Who ase the ke) deusmu makess ynder

factors mfluence the decisions® What 15 the qua and focal \
planning under ¢ Ta? . LT
First, the tocus of deusmn mdkmg‘ T ETA ad ministrators oy

e and philusophy of these twi’
Solivy implivations at d:fferem.le\ els .,
¢ local lewf planness ma) of ma) Autbe .

uthers partwipate reflects the
groups This disuvery

of program asdnag
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parucipating, more fully “in decision making. Before CeTa. program
planning was condicted by program operators such as the local
employment senvice. but program deusions were made by federal
offictals Now planners have much better access to the decision makers,
but the scope of their operations is sull limsted by whatever mandate 1s

faid down by the, chief elected offictal From a national perspective, the.

desired transfer of responsibility and authonty has been fully accom-
plished State and lacal elected officials. through their ceTa organizas
tions. now control and shape the decision-making process

On the whole. the move has beén slow toward a participatory styvle of
decision making About a third of the sponsors in the sample $rought
ther advisory planning councils fully into fiscal, 1976 planhung. A
number of factors continue 1o ‘restrain sponsor enthusiasm for the

councils One 15 the  difficulty of organizing service dehnerets as a.

constructive force for program imprevement Another 1s that sponsors
tend to be less interested 1 councils if the program s subject to undue
polincal influence. or if it is very nonpolitical In the former mstance the
spensor staff may prefer to avuid ofose ur objective scrutiny of program
performance. 1nh the lauter, the sponsor’s staff may wish to avoid
mterference i program chan
The nfluences go\.ermng’%ellé | deuision making tend generally to be
cogstructive Those who.anticipated large-scale political patronage. lack
of interest. or other negative sterevts pes will be disappuinted. Although
self-intérest n various guises can and does enter into deciston making,
local pnime sponstrs have on the whole demonstrated a capabihty of
responding to careful. objective pnalysis.of senvices and needs as well as
a sefious seargh for program improvement
Fiscal 1976 planning for Title 1 was better than that of thé previous
vear. by confusion as to. goals and objectives. poL regiong) office
preocczp}al!on with admumstrative and prgeedural matters. and ade-
quate data hampered the development of truly comprehensive planning.
Spwzéorf were siill in transiuon between the mechamcal gnading out of
bers that constituted much of pre-¢ Eva plannung and a thoroughgo-
yig overhaul of program steategy. Department of Lapor assistance: to

_sponsors 12 insfalling mapagement informauon sy stems began to pay off

in terms of ncreased sponsor attention to program performance and the
use of ‘program data to support changes and shifts n the plan, This
growmg awareness also highlighted the difficulues and complextes of
developing adequate measures for tumparative analysis or evaluation of

© program actiuues A number of observauons by field researchers

focused pn the need to upgrade planning skills 1 this area and to
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promulgate national e\.aluatwn approa«.hes flexible enough for \.ar)mg
program designs.

Respondents in e _]Uﬂsdlcll\.}l]é dlso expressed concern that staff
platining was weakened by staff operatign of programs. The.separation
".of planming and eialuvdtion fu-ncuons from_operating’ resp0n51b|lmes
needs senous consideratign.
' Sponsors have paid v lttle anenuon to longer-term manpower
policy and program goalys They need assistance in i1defiBffing and
choostng among disparat ob_]ecll\.es-counlen;)cllcal assistance. in-
" come maintenance. and ée%iatlon of structural unemployment—ihat ~
fall within the cETA frgmewor '

Inadequate atfention to the p}nale sector ¥} many sponsors was aited
as a sigmficant impediment to eticme planning: Lunger-*{erm planning
strategies benefit from integratioh wath the private sector's plans for
expanston and new nvestment. short-term planning should rely on firm
employer support. °

There haj been considerable delegauon of planning. responsibxlmes to

.. smaller planming areas within pnme,sponsor Junisdictions, This 15 MOst

obvious in gos Title plannmg. n wmch planmng authonty, is typically
delegated to substate plaopung bodiey such as counals_of goveriment.

- Some consoruia have also décentrdfized. planning responsibility to
1ndividual jUI‘]sdl(.llOl'lS Such delegatl n of planning to umts thar are
only pomhions of labor markets raises quesuons about the ecoromuc
viabibity of the plans. as well as about duphcation of effort.

The expanding role of the elected bfﬁelal in the decision-making
process became evident in 1976 Title I'planming. The direct partcipation
of elected ofﬁmais 1IN manpowerprograms 1s new under CETA and, for the
most part, beneficial. 1t gives the program the support and visibility 1t
needs to.be effecuve. It does, however, carry some drawbacks.' Here and
there the negative effects of tradmg in political favors have been noted. A
more frequent and somewhat unexpected effect 1s that the participation
of elecied officials ‘tends to work for cauton and consegvatism. Thewr
participation has also been associated in fiscally hard-pressed junisdic-

. uons with the dndfsion of Title ] funds to public service employment
, programs désigned to provide fiscakrelief.

Elected pfficials and the CETA admunistrators together generally shape
-and control the-role of thé pldnnin}y "council. About one-third of the local
councils ate rated as ha\.mg s:gmﬁcapt eﬁ'ect on Title [ planning. Active
councils, open ep deasign making aud focus attention on program
. performanct. They are, n eﬁ'eql., thé. primary vehicle for establishing
accountability. since there is wirtally no other atzen input. Field

L
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researchers saw a continuing need for the traming of council members 1o
help them improve their.understanding and capability fur participation.

Representation on the council. as specified 1n the act. was designed to '

include both program producers (e g.. program operators} and program
consumers (eg. chients and employers) Conflicts of interest among
program operalors Serving. on the cougcsl have continued to be a
problem for many sponsurs. who feel that council membersh:p should be
broadened or revised to exclude or reduce the nfluence of program
operators On the other hand. their presence seems almost necessary for
anactnecouncd -

There is some evidence that councils are more effecuse when elected
officials do not serve as council methbers. A rnmm-rryn\lew. however.
holds that direct contact belv»e'en the official and the ouncil lends
needed support © council ‘activities. The role of the €lectetd officia.
appears 10 be a particular problem i consorua. where execuine
commitiees composed exclusively of elected officials have 1n some cases
nearly usurped the planning counal role Even among active councils,
obsejvers have noted 2 continuing problem- in secuning adequate
participation by program consumers—-1.e.. chients and employers .

Title 1F and VI decision making was controlled much more ughtly
than that for Title I by elected offitials. The greater she degree of fistal
pressure experienced by the junsdiction. the more likely elected officials
were to act alone Officials under less financial pressure delegated more
of the pSE deciston making to 14 staff. Planning councils played liude
or no role 1n decision making. Stramed treasues aside. 1t 1s difficult to
getelected officials 1o view public service employment as anything but an
extension of their normat 2uthorty over employment i their agencies
and departments.

Planming for Titles {1 apd V1 was hasl\ and perfunctory. For the most
part. 1t did mot go beyond assignment of slots t6 employing agencies.
Only three local sponsors gave apy senous attention to transiion. Some
field obserters believe that 1n view of the difficuluies of bending ¢St o
serve siructural as well as countercychceal purposes. the countercyclical
compongnt should be dropped from cE£Ta and perhaps be converted into
generabtevenue-sharing funds. Others believe that, given more trme for
planning, st could senve both goals. Or. taken together. ljizlds from the,
three titles might be sufficient to generate a2 magor change m 2 local

conditien. . .
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+ The transfer of re3ponsihity for and control of manpower programs
from federal to state and locak officials marks a2 major change n the
adminwstration of empluyment and training programs. This décentraliza-
. ion. embodied in CETA. resulted from the confluence of two develop-
. ments. the Fecognition of the need to reform the rapidiy expandir but

Adminisstration to the concept of “New Federalism,"” ) o .

In the mid-1960s. responsibihity for manpower training and employ-
ment progages .stemmung from the Manpower Development and
Traming Act (MDTAY and the Economic Opportunity Act (EOA) was
divided among the Department of Labor. the Office of Economic
Opponumly (0£0), and the Department of Health, Educalion, and
Welfare. The oe0 programs were eventually placed under the newly
crealed Manpower Administration of DOL (now named the Employment

" and Traming Admimstration)."-At the state and local level, two mayor
adminsstrative channels. had emerged. MDTA classroom training fupds
. went through state employment service and vofational education
agcncles to their local counterparts, and on-the-job traiming funds were
2died by the state employment service or other organizations.

o, 1
"=~ Balumore johrs Hopkins Press. 1970, pp. 74-97. *
83

L 104

grams stemrmng from the oA went from the Manpower Admunistra.

IStanley H Routtenberg, assisted by Jocelyn Guichess, Manpowes Challenge of the 1970z,

uncgordinated manpower system and the commtiiment of the Nyxon -
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non fo local sponsors such as commumnity acuon agencnes. commumty-
based orgamzations. or governmental units, '

Some of the major cities became spomsors for youth summer

employment programs or cobcentrated employmen! programs. but, for
the most part. the hundreds of local gosernments had little opportunity
to manage federal manpower programs until thé Emergency Employ-
ment Act of 1971 Even under that act, their expenence was limted to
hirtng tht unemploved for pubhic service Jobs. .
"A 1967 amendment- to the t0A assigned responstbrlity for a
comprehensive work and traiming program to.locai organizations, mosly
community action agencies.. The 1968 améndments 10 MDTA gave state
governmenls the authonty to approve all manpowgr projects funded by
_the federal government. provided they conformed to an approved state
plan But these amendments werg not fully implemented, and the
Department of Labor continued to operate manpower programs through
1ts national and regional offices.

The question of how o orgamize and coordinate a decentralized
manpower development system had been debated for some tume?*
Beginning 1n 1969. several legislative attempls.were made 1o define more
clearly the admumistranuse roles of federal. state. and local governments
and 1o replace the compartmentaiized system of categoncal programs
with a more Hexible design® One proposal would have given state
governments a preefunent role. another envisioned decategorization of
focal programs unde/strong federal control. The- Manpower Training
Act of 1969. proposed by the admumistration, called for Iocal prime
sponsors 1o be designated by governors. Several vanations were
considered in the Senate and the House, but there were disagreements
over such key matters as defining local prime sponsors, the role of gtate
governments. the fate of various estabistied categoncal programs, and
the type and scope of a public service jobs program. The bill that finally
cleared the Congress in December 1970 was vetoed on the grounds that
it would create "dead-end™ jobs n the public sector and because 1t
appeared to preserve categorical programs.

This legislanve actvity was not tn vain, however, it cons'Tldaled
support among congressional committees and within the admimstration

¥ for legislanon embodying,the pninciples of local determination and

" management of programs. Although no agreement was reached «on the'

%Robent Guttman, “Intergovernmenial Relations Under the New Manpower Act”
Monthly Labor Review 97(6) 10-16, June 1974

3Roger H Davidson, The Politics of Comprehensive Manpower Legisianon, Policy Studies in
Employment and Welfare, no 15, Baiumore Johns Hopkins Press, 1972, pp. 10-20,
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mechanics. there was broad consensus on the need for rationalizing the
systent, and the groundwork was laid for the eventual passage of CETA n
December 1973. ) -

CETA structured a direct federal-local relationship and placed local
umts of government in the central role in admumstering manpower
programs. albeit with strong'federal oversight. States were given

~responsibility for areas not under the jurisdichons of the established
local prime sponsors—the balance of states, -

This chapter examines the manner in which tocal government has

., managed a new and complex area of public administration, the problems
» 7 encountered at various tevels of government, and the adjustments made
to resolve such difficulties. 1 attempts -1o furmsh some insight into the
maygor admimstratiy e questions about the ceta bluck grant approach. 1.e..
whether the handling of manpower programs has been ssmplified or
made more complex and whether clents are served 1n’'a more effectne
and effictent fashion.

L

’ '
THE ADMINISTRATIVE NETWORK *

One purpose of cETA was to#fiove deusion making and management of
Mmanpomr,programs closer fo grass roots, to make 1t more responsive (o

ocal.needs and more respBnsible to local officials. In the process. CETA
has Lhanged exisling interorganizational relationships and modified the
roles of federal. state, and local officials. Ambiguities in the act. as well
asin the admimsirative regulations. have tended to weaken the thrust of
decentralization, but the situation 13 dynamic and a final 4ccomodanon
among the roles and responsibilities of the various levels of governnient
does nol seem imminent.

FEDERAL~LOCAL RELATIONS .

The federal local relationship 1s *the crux of decentrahzatign. but the
compromises made dunng the leglslame aclivity that produced CETA left
the relationship less than clear. Tule 11, which provides for direct federal
supervision of programs for [ndians. migrant and seasonal farm workers,
' youth, and .other special “groups. and .Title 1V, which authorizes
continued federal direction of the Job Corps, are federally controlled.
Tntles;li ‘and VI, although managed at the local level, are categorical
programs.’ Funds are ntended mamly for public service employment,
although they may also be used for employability development.
Consideration must be given t6 certan clicnts. and. m the case of Title
11, only residents of specific areas can quahfyl‘

- -
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Onhy Tutle I programs are both decenlraljz::d and decategorized. and.
they afford local officials the most authonty’and Aexibility. But even for
Tule I, Congress provided for sigmificant federal presence at cntical
pomts Most important is the autl_wntﬁ. of the Department of Labor to
approve prime sponsor plans prior to funding, The Secretary of Labor
may withhold finds from any, sponsor that faiis ‘to comply with the act.

The ce7a legislative history reflects ambivalene regarding federal
versud local control Sponsors must gine assurances that statutory
provisions are being met However. 2 House ‘committee report admon-
1shes the Secretary of [abor noi 1o relyon prime sponsor cerhficanon
alone. but to exercise judgment to-dnsure gghauhanequnremnts of the act
are fulfiled Thss imphes a strong federal role On the other hand. the
same report “ddes not expect the Secretary.of Labor to second guess the
* good faith judgment uf the prime’sponsor.”$ Apparently. the intént was

to_germit some degree of freedum within the broad Limuts imposed by the

statute These limuts, however. are not clearly délineaied.
Since the enactment of ¢ £TA. there has been a gradual erosion of the
- freedom and flextbtlity of the local authonties as a consequence of the
congressional approach 1n dealing wath new Rfoblems.® Congress tends
to deal wtth emerging problems by enacting categoncal legislation This
tendency. n‘turn. has the effeCt of dimiuing prime sponsor options n
usin® manpower resources. The enactment of Title VI of cb7a {the.

-

yﬁergenc}'mbx and, Unemployment Act of 1974) as a countercyclical

" dewvice 15 a case in pomnt Although the pragram ts admimstered lgcally.

+ the prime sponsor 1s restricted in program.ehgibility. types of employ-

ment. and wage rates. The 1976 extension of Title VI imposed addiuonal
stipulations to ensure that.locally administered programs are noi at
vaniance with national policies and priorities. In this instance, Congress .
detuled speuific eligihihity requirements #hd hinited the employment of
new hires to “projects.” o

Appropniation decisionsproviding additional fzéds for newly per-
cened needs have tended to ult manpower programs toward increased
fedef§l control and recategonization The s)slerZauu funding for the
youth pregram for summer jobs and the supplemental appropnauion for
President Carter's econormuc stimulus package greatly increased the size

U5 Congress. House, Commuttee on Education and Labor, Co{npr*ehemwe Menpower Act

*! of 1973. Report No 93-639.93rd Congress, Ist Sessiom, 1973,p.8,  , ~ *

%See Robert _McPhefson, “ceTa The Basic ASSumptilons and Future Prospects™, In
Nationdl Commuspion for Manpower Policys Directions for a Nanonal Manpower Poiicy A
Coflectiotof Policy Papers Prepared for Three Regional Confefemes. Special teport no 14,
Washington. DC  Nanonal Commission for Manpower Policy, December 1976, pp 195
pAL N ’

’ [
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of categurial programs for youth and recent veterans. The effect of these
"« new. speuial programs has been4o wonstrain local authonty’ and program
Aexiblity -The proportion of ¢tda resources reserved for programs
subject 1o unfettered local conteol (Titde 1)1 shrinking.
Some congressional imikatives have had the effect of Curtailing the
federal role as well A clause m the Emergengy Jobs Program Extension ’
. Actut 1976 prohibited the Department of Labor from estab]lshmg limuts
on the axtent to which Title V1 slots can be filled with regular public
servicemorkers who have been laid off and rehired. .
. \As CEEA develups. the issues 10 federal-Jocal relatlonshlps cume 1nto
. \harper focus Obyiously. under ats respunsibilities fo ensure that the act
s administered pruperl\ the federal guvernment s concefled with such
Miatters agvrgamzation und the processes of administration. Whats less
clear v the extent to which federal officials should participate in
deuions on such matters as the type of proglams to be vffered locally.
- the delivery system fur these programs. the selection of agencles to
deliveyg the services”and the chientele to be served
Put even more broadly. should +he Deparlmenl of Labor be
respun\tble within the (g14 framework for seting national goals and
. “prionties 1o respund to emerging needs and new situations? If so. should
these be tunding o prifne \ponsors or merely guides for consideratiop

anttemphasl\? , .

’ * - S' )
~The '\fufmnm’ Role 3 . . .o .
. In the 6 mu’ﬂlbs from the passage of ¢L1a to 11s implementauon. the

Manpower Adminsstration designated sponsurs. allocated funds. and °
establshed planming add rmanagement systems. Afranging for _the
continuance and order])a.(ransfer of exlsllng programs was & major
achievement. 4 .

In an effurt.io deﬁne the himits of the federal role. the Départment of
Labor outhned several major functions for itself.. in addion” to
Jdesignating prime sponsors and allucating funds. Its key responsibihity 1s .
to review plans fop corformity with “the lefislanons Other majof“
respunsibiities are 1o 1implement and lel‘prel nativnal pohc) through
regulations apd guidéhnes, provide techmcal a\smam.e. ‘assess prime
sponsor perfurmance. and establish a mechamsm for hearings and
appeals. Some pnme sponsors believe that. 10 carrying out these
functions. the rederal esiablishment has exceeded 1is congressionally
mandated role. e..\peuall}« for Tutle I programs. poL. on the other hand, 15
convinced that its actrvities are net.eisal'y for the proper discharge of 1tg

Q ' ) ‘1 (.)8 - "’ .
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oversight responsibiliies. The statutory language 1s broad enough to
accommodate both positons, N

The unfamthanty of -many local governmenis with manpower
Jprograms. requests for clanfication and specific gumdance. and the behef
+  that there s a need for umformity have occasioned a steady stream of
written instructions from por. Wath continual.changes in legislation.
pohcles directives, and regulations, the stream has become a torrent. and
some prime sponsors complan that excessively “burdénsome regulations
restrict thewr flexibility to design and conduct focal programs.®

Thc 1ssuance of performance guidelines to be ysed by pDoL regional
offices 1l reviewing pume sponsor Title | grant dpplications created a
major furor 7 The purpose of the siandafds was “to providé a common
framework against which regional offices and prime sponsors could
COrhpare“I i fiscal 1977.pfogram plans and performance goals.” The
main perfdrmance mdicators tsed were placement, “non-positive™
{ermination. unassigned parucipant rates. and cost raunos. Althou
mdicators were expressed as “'ranges” rather than as absolute standards.

-~ sponsors felt that their use tended lo constrain the kinds of programs and

services they could offer and placed a premiunt on low-cost strategies.
+  Moreover. as they argued, the emphasis on plidcement tends to
discourage youth or adult work-experience programs, which are not

oriented primarily toward obtaining tegular employment. ;I:ese gnde-

lines have since bee revised by a federal-local ask nd are now
more accéptable. ' ;
Equally controvetsial was pot.'s decisian io pressure pninft sponsors
mto arrangements with local employment service offices for placing job-
ready .chents. The Depariment of Labor’s purpose. was to make
maximum use of existing institutions and avoid duplication of effort, and
- CQSls. but 1ts action was wewed by prime-sponsors as an eflort to place
the employment servicé ig,an advantageous posiuon and 16 undermmne
the prerogatives of local officials tn.selecting programr deliverers. This
issue has not yet been completely resolved,
Symptomauc of the continuing ambivalence i the federal role 1s a

-

. ®See. for example, “Statement ¢f Joha ¥ N Kiemn, Cunty Executive, Saffolx County.
JNY on Behalf of the” Nahonal .Association of Counties,” In U.S, Congress, House,
* Commttee on Education and Labwor. Oversight Hearngs on the Comprehensive Employment
Snd Travung Act, Part 3. Heanngs before the Subcomnuttee on Manpowet, Compensation.
and Healtit and Safety. 94th Congress. 2nd Sesnion. 1976, p 700,
“TUS 'Department of Labor. Employmcnt and Traimng Administration. "Conq)rchc“’mc
' Emp!oynient and Traning Act.” Freld memorandum no. 224-76. 41 FR. 35245-35254,

1976, v
!
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statement of natonal program emphasis 1n the federal regulations of *.
June 19762 That statement called for nmproxemem of performance,
elimination,of duplicatiun, and high priority 1n linking operations to the

private sector. While no one vould disagree with these objecuves. 1sswng |,

a statement of nationadl program emphasis in this maaner gives 1t force
that_could be conptrued as impusing natiopal goals on local sponsors.

The Regional Office

The federal establishment is inked to the local pnme sponsors through a
netw ork of regional offices uf the Employment and Traimung Administra-
tion. These offices transmit national policy. review and act op pnme
sponsors’ plans, mlerpret regulauons, provide assistance. asess pro-
grams. and handle complaints.

(BTa altered the regional offices’ responsibihties and requred a new
approach appropnate to_dealing. with prime sponsors. Contact ts
maintaned through a federal representatite assigned o each prime
sponsor The amount of timpe spent in each area.vanes considerably,
depending on each regiunal uffice’s style uf operations and the amount of
assistance requested. Sume representativeéw attend local planmng meet-
1ngs; others are seldom seen even by local staff.

At the outset, there was considerable uncertatnty as to where tb draw
the hne between the autonomy of the pnme sponsor and the
resp0n,51b1hty of the por regional office. The survey found widely
sdifferent’ regional office practices dﬂrmg the. first year, ranging from
hesitantly offered advice to strenuous arm twisting. A vigorous regional
office role became mure cummen about the middle of the first fiscal year,
as pou, attempted to si¢p up laggmg implementation ofTitle 11.

Although the difficult start-up problems were largely resolved by. the’
second' year, the federal role Runued to grow. Fifteen of the 28

sponsofs 1n the sample reported increased regional office contact; 2 -

reported less. Monitoning and assessment activities and frequent gram
modificatons, partly due to funding changes, were the occasion for most
contacts. Assessment emphasized meeting goals 1 the pnme sponsor
plans. which, at the begmning, often led to revisions that brought goals
closer 1n line with expenence.

In the area of admimstration, the regional ofﬁce focmed on the rate at
which pnme sponsors were allocating funds. the mapner jn which they
allocated admunistrative costs, the system fur managing ﬁnanct;s. and

'QU.S.;Départmcnl of Labor..Office of the Secretary, “General Provisions for Programs
under the Comprehensive Employment and Traimng Act™ (94.1[c]). 41 F.R. 26339, 1976
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. reporling Less frequently, regional staff were inyolved 1n program areas

7
Fi

LERIC

suclr as placement pohicies. public servicé employmenl. maintenance of
effort, and.rehirng policiés.
Relations between poL reglonal offices and local staff continued to be

unevep i the second year. In a number of junsdictions. federal

representatives were described as helpful and relationships posttive. Two
of these- junsdicuons had new CETa admmstrators who reiled on
regional office advice. A Tew sponsors were very dissatisfied, "and
reiauonsh:ps with their regional offices'were desciibed as "ragged” or
"adversary.” Difficulties caused by the high turndver of regional office
staff and their lack of response to inquines were common.

Other problems related more to the system as a whole. Prime sponsors
were unhapPy about too-frequent requests to modify plans, lack of
uniformity n interpreting rules, intérference by the regional office in
such matters as setung allowanhces or choosing subgmntees, and the
irregular and unpredictabie funding process.

Local officials 1n several junsdichions criticized regional office
representatives for lack of famihanty with substantive program areas and
for paying too, much attention to the details of adminsstrative stastics.
forms, and rgechanics rather than to the content and quahty of the
pro\g{am A glightly different perspective comes from a study in one state
that querred regional office representatives on therr perceplion of
national office performance. The major criicisms were unclear commu:
mcations. 1nconsistent policy positons, lack of technical support. and
tack of traiming to tnable them to go theis, jobs effectively.®

In summary. telationships between the DOL regional offices and local

rime sponsors were b ing more stable by the end of the second
P £~ Syt

year. but many problem¥M#mamed due 10 the complexity of programs
and the turnover of reglopal office and local staff. Fhe federal presence is
defimtely felt in most Jurisdictions and relauonships vary. reflecung
fundamental teDstons bewween the federal and the local role. As CETA
meved into 165 third year, the federal role appeared, to be gemng
stronger.1? - .

.: - s g
t

STATE-LOCAL RELATIONSHIPS . .

I the long legislative process leading to the enactment of CETA
, manpower reform. state gqvernmenls lost the struggle for the dominant
r YUFS Depariment of Labor, Employment and Tramng Admunistration. .The !mpa‘enwma

nont of CETA wn Oluo, R&D monpgraph 44, Prepared by Randall B. Rxple.y- 1977 p’
{available from NTIS}

ACETA was exiended for § yean from Junc 1977 to Junc 1978, withoul substantive change.
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posmon n the new manpower s)stan Mosl slate gov ernments had had
little experiénce in manpower program admimstration.

In the years preceding the enactment of CETA, MDPTA programs were
admunsstered through state employment security and vocational educa-
uon agencies. usually with Ligle supervision from the governor’s office.
However, some governors were beginmng to p‘artlupate I manpower
and economic development planningd, partly 'as 2 result of camps
planaing grants from the Manﬁ%wer Admmstration. Apumper of states
“had human resources de»elopmem departments, of which manpower
was a component. Most states,had officgs that ingluded manpower-
" related planming, and seyeral participated in the expmmenul Compre-
- hensive Manpower Program. 1t

Although supported imnally by gpl. which sought a strong state jole,
the stafes did not rally sufficient 3upmast ©© win 2 key position 1 CETa.
Vigorous opposition had come from mayors, community action dgencies,
and representatives ‘of the poor and rnmqu&s all of whom beheved
that state govemmems ‘would trn”the programs ovef to the_state
employment service agencies, which, the) affeged, would not be sensiuve
to the probléms of cities.? A federai-local model for inplementinig CETA
was finally ag,reed on. However, there were certain compramuses that
gave. states responfibility as priime spongor for baldrce-of-state areas and
statewide planning and coordinavon. While the responsibihiies of state
governments are not clearly défined, the amount of funds flowing
through the governor's office 15 substanual. Balance-of-state sponsors
. receve about 30 percent of Tide 1, 11, and V1 funds. In addition, the
states receywe about 1Q percent of the Title I funds for vocauonal
education, stale manpower services, and planning activities.

. New resporibibiliies under CETA plus the considerable amount of
funds flowing through the . -governors’ offi have increased the
unportance of state manpower activities. About one-thirdof the state
. manpower services councils (SMscs) arg cham:d either by governay or
members of their immediate staffs. In a nm'nber of cases, the SMSCs, as
well as the balance-of-state managers, are part of the governors’ offices,
according to surveys rnade by the Nationh} Governors Conferencc 13

Statemenl of Martn !.. ?etcmn. Naltivnal Govemnors' Conf«cn';e Human Resources
Comnﬂuee. m U.S, Congress, House, Commiltee on Education and Labor, Comprehensive
Hanpmver Aci of 1973, Heanngs beforo ydecl Subcommutize an Labor, October 1973,
p. 105 -

12Roget H. Dawidsan, T?sePolmcraf Carrgwehenme Marponw Legu!arm. pp. 25-30.
‘3Robert |F. goss, Stage Marpowér Services' Councls. Promuses — Problems — Progress!
Washiagton, D.C National Governory’ Cbnfemnc& Center Tor Policy Research and
Amlyﬂs. September {975, ) )
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ven n ‘A«orth ‘Carolina, wherq the smsc and the admnmst‘fatlon of BOS -
manpower programs acg not 1 the_executive “office, the govemnor wa§ .
reported tohave rewewéﬂ' plars for thé balante of 5tale and parncipate
o’ .+ = ndecisions. ’
In most Mlates. CETA and, the employment service system are °
7. orgamzauonaliy separate. according tosthe National Governors® Confer- -
' ence The CETa organizahion usually. handles both the sMsc and balance-

» of-state functions, but with separate stafis. The vanous patierns are

" llustrated by the four slates studied. In none of. these states does the

employment service admimister the CETA program, in thyee of-the four.

/ 1 the sMsc and batance-of-slae f'uncnons are Iodged n lhe same
. administrative umt, . ", '
s ; ‘ . )
. ‘_' . State 1 SMsSC ' N BOS/NPC T,
“. T Mame Office ot Manpow er. Planneng and ,
g ) Coordmation. Office of Gaverngr Same
4 " Worth Caroling JLDepartment of Admlmsugllc:n - 'SAmg
. Tewas ' Dwiwen of Planning. Office of Department of Community
. : T Govsmor Affatrs
Afzona Department of Feonomic Sewunity Same

1 F
Slare Manponer Sermes C ouncils

or 10 CETA there was a,stae manpower planning council n each stats,
which had Juttle real reponsibility excepl to coordinate and transmt local
plans. There are now Iwo stale bodies with cm?responsrblhues. The
sMsc 1s responsible for reviewing local prime sponsor plans and making
recommendations for more effective’ coordination. The sMsC also
monilors the operahon of local programs and prepares an annual report
to the povernor. The Tole of the sMsC is mainly advisory to the governor,
this is consistent with CETA's ‘objective to keep responsibility wath local
elected officials. The balance:of-state manpower plafning council /
coordinates planning fog the batance-of-state area.
One-third of the members of the sMsc are appointed from aﬁwng‘local
prime sponsors in the state. The rest are from the employment service,
vocattonal edidcation and other manpower-related slate  agences,
husiness and labbr, and client groups. This composition was designed to |,
» * bring about closer relatioriships among agencies ahd groups eoncerned
/- with manpower Indeed, providing infurmal communication has lumed
out t0 be the'most important accomphishment of the sMsC.
*$MSCs have-not proved, to be effective 1n carrying dut thewr formak
assignments so far. 1n the first year, the survey found that sMscs were just

. L1
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getting under way and there was hittle actinity. sMsbresiew of logel plans
was generally perfunctory, state councils had sirtually no effec?on local
programs. The second year brought Irtle change, a number of local
* sponsors feperted that there had been no meaningful review of plans
[from state sponsors. vthers said it was perfunctor) Only one sponsor of
those suneyed reported receising substantive assistance from the sMsc,
the svsc had advised that sponsor on establisiung on-the-job traiming
and constfuction crafls projects. Mere typical was the expenience of
another junsdiction, 1n which the extentof review was a form letter
acknowledging receipt Of the sponsor's plan. In a large state witk a
gumber of local prime sponsors, the smsc devoted one meeting to a
perfunctory review of plans. The presence of pnme sponsors on the sMsc
appaftentl’j has a log-rolling effect and iphnbits any cntical comments dn
locabplarts. : )
The act requies that sMs¢s monitor the operation of prnime sponsors.
with*particular attention to the asailibduty, responsweness. and adeguacy,
of stale service$. Theoretically, one advantage of such review 15 to

7Allh0ugh there was somewhat more monitonng of local programs by
sMsCs duniog the second year, their impact remained neghgible in most
cases. Eight of the 28 areas surveyed reported that some monitoring tock
place 1o fiscal 1976, ranging from site visits to a panel-type review. One
prime sponsor reported that the sms¢ made a sjudy of 11s problems and
wrole a repor( that had some influence on the subsequént reorganization.
. In.that state, the sMsc’ made statewide investigations of specific program
components such as work expenence, classroom tfaming, and chent
» assessmgnt procedures. Systematc monitoning took place in two slates.
Maine contracted with an outside firm for-assessment, while Texe used
a detailed and structured monitoring guide. 3;‘\‘ ST
.Extept for Arizona, where the sMs¢ arranged a workshop oh DOL- HEW
relationships, and Texas, where vanous representatives of state ageficies
on the couricil made presentations,” most ‘of the prime sponsors
interviewed were not aware of sMsc coordinatior activitied, The Texas
sM3¢ staff worked with vanous state agencies to fund projedts jointly. On
, the whole. coordination through the plan review and mosfitoning
" functions" was fiot significant. although informal conlacts facilitated by
the, councils may haye contributed to better relatonships. ' :
Adler and Kropp, who have studied sMsc funcuons in five slates,
, conclude that sMsCs have not yet estdbhshed a systemauc plannng,
. . monitonng, ot coordinauon role. They note, however, that somg sMsCs
" 1 have been assigned’ addmonaj respongibilities by governors, such as

1

promote fhe coordination bf plans atd operations df contiguous areas. .
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making specnfal siidies| arranging conferences, and making recommen-
dauons for use of the Tjte I 4-percent manpower services fund.!*

The ‘major reason for the inéffectiveness uf the smsc 1s that (eta did
not assign to it any real authority. $mMscs are required 1o help coordinate
state agencies with CEJA. but these agencies and sponsors may resist
interfesence A study made by The National Comnussion on Manpower
Policy in 1975 found that locating the susc within the governor’s office

-gave the best results. This was «.onﬁrmed by a 1977 study of nine siates®
made for the Department of Labor by the Manpower Development,
Corpo'ranon That slu:IHISO concluded that sMs¢s are seldom percened
as pnmar) instruments for the deselopment of statewide pohcres.’® The
SMSt 1S rer.ponmble forian annual report 10 the governors but s not

required ‘to be consujted in preparag the state’s comprehensine

manpower plan. which s more important. Andther reason for
ineffectiveness 1s the sibility of overlap or confict with the BOS
manpower planning couficil 1n those areas n which the two staffs are not
mlegr?led. |

] : i
1 = ¢ fl

Siare Granis

Four percent of the Tutle | a;iprc;prlallon 1§ allocated to siates o provide

supplemental manpower services by stat¢ agencies, assist rural aregg
furmsh economic and labor market information, and fund model
programs. In 1976, $63 million was a\,zp]able for these activities. The
assumption was that this fund would give states the needed fiexibility 1g
extend manpower programs and serbices. lo areas and groups not
adequately covered and to ensure the coopération and support of state
agencies with local sponsors.

+ Most local prime sponsors in The sample reporled thal they were net
consulted on how the 4-percent fund was to be used dunng [he first year.
Some indicated that data systems were being established from this fund,
wiile others feported that”thetr states planned to use the funds for
special projects and for techmeal assistance. In fiscal 1976, o, y
appeared that most of the 4-percent money in the states represented in

“National Commusston for Man'pomt Pbhicy, “State Manpoper Services Councls A
Field Stody Assessment,” Unpublished paper prepared by Curtis C. Ajler and Ruchard R
Kropp, Center for Apphed Manpower Research, Berkeley, Caldormia, 1977, -

t3See Natonal Commussion for Manpower Policy, Manpower Program Coordimagiom A
special “report of*the Navodal Commussion for Manpower Pobey. Washingten, D.C.
Nauonal Commussion for Manpower Policy, October 1975, U.§. Depastment of Labor,
Employment and Traimung Admunmsiranon, Office of Research and Dévelopment, The
Unhtation and Effectrveness of CETA Title | Special. Gronis 10 Governors, Final report PB-
268 230/08T, prepared by MDC, Inc.. Chapel Hill, Apnil 1977 (available from nTish,

-
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the sampie was used for spcua.] Rrojects. funded directly. or spunsored

+  with Qther state agencrcs Four of the 24 local sponsors (n the sample

p&mupqled 1h stdtcdspunsored Pprujects State projects. (n sume tnstane-

es. conflicted with iwal programs. In Phidadelphsa. for example. where

the manpower pl’ﬁce arranged for 2 welding program for its own <lients.

v the vate dso’ eponsﬁred A welding course. [n vther cases. the governor

s used the 4-per.&nt fund for prujects outside the normal scope of (ET
. tramng . -

Sume stateseare also using the 4-percent money for traming lucal pnme
sponfbr stafftand for expanding labor market' :nformation [n California.
$6 eullion was allutted to the state employment service for developing
demled labor market informauon for local planning thruughoul the
staie .

The availabihity of the manpower senvices fund attracted rnam
applications. and. 1 rying W accomgpodate as many requests as
possible. states have tended to splinter the 4-percent money among

. . mynad small projects Apprusal is often influenced politcally Other .
studies confirm that the 4-percent fund is not being used generally to
fulfill an overall plan by supplemenung local efforts Aller and Krop
repurted thal even where the smsc wontrols the allocation of funds, a?
hoo projécts, that do. not contnibute to lung-range goals are funded
"Aceurding to a Nauonal Manpower Commission study. local prime
sponsors would prefer tu see a greater proportion of state grant funds
used for labor market information. prugram evaluation. and research
and development and less on miscellarequs rojects &

To encourage Jocal spunsors to use the publlc'. “?ocational education
system as part of their manpower programs. Cungress reserved 3 percent
of Tule I funds for state boards of »or.al,lonal education These funds.
amvuntng to $79 mdhon i 1976, are disiributed by sgreeneny between
state boards and the local sponsors

During the first year of {ETA. there were dela)s and problems 1n
n¢gutiating agreements between local sponsors and state boards”and
disagreemepts” on the appropriate use of the funds for allowances .

. "Nevertheless. 4lie vucativnal education money has been a substantial <
resource i local classroum frafining. In most cases. grants are used to
supplement regular instidutional traming. but sume sponsurs have Gsed .
these funds for special projects that might not otherwise have been
supported. t

. 1

-

#Nauonal Commussion for Manpowet Pulncy Manpcrwer Progrom Coordindisgn
. . ;“" ) -
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.
ey

Cmsortm SRR

Smce ceTa policy 1s to encourage planming and adm:mstrauan on a .

broader geographc basis than indinidual politial )unsdlcnonS, boL
allocales the S-percent consortium 1ncentive fund to consortsa thatkover
a significant proporuon’of a labor market area. Dunng CETA's ﬁs;;t year.
135 consortia were established. by 1977 there were 144. including several
that were statewide This ﬁgure represents:about 2 third of all pnme
SpORSOTS. f
lacenuve payments were only a minor consideration i the decision of
jJunsdictions to form consortia. In some cases. the central crues had more
expertence In handling manpowers *programs. and 1 was nalural for
surrounding countes to fely on this experuse rathes than to set up rew
administrative units. The decisive factors were mutual trust. based op
prior experience m jomt glanming o other activities. and the ability to
work out arrangemen's for the division of responsibility and resources.
In a few.cases. suburbs preferred the ahonymity of a consoruum to
handling the rhanpower problems in their own junisdiction.
- There afe many difficulties i orgamzing and admunistenng a
consortium Carefully designed agreements on the alloiment of resources
and on the management of programs across jurisdictional lines did not
prove to be workable in gl cases. Although most consortia have endured
for 2 years. some show signs of strain Of the nine in the sample. one was
dissolved (Phoenix-Mancopa). and three lost some of their commponent
junsdicuons (Raleigh- Wake. Cleveland. and the Capital Area). One of

the ailies 1n the sample became a consortium. The reasons for the:

breakup of consortia.help to illuminate the interjurisdicuonal problems.

Raleigh 15 a classic example of city—county confiict over program with
pohucal. socral. and racial overtomes. Onginally the consortium was
composed of the city of Raleigh and the balance of Wake County (each
of which was ehgible to become an independent pnme sponsory plus
Johnston. Lee. and Chatham counties. The balance of'Wake County
spht off at the end of the first year. The mayor of Raleigh and the
chairman of the Wake County board of comnussioners initrally agreed
.on an integrated delivery system. which they thought would best use the
capabiities of three agencies. Wake Opportunities. a predommanll)
black communily achion agency in Raleigh, Wake Techmical Insutute,
Jocated 1n a predomunanily white section of the county, and the stale
employment service. The system collapsed because of numerous
chagreements as 10 the proporucnate share of aity and county chents o
besserved, type of courses (0 be offered at Wake Technical Insttute. and

-
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. kinds uf manpower senvices to be offered.'” Behind the disagreements.
however. were pohtieal nvalry between ity and county and differences
in the social and economic charactenstics of their residents. The
disagréement on semice deliverers was only a proximate cause. The
secessiun of Wake County left Raleigh with Johnston. Lee. and Chatham
counties The.truncated consortum s structurally stable befause each of

Na the comporents arranges for us own delivery system.

The Phoemix-Mancopa spht resulted from disagreements on the
allocation of resuurces and the selecton of prugram operators. as well as
from a omplex and unwieldy admunistrauve setp. The nstial
consortium agreement gave the county 40 percent of resources and the «
city 60 percént. but such 2 fine balance could not b€ maintained. The”
admmistrative unit for the consoruum was lodged 11" the city of Pheenuz.
which had pror expenence n operating a concenvated employment
program. but all significant decimons had tu be approved by both the aity
and county fegislative bodies. -

The city of €leveland formed 2 consortium with surrounding
Cuyahoga. Lake. and Geauga counties and the city of Parma Because of
the heavy concentrauon of manpower problems in Cleveland and the
availabihty of expenenced manpower siaff there. administration was
entrusted to the aity More than 90 percent of the Tule | funds were
allotted 10 Cleveland. with the concurrence of elected officials of the
remaiming jurisdictions. However. under Title I and Title V1 formulas.
the cuunties recerved a much larger share of funds. Growing experuse m
Lake County and the realization that 1t could receive a larger share of
funds on 1ts own led 10 14s withdrawal as of fiscat 1977
. In these cases, causes for dissolution of the conmsortium or
withdrawal of units were cunflicting prionities. dissatisfaction with the
divisiun of resources. unequal senvice by prugram operators, the growing
expertise of subumits. lack of perceptiun uf common interests beteeen
4147 and suburb. and circumstances yprelated 1o manpower. such as
political rivalnes among junsdictions.

Anothér type of situation 15 ex¢emplified by the sphintering off of Llano
Coupty from the Capial Area consortium {Austin. Texas) to join the
balance of state. Llano. 2 small rural county on the fringe of the nine-
county consortium. had been served by a community action agency that
arranged fir manpower programs throughout the area outside Ausun.

L}

1*Robert M- Fearn. “Raleigh Consortyum, North Catolina.” 10 Willlam Mirengoff. ed.
Tranntion 10 Decentrahzed Manpower Prygrams  Eight Area Studies. Comnuliee on
Evalusbon of Empluyment and Tranung Programs, Washingion. DC _Nauonal Academy
of Sciences, 1976. pp 43104 ’
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98 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

) "
Therg was no incentive for Llano County to remain 1n the consortium,

sinc® the same services were available from the balance of state without
requinng the county to be commutted to a consortium. ’

Of nine consortia in the sample, yix have a_strong central admimstra-
non. 2 board of elected officials thaj establishes ground rules, and a clear
agreement for division of resources. Three are confederatwns of separate
units, operating their own programs or “buymg into™ the central 1ty
program Theoreucally. the decentralized form should havesfewer
stresses than the centralized type, but this 15 not,always the case.
Consortia designed to operate with a umified delivery system may be just
as stable The pertinent elements are the relative size and power of umits,
whether the component junsdfttions have manpower-expertise, and the
extent of conflicts of interest among the junisdictions. °

Whether the breakup of sMsas into individual prime sponsors 13 more
efficient from an admunistrative standpoint and, even more to the potnt,
whether clients have better opportunities Tor trammg and employment
are essential questions from the standpoint’ of national policy. The
evidence accumalated in the study does not prove the case for or against
consortia In terms of program outcome. senvice to the disadvantaged
and minorities, and admmistrative cost rauos, consortia average between.
cities and counties. The facts that many COﬁSorlla ,do not themselves
correspond with smsas and that some aye “paper” consortia, with each
unst substantially *on 1s own. further obscure any conclusion. The
breakup of a minonty of consortia along Gity—county lines (with counties
withdrawing) lends suppott 10 the premuse that & consortium may be
more beneficial t0 the mmngr city with its concentrated poverty and
unemployment. since *the ,consoruum affords a wider job market.
However. the experience o( the Raleygh consorium Suggests that Ihere
may also be disadvantages to the'innér City in terms of dervice delivery,
distances {© (raming sites, and internal confltcts as to kinds of programs
and services oﬂ'ered

’

»

Balance ‘of States .

In the first year of CETA. three of the siates in the sample were attempting

to cope with the problem of providing manpower services over large
areas by delegating part of the planning and admumstrative respopsibihi-
ties t0 sibsiate units. Texas delegated responsibility. Yo counails of
govérnment and community acthion agencies. winle Anzona ysed C0Gs
and Indian groups as subgrantees. Admnistration 1n North Carolina was
handled at the state level, while planning was done by lead’ reg:onal

’
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organizatios. Maine was the only one of the four states that ceéntralized
admimstration at the siate level.
For the most part. the trend toward deccnlrahzahon continued in“the
.. second year Texas pursued the decentralization concepl. and some
“counties gamed expenience and fored independent comsortia. The
balance of Texas has been whitled from 161 counties m 1975 to 150 in .
1976 and 134 in 1977. In Agzona. the decentralization concept was
strammed, as the state insisted on a stronger role for the employment
service 1n recruitment and placement. councils of governimefit viewed
this as interference in local affairs. There were also problems of
. coordination with [ndian groups in Anzona. In Maing, two of the larger
counties sphintered off in 1976 and two others left 1n 1977 to join them. 3
Maine has now established eight regional planning councils representing
the reiﬁammg counties, In North Carolina, where there was little change,
. admumnistration 15 $ull largely handled at the state level. ,

Moving the locus of admimistration from the state to substate uns has
two mmportant implications. One is that the balance-of-state area may be
unw 1eldy to manage. Commumication, the distance from the state office
1o the local programs. the difficulty i applying consistent policies 10

- dissimilar areas, and polttical pressures from varidus subareas on the
governor’s office are ciled as problems. More impbriant 1s that
decentrahization tends to change the character of cocs a her
intermediate umts onginally established for planning purposes, theyinow .
have operational functions as well.

In North Carolina, for example, defining the role of the lead regional
‘organizaltons has been.a matter of concern.!? In fiscal 1976, admimistra-
uon was sull centralized. but in a few cases, LROs. which previously had
only, planming duties, began 10 contract with program deliverers. The
balance of stage in Texas has had decentralized ¢ E1a operations from the

.beginning due 1o its vast, noncontiguous terfitory and the heterogenenty
‘of4its economic, social, and ethnic composition. The state as_prime
sponsor for the balance of state generally conlracts with councils of
governments to deliver servibes within their areas. The €0Gs, n turn,_
"'./\rnher subcontract or operate programs (ffeqselves. In several mstances.
exas admimisters regional or local programs\through commumity action
agencies, commumity-based orgamizations, or directly with coupties. But
I any case. the central office exercises only Inmned contro] over local

. progranss,

#Cumberland and Penobscut wounlies bevame a consortium in ﬁsqxl 1976, and Haauuck

~and Oxford became another consortum in 1977
“See Alun L. Cruze, “Nonh Carolina Balance of State”” In Willlam Mlﬂ:ngoﬂ'.
Transttion to Deceniralized Manpowbr Programs. pp. 153-178.
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bl

PRIME SPONSOR ORGANIZATIONS f

Despite the first year's growing pains, CETA prime sponsors siicceeded 1n
establishing the framework for locak admunistration of manpower
progréms. a new and difficult area.of public admunistration. However,
before the framework was firmly in place, the prime sponsors were faced .
wath implementing a new large-scale program of public service
employment. Many had senious admunistrative problems. and the puL
regional offices, not fully familiar with their CETA roles, were not always
able to give helpful advice and technical assistance.

In the second year. many prime sponsors were sull plagued with
difficulies 4s they sought to admunister their greatly expanded

me sponsors” capability of managing manpower programs. With thewr
organizations beginning to coalesce, pnime sponsors have turnted to more
substantive concerns and exercised greater supervision over local
programs.” - '

/::r;?:powu programs, but considerable progress was made in building

LOCAL ADMINISTRATION -

As a result of CETA, manpower activities are now ‘an integral part of local
government. CETA funds available for local governments in fiscal 1976—
over $5 billion—amounted to about 2.3 percent of state and local
government expenditures. In at least one aréh, because of the way the
allocdtion formulas operated, expenditures for manpower amounted to
10 percent of total expenditures. including education (see Table 15).
Public service employees hired under Titles I and V{ made up a
substantial proportion of total public service €mployment in the
dm mumnity. In most of the cities, counties, and consortia in the sample,
manpower administration 1s an important and wvisible part of the loca
goternment structure and is commanding increasing attention from loc
officials. .

The organizational stractures established in the first year under ceTA
generally remained in effect in fiscal 1976, although there were changes
in procedures, functions, and personnel. In 10 tases. the CETA manpower
office was originally organized as a separate department or, in the cases
of New York City and Cleveland, merged with an existing manpower
agency. In 7 other cases, il was attached to the office of the mayor or the
county executive, and in the remaining 5, CETA became a unit reporting
to a division or ou@r office of the local government. Thus, 1 most areas.
manpower occupiés an important position i the organizational®
structure. ¥ ) ’ .
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TABLE 15 CETA Tute L. H. and VI Expenditures As a Proportion of Tc;tal
Local Government Expenditures. Sample Lucad Prmg Spunsurs (amuunts in.

millons of dollars) P S J;
. Eoual % N CETa

¢ Goverament - ClTa I xpenditures
= #  Fxpendrures Fypendatures As Pureent

Surisdruon < Y 1974419752 1Y 19760 of Total

Cuy ‘ ‘ ~

" Gany d 88 5 *93 PR ITT
Long Beach® ;‘ 202 &4 a0
New York A B o & § i 2143, : i8

‘el Phifadtlphie f .o HA229 49 32 .
. s

Counn  * : . .
St Pal Rumsesd  * , *7 4743 82 17
Chester ¢ 138 7 Y 0 14
Balance ot Covk ST S 135 a8
Pawo . . 336 I 4 pE
Middiesex a0 n3 - 26

. “Bulanck of Union, 0 193B . 54 [

- - . \l L

Consothum . . . -
Kansas City Wyandotie 143 69 67
Cleveland . L3740 g2 - 28
Phoeniv/Mauricopa B26 7 20 29

. Qrange County 1.189 ¢ 58 L2

Pinellas/St Petetsburg 3050 77 15

SOURCE Loeat Gorernmeng Financesan Selected Metropolitan Areas and Large Coun-
les 1973-1975. GETS No 6. Bureau of the Census. k mploymeni and Tralming Admn-

siration, U S. Deparimtent oF Labor . N

2L penditures of gl government umits within the jorsdichon

BTules 1. 1. and VI for four quariers . ._’-/\
1972- 1973 expendilures for school disiricts substitoted for unasalable 19741975 *
data -

S Paul and Ramsgey County are combined because census data on goverimeni expendi-
tures were not compieted for each wrndiction separately

p Two major changes did occur 1n orgamzational placement 1n 1976, [n

. . Topeka, which formed a consortium, with” Shawnee County. the

manpower office was taken out of the mayor’s office 2nd made a separate

department of labor with added responsibilities. In St. Paul. the CETA

manpowet unit was ttansierred from the mayor's office to the

department of community services. . ‘
Major reorgamzations occurred 1h' two other sample areas because of

the Jntervention of the poL regional offices. [n Philadelphia, the regional

office recommended a functional reorgamzation with a separate unit fur .

~
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public service employment following allegations of political influence.
The change was made lo separate the admymstrauon of the public
service jobs program from other intake and referral activives. Altintake
of PSE participants 1s now handled through the state employment service,
“and applicants are referred either'to the pge sponsor (for city job3) or
to the employing agency. The admimiggeafion of Calhoun County was
alsv reorganized at the 1nsistence of tﬁd%i:al office. There was 2 shift
frot sponsor-provided manpower services to the use of contractors to
provide such services bgcause of"the lack of: experneri;r:e of the pnme.
sponsor staff 1n actual operations.

Several other areas reported internal reorgamzahons to |mpro»e
administrative effectiveness and to bnng admimistration closé to the
commumty. Manpower programg in Cook County were adrmimstered
through three local offices for closer coatact with program deliverers. In
the balance of Texas..the manpower services divisiap has had three
reorganizations. The division was first organized along functional lines.
with each unit dealing with both the balgnceyf state and activities of the
stateﬁlanpmwer services fund. Subsequent reorgamzations separated the
ICSPOHSIbiIIIICS af the balance-of-state and the stale. manpower Services
council activities.

- L}
L]

Integration af Titles If and VI with T;de !

Prime sponsors ongnally placed the respogsibility for Titles Tand 111n a
single otganizatwonal entity. When T1 » with 1ts expanded public.

service program was added, all sponsors in the survey assigned the Title
VI program to the same agency that handled the other manpower
programj.although often as a separate umt,

However, even under 2 single organizational umbrella, responsibilities
are divided between employability development activines (Title 1) and,
public service empioyment programs (Titles [["and VI). In one pattern
that emerged, two subumuts, each with 1ts own staff. were established to
handle the two kindy of programs. New York City his a deputy
confmissioner of the department of employment for Title | and another
deputy commssioner for the publu. service employment litles.“Another
pattern divides staff along functional hnes. Each function, irrespective of
fitle, is handled either by the same.mndividuals or by small umits with
‘interchangeable staff. Reasons advanced for jointly admumstering Title
Il axﬂ‘Vl employment programs with Title | were that the onginal ceTa
admdistrative unit was Qlready n place and staffed by personnel
famihar with thé programs and that better (dordinaton and begter

L3, . F
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" ntegration of services 10 clients were possible, as well as better staff

-

utilization, lower overhead, and economes of scale.

When one looks beyond the organizational charts at the dynamics of
the program, the organizational integration, of public service employ-
ment frequently becomes more nominal than real. Moreover, the extent
of administrative coordination vanes considerably. In one major aty,
decisions on public service employment are made by an executive tn the
mayor’s office and fnerely trahsmatted through the ceTa office.

The separation of public service employment admunustration from
Title I 15 more evident where there are program agents. In fiscal 1976,
there were 764 program agents—that 15, cities or counties of 50,000
population eligible to operate ther own programs with allothents
specified by the Department of Labor—for an average of about 2
program agents for each pnme Sponsor.« Eightéen of the 28 prime
sponsors in the sample had program agents. Pnme sponsors pass funds
lo program agents, who are responsibleigr carrying qut thewr programs
in accordance with the area plan, so much of the public service program
15 decentralized (o program agents, who have considerable indepen-
dence. Program agents administer programs through vanoys munyktpal
or county departments. The city of Phoenix. which was part of the
Phoenix-Mancopa consortium, admimistered Titles IT and VI through a
mumcipal agency responsible for economuc development, while Manco-,
pa County used 1ts personnel department. -

The pass-through to program agents in one sense tends 10 make the
admunistration of programs for public service employment less complex
than that for Tatte I. Although sponsors are accountable for the entire
program within their Junsdictions, some decistons for eccupations and
employing agencies are deltgated to program agents.

On the whole, the unposition -of public service employment programs
mterfered with the orderly administration of Title I. In the midst of
trying to organize methods of handling comprehensive manpower
employability programs. sponsors were pressed, under very hght
deadhnes. (0 take on lasge-scale public service employmcm programs.
Without the Title V1 diversiofi, such Title | aclivities as arranging for
services, Supervising confracts, estabhShing rdporting ‘and accounting
controfs, and, developing management information systems should have
gone more smoothly. ’

In the second year, conflicts belween the admimstration of Title VI
and Title | were less evident as CETA stdffs were increased. procedures
were formahzed, and the recrumng of new enrollees dirmmshed.
Nevertheless, Title JI and VI acuvities rcqulred a disproportionate

amount of attention in some jurisdictions because of frequent
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modifications of plans, a large number of employing agencies, and
changing guidelines regarding the phasing out of programs.
" . 3

STAFFING L . ' '

Staffing continued to be a major concern dunng the second year of CETA.
For the mdst parl. sponsors reported larger staffs in fiscal 1976 (the
avergge was about 40). This was mafilly attributed to néw responstbilities
for Title VI but also reflected the tendency on the part of some sponsots
to take a more disect role in program operauons In several areas, staffs

- were reduced as functions were better defined. ‘
The total staff 'size in the sample areas varied from 5 in Stanuslaus’

County to 200 in New York City. In counties, consortia, and the balance
of states, administrative'staff were divided between the central office and
outlymg areas. The Raleigh central staff consisted of 11 people, but 22
others were engaged in similar administrative functions for the city of
'Ralelgh and.fot Johnston, Lee, and Chatham counties.

In selecung staff ongjnally for ‘the central admimstrative unit, some
local sponsors hired former manpower planners, others drew on
personnel with varying hackgrounds. A study of 25 sponsors in New
York State showed that three of every four persons in managenal or staff
p%sitions held at least an associate'deg,ree from a 2-year college Two-
hirds of CeTa personnel had experience in the public sector, “and the

majority had held positions that were identical or simlar to that of therr -

CETA job.20

CETA participants are used frequent]y to qugment admimstrative staff,
in one county, haif of the 72 prime sponsor stafl were CETA enrollees. On
occasion, prime sponsors borrowed staff from program operators Jo help
with administration.

Thus a new administrative layer emerged between program operalors
and regional offices 4f the Employment and® Training Adminstration
(ETa) Although the total size of all the prime sponsor staffs has not been
determined, according to an estimate made by the efa, in 1976 about
20,000 man-year equwa]ems were employed on state and locai
administrative staffs (both prime sponsors "and program operators)

compared with about 11,400 in 1974.2! The increase m staff is related .

enjasun Chinitz and Richard A Rehberg, Local Planmng and Specsal Reverue Shan
Center for Social Analysis, State University of New York, Binghamion, New York, I#
UThat estimalc was derived by applwing average salary figures to admumstrative
expendiures THe concept of sllowahlc admnistrative costs may vary from pre-CETA
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parily to the ihcsease in the size of prb’gr.;ms-.md p.arllj\, to the bu1IC{up of
several levels of lotal admmistration, Reducion n staff of the state

-employ ment servige and e1a staff duf*;r;g this penod has not offset this

butldup. f K . .

Staffing problems did not end with the buildup of agminmistrative and
operaling personnel. Personnel fumover was equally trdublesomie. Six of
the 28 pnme sponsors m the sample had changed ceTA adrmimistrators
since the program began. Maine, for example, reported three balance-of-
state admnistrators in 2.years” Other areas lost deputy directors,
planning directors, fiscal officers. afa offerations supervisors. One county
had a [00-percent turnover of siaff in the 2-year penod under study.
CETA adminjstrators arestill struggling to define staff functions, provide
approphnate training, and integrate personnel with varying dackgroungs
and polical sponsorship’ into functibmng organizations. In consortia
and counties, staff from several junsdictions must be blended to

*accommodate the interests of thosé yurisdictions.

4

ADMINISTRATIVE HEADACHES i

- ' '
“The adrfimistrative problems of sponsors were not hmited to staffing.

The Employment and Traming Admimstration, in 1ts annual perfor-
mance review. evaluated prime Sponsors on six aspects of adminisira-
tion. grant management, financial reporting, management information
systems. adherence to regional office directives. program performance
compared’ with approved plan, and advildry. councils. Prime sponsors
were rated “sausfactory.” “margnal.” “unsatisfaclory” on each
element and then assigned an overall rating. In fiscal 1976, 39 percent of
the pnme sponsors. were rated. marginal or unsatisfactory on Title |
program performance, 35 pereent recenved thesc ratings for Title Il
Management, information systems and grant management were the
aspects most frequently ratecf)uhsatlsfactory. Co ;

The administrative problems most frequently mentioned by respon-
dents in the survey were difficultes with the management information
system, lack of planming capability, excessive admimsstrative costs, and
organizatonal problems. The latter wgplude trammg, duphcation of
functions, poor staff coordination. and fack of skill in program areas. In
the second year, spunsors cnticized less frequently tight poL deadhines,
excessive paperwork, and problems anth statistical reports; However,
prime sponsors sull considered anconsstent policy, changing interpreta-

tions m regulations and guidelines, and inadequate evaluation systems to

be major co?,;y. v {
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oFF-T\GM\ ON-AGAIN FUNDING ! - - _

Perhaps the most fru.stratﬁlg task faced b) prime SPOnsOrs was
attempting to administer an orderly progra.m of public service jobs
despite highly erratic funding. Pujlic seryice employment ongnally was
intended 1o’ be a modest program for selected areas of substantial
unemployment. Before the program started, huwe\.?' Coungress appro-
priated $370 milhon for fiscal 1974, all of which was arned forward into
fiscal 1975, making $770 nullien avafable for Tytle II that year.?? By the
uddle of fiscal 1975, Congress appropriated an additional $875 mulhion
for countercychcal public service programs under Title VL. Thus, in a
peniod of less than a year. prime sponsore futnd themselves with four
times. the amaynt’ of money they expecle.d. being pressed by the
Depaftment of Labor to accelerate huing.

The “funding picture was even more Tonfusing 1n fiscal 1976. The
Department of Labor expected to have $400 million for Title II and
$1.625 mulliom for Title VI—2 total of 32,025 million. which was $380
million more lhan the total a»a:lable fiscal 1975, Moreover, there were
substafitial carry-overs of unspenl funds. Sponsors were expected to
continue the June 1975 level of public senice employment throughout

‘the year, but. because of stepped- up hinng. some sponsors exhaust?;l

their Title 11 funds early in the yéar. To avoid layoffs, they we
permitted to transfer Title 11 participants to therr Title VI account. By
the middle of the fiscal year, however, 1t became apparent that many

“other sponsors would exhaust therr Title VI funds as well. Since the

authorization for. funds under that ul!e(q:-as to expire 1n December 1975,
«he ‘adnlimistration chose not to seek an extension of the enablhing law,
but 1nstead sequested a supplemental appropriation under the continuing
Title 1l to phase out the Titde VI program. The supplemental 31,200
nitllion, recewved 10 March 1976 came none too 3aon. But sponsors who
had run out of Title VI funds weére now vbliged to transer enrollees back
to Tatle I1..” )

This erratic funding was an admimstrative mghtmare. Sponsofs were
urged by the Department of Labor to hure above their support levels and
then were faced with the possibility of mass layoffs as funds wer¥ used
up This entailed hinng freezes. plans to Phase out those on board, and
rescinding layoff nouces when new fands became available. All of this
was accompamed by grant mudifications and voluminous paperwork,

Thirteen of the 28 sample sponsors reported that irregular funding an.

2l additien. 3250 milhon i Emergency Empluyment At funds appropnaied in June
!9?4 was administered Ihrough program agenis, syme of which were also pnme sponsol
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overhinng n rgsporise to DOL pressures created major admuinustrative .
-tangles. The Middlesex County experience iliustrates the muddie in,
. which many prime sponsors found lhem% In 1975, the counl) had,

wha t amounted 10 two years of Tatle II funds. Because.it attempted to
find unsubsidized jyobs for half of us PSE pasucipants. vety hitle of its
Tile 11 money had been spent by the time Title V] funds were added. A\ y 1
penod of heavy enrollment fullowed, and zareful plans "for geographic /<,
and*occypational distribution had. to be scrapped. To fiil slots quickly,
the agency recruited to levels that colild not be supported indefimtely. By
late 1975, faced with a shortage of funds, Middlesex County sought to _
transfer enrollees to Title I but was not permutted to do so by the pot
regional offieg. Cathoun County. too. was pressured'to accelerate hiring
under Tntle;q to the point that all Tutle 11 fands were.fexhausled by
November 1975 and partcipants were transferred for accountin
purposes to Title V1. When supplemental Title 3 funds became;n -
.available. a large portion of the Pst. paruclpani.} was shnfled back 1o, Tltie '
1. ’

With the supplemental a j)propnallon under Tltle IL, New Yprk City’s )
cETA enrollees were rescued temporanly. Both New York and Cleveland | ok
had used Tutle 1 funds to help maintain public service employment. In «
Cleveland, 50 percent of Title I funds had been dwer(ed from
employabihty development. - -

Admnisiative _headaches have also been caused by de}a)s m,
announcing planning esumates. In December 1975, the ETA set up a’
uietable for fiscal 1977 Tule 1 and Tutls II grants thaygalled for
preliminary plans to be prepared by sponsors in June 1976 and.for final ..
plans to be forwarded on’September 2. Because of ?613)5511 appropnia-
tiens and in unemployment calculatigns, however, fentative allocations
for Tule il were not announced un?l Septem,bCr 15, more than three
months late Final allocations had not been made b) mid-Novembes, T
more than a month after the beginnmg of the new grant year. 2?{;.‘;&13 VI
allocanons for fiscal 1977 were also held up due to congressionaldélayin -
enacuig the extension of Title Y1 and failure to authorze adefimte sum
for fiscal 1977.24

Meanwhile. the Departmenl of Labor lost credability, and the “Perils

BTitle Hallocatons fur fiscal 1977 unganally were tu be based un uncmplu);nenl csumales .

for 3 conseculve mooths in thie penod January 1975 through May 1976, In August 1976.-

X the Department of Labor Jdecided tv drop the first 5 months of that period, a decision that -
( resutted in the loss of eligbility for sume areas and delays in valculaiing unemployment.

#U'S Congress, Senate, Contimung Appropriations, 1977, Senate report no 94-1378, .

Septemnber 1976 The act authurized sufficient funds tu mainLain 260,000 publc semoc;ubs

under Tille VI . Y oy ¥
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of Pauline™ atmosphere made orderly admimistration nearly smpossible. »
It affected the selection of types of parucipants. blurred the disunction
between the objectives of Tatles Il and VI, and adversely affécted the
] ., magggement of Tile | PMOW extent. the cause was the
. "usual delay 1n the appropriations cycls. this was exacerbated by the
adrﬁmlslranons Atempts tu, hold the lid on expenditures for pubhc
service jobs and summer proglams fur youth. with the expectation that
the recession would end and the unempluyed would bé able to find work
m an expanding economy But the unsteady funding generated
} uncertainty andlmped@s:{ng-range planning. .
. : SN
o s
. ‘LOOKING AT RESULTS

During the first year uf (ErA. prime sponsors were concerned largely
with the nuts and bolts of admimstration. In the second year. they were
to turd more of their attention to ssbstantive matters, Under Depart-
ment of Labor prodding. there was considerable evaluation activity.
though its extent and scope vaned from drea to area. For the most part.
pnfne sponsors concerve of evaluaton n the narrow sense of perfor-
“mance assessment. that 1s. menitoning the performance of mndividual
operators with regard to their contracts or companng results of overall
performance with plans. Rarely 1s evaluation viewed in the broader
context - as a device for cumpanng different service strategles. assessing
the effects of programs on various target groups. or studying the effects
of the program as a whole n terms of the objectives and goals of
manpowér programs. In short, current e»a]uzmon 1s mamly an extended
form of monmitonng individual program eperauons :

Monitoring ranges from informal. unstructared activity to the use of
highly structured systems. One-fourth of the sponsors 1n the study have
installed or are in the process of installing formal procedures. The
outslandlng example 15 the Lanstng consoruum. which developed a
f‘ highly struCtured overall performance rating systém. Each Title |

w  conlracter’s performance is graded on a number of ubjective, quantified

" elements, which are Cumbined tu measure unit <ust per placement and

“effectiveness rate,”” The effectiveness rate 15 denved from a weighted

S ‘formula whuse principal elements are the placement rate, a target group

index. dnd the number of enrollees. Other weighted elements in the

' effectiveness formula are the follow-up rate. the retenton rate. and the ©

post-program wage index. This system addresses a whole spectrum of
“outlomes as well as costs. A similas formula. with fewer elements, is used <

to rate Title 11 and Title VI .contractors. under this formula. the

: Q {
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expenditure rate and the job-fill rate are given the greatest weight 2> This
quantified app7Qach s supglememed by ofsite visits by the evaluauon
staff The results of the formal rating system are ghven senous
considerdtion by the consoruum board and the planning council These
extremely complex formulas can be used omdy withea sery detailed
management informaton system. which 45 nonexisient 1n most afeas.
Other sponsors with structured momtondg sysiems are Topeka. Calhoun
. County. Phoenix Mancopa. San Joaquin. New York City (where
res tews are performed by the planning stafl). and the balance of Texas.
Generally. less formal approaches. imvolving some combination of
contract comphance review, activity reports. and on-site vISIS. were
employed " In some cases. monitwning s esther assigned v a separéate unit
or handled by staff in &ddstion to thewr other duties. In Kansas City.
management information System reports on placements. the charactens-
ucs. of chents. chens ottcomes. and costs for each contractor are
examined 10 flag a situation that May require attention. A team of
montors sisits each subcontractor monthly. and operators recene
reports 5o that they can compare thewr performance with others.
Phuladelphia assigns a full-time monitor 10 each Title | subgrantee. who
goes beyond checking statisucal results 0 evaluate processes and
propose changes in Stamslaus County. pné full-time momtor assists the
planning council’s evaluation commetice Cook County supplements tis
momtonng by having counseling and educalion speciahsis to evaluate
program contentin each subarea hd
There are sharp differences reganding the ments of the structured.
. quanutatnve approach to mononng Prime sponsors and DoL fegional
office stafl. on one hand. favor it because they believe it will help hold
.down costs. lead to better performance and accoumtability. and help
idenufy areas that need corrective action =
Cntics point out that the structured approach requires guod manage-
ment information, which 15 often mussing. that 1t places too much
-emphasis on placement. and that it fosters “creaming.” that is. selecting
applicants with the best chance for suctess Some program operators fear
that chients may be shortchanged because a quantiative approach
discourages high-quality senvices. encourages shorter programs. creates
» an excessive, amount of paperwork that often cannot be analyzed
properls. and tends to impose umiform standards on 'a number of
programs with umque charactenstics.y A common cfucism 15 that an

- .

BThe Lanuag consotium uses 2 different formula called the Systematic Ranking
Technique Methodology (srT) to compare pruposats submstted for funding

El{l{c ' 1- \JU
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exclusnel)dquanmame approach substijhtes a mechanical “numbers
game” for a more discnmunating type” of program exammnation. A
balanced evaluation should include consideratiolPof such favtors as the ~ ©
quahfications of enrollees ard labor market conditions. But there 1s some
question as to whether the competency for vomprehensive evaluation -
exists. In one case. an observer found that neither the sponsor nor the
poL regional officé employed persons properly quahfied to make a
meamingful assessment
“Monitonng 1n balance-of-state areas 1s hampered by the extensine
territory to be covered and dependence on Cucs or other substate unts.
In Maine. Anzona. and North Carolina. field staffs conduct routine on-
site v1sits to check performance with contracts Texas has a more formal
system. using a field-assessment guide and a monitonmg-esaluation guide
for planned annual on-site visits W each program operator. However.
there are shortcomings —lack of data, critenta .wa: may not apply to all -
cases. and swaff shortages. *
’ Opimons among respondents vary as 1o whether assessment and
momitonng by regional offices and state agencies have been stepped up
since CETa The pretailing view 1s that the momtonng of indradual
. programs is much more extensise. more frequent, and more antive
and construcuve than it was prior to CETA. It 15 generaly agfeed that the
DoL regional office staff was stretched too thin to conduct the kind of
reviews that the pme sponsor can do now. For example. a regional
office field representative who supervised 36 contracts in ope county
befure CETA could make only cursory visits and spot checks. Now, in one
of the smaller counties. each new CETA stafl member s assigned to work
directly for a while with each subcontractor to become famuhar with all

the activities. ,'
- , .

COMPETING FOR (ONFRAMS

In gnang the’pnme sponsor control over Mmanpower programs. CETA
reversed the earher pattern of designating deliverers of manpower
services and placed responsibility for selectng program operators with
r~. the pnime sponsor. The expectation was that, throagh compettive
bidding. operators best able to meet gerformance standards at the lowest
costs would be chosen. However. the expected compettion did not
maienalize In most cases. established operators are the only ones with
the facihties and the swafl necessary to perfurm the services required.
© Moreover. the decisions of sponsors are often subject to the political
influence of commumity-based organizations.
Only 6 of the 28 areas s the sample reporled usmg competitive

~
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blddmg, Lansing and Kansas City ha\ee used blddmg s‘uccessfull) but .

" .even 1 ‘theSe areas there were, lunts of pﬂlmcal mterf'eiéhce In ", .

Philadelphia and Fopeka, the systern 1 nominally in use, but only for

activities remaining after major operators have been dealt in. v
North Carolina tned unsuccesgfully 19 use requests for proposals for

its balance-of-state programs, but the system ,hpgged _dowq as lead

regidnak organizations attempied tu handle them, The balancg &f Tex.fgs

required by law to use confpetstive bids, soon.xn‘toumercd thﬁc;:lu

Pragram operators tned to control their sucdeas rate pnd i to win o
contracts by not accepting new chenis and ternusating those-currently
enrolled toward the end of the year. The emiphasis Was on looking good_ b

rather than domg good. Estabhshed agencies qftcfl brought political
« pressure to have their grants renewed.,

w.-.fcmxc CoSTs . ,' - 2
Total expcndrturea for. manpower activities corrcs.pondmgwmth Tile |,
I1. and" VI programs. sose flom S2 bllion 1a fiscal 1974 to $4 billion in

fiscal, . 1976. AdnuniSirafrve costs have increased commensurately.
., 'Btcause of changes yn the number of participants. the content of

-¥

¢ scmc&s and, the definstions of admuinstrative costs, compansons of CETA

< dth pre=C ETA adminustrative costs arg difficult. In fiscal 1976 and 1977,
tharges to admunistratioh for state and kca! pnme sponsors under Titles
I 1. and VI combmed averaged less than 10 percent of. total
expenditures (see Table 16). The major expenditures for all three titles
are for allowances, wages, and fnnge benefits. According to one
estimate, administrative costs for pre-CETa categoncal programs aver-
aged 11 percent 1n fiscal*1974, compared with 16.4 percent under Title 1
for cETA 1n 1976, Tatle 1] and V1 ratios (4.6 and 3.4 percent, respectively) .
are slightly higher than the PEP program rauo. But under PEP:. local
sponsors had a 10-percent myatching requirement that does not apply
under ceTa. 5o the figures arefiot entirely corgnparable.

The biggest element 1n admumstratyve costs 15 wages, and 1t 15 obvious

", that the number of people employed in manpojer program admunistra- *
tion is greater under CETa than previously. Except for small planmng
units, most aities and countues had no manpower swaffs before CETa, .
administrative staffs have now been established, niot only at the pnime
Sponsor, level, but alsy in subareas. Second, there has been a great
expansion in the number ‘of program operators, and part of thetr staff
and omhead costs, are allotted to admimstranon. although there s
widespi use of CETA participanis in management and clerical
positions whose salanes are charged to program budgets. .
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TABLE 16 Percentage Distribution of CETA Title I, I, and VI Expendtturés by Cost Category, Fiscal 1976 and 197

Tile'l ¢ - Title Il ~ 4 Title VI~
Cost Category FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1976 FY 1979  FY #9726 FY 1977
Administyation ) 16 4 16.2 4.6 6.1 .34 ‘59
- Allowances a- ‘ 16.6 189 - 0.2 03 . 05 .1
Wages ; o384 3 82,2 . . 196 83.4 811
Fringe benihits ' 4 3.4 27 124 " 13.1 12.2 121
7 Traimng . 135 164 0.2 03 0.2 Q.2
Services to clients 117 14.8 0.4 0.7 03 0.7
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 0 160.00 100.0
Amount (thousands o§ollars} 1,528,600 , 1,538,987 556,103  880.021, 1934302 1562458

SOURCE Computed from Employment and Training Administration. U.3. Department of Labor data,
4 NOTE Details méy not 1dd 1o totals due to roundng.

=
.

» Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ‘'




E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Admumistration ' {13

LY

Charges to adminmistraton include not only direct costs to the prime
sponsor. but also certan expendilures by program operators that are
constdered 10 be for admimstration. The complex Jefinitions tn the
regulations and accounting procedures have been a source of conflict
between prime spunsors and the regional offices of Efa. Two of the
problems are the allocation of costs belween the program and the
admimstratine budget and the allocationof vertain Tutle [l and Title VI
costs (o the Title | admlmslratwe account.

The tatter was a more serious problem. Because the cost ofﬁlcqulsmon
or rental of supplies. equipment. material. and real property was not
allowable under Titles Il and VI, some sponsors apparently were
charging certain costs. particalarly rent and supplies. to Title 1. The
recent Title VI amendment 1o (ETA has raised the adrmmistrative cost
limt from 10 10 15 percent for Titles 11 and V1 and lifted the restnction
on the use of public service employment funds for supplies. equipment.
el &%

Prime spunsors in the sample were not troubled by the hirmit of 20
percent.on admuustrative custs for Title | and the lomut of 10 percent for
Titles 1} and VL. Only one sponsor jndicated that the restriction on
supplies and equipment or the lmut on expenditures of funds has
hindered the development of special projects that could have been

fu"%e% under (ETA s

Adaunistrative cost ratios tend to be higher fur cities than for other
types of sponsors This tendeficy may reflect the higher salanes and more
complex adrmmnistrative and program structures of urban centers.
Admtnistrauve costs for Title | programs are lowest among balance-of-
State sponsors, which tend to offer mure work expenience than training
projects {see Table 17). .

In companng the efficiency of the (ETA program with corresponding
programs before’ Era. yne must consider management aspects as well as
cost ratios Field research associates 1n mne of the sample areas
concluded that manpuwes programs are operating with better conltrol

" under (ETA than before. They fHund better coordinatiun. less duplication
of effort. and more moaneting of local program operators. Field
researchers (n three uther areas found the present system 10 be less well
managed. mainly because new layers of admimstrabon had been
introduced with no visible improvement i program or gutcome. In the
other a“ field researchers cuncluded that there were insufficient
data to

| .
2BEmergency Jobs Pragrams Extension Act of 1976, Sechion 2 -
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i 14 CETA’ MA\JPOWER Pkoc.aws UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

TABLE J7 Percentage Dlstnbullon of CETA Title I Expendnures by Cost
Category ynd Type of Sponsor, Fiscal 1976 (cumulative to third quarter)

Type of SPonsot

Cost Caregory -Cuey County Consortium State
Administration n: L 176 142
Altowances 156 16 5 176 171
Wages 307 Kl 343 440"
Finge benefits 22 it 3t , 39
Traming 154 149 137 11.8
Services to chients 149 123 137 91
TOTAL 110.9 jILIRU 100 0 o1

SOURCE Computed from Employment and Training Admimisteation, U S, Department
of Labor unpublished data ' {

\ I(\ ) .
more frequent and program analysis was more extensive. standards were
still lacking and monitonng tended to be cutsory.

Ll
—
» -~

SUMMARY

'CETA’s major objective of institutionalizing employment and training

programs in local government has been achseved. Considerable progress
has been made in building the capabilities of local unuts of government
to manage manpower programs. but difficult admimistrative problems
remain. Part of the turmoil and chaos of the first 2 years is atinbutable as
much to changes in legislauon, irregular funding, and unusual growth
patterns as to the unfamiharity of local governments with the
administration of manpower assisiance programs.

* On the whole, program adminisiration was belter in the second year
than in the first, despite excessive wrnover of key staff. Lack of
expenence n conducting programs and 1nadequate management
information systems senously hampered program management.

* The uncertainty of funding has made orderly plannming and
management of public service employment programs very difficult.

* The admnistration of Titles Il and VI 15 under the same
organizational roof as that of Title I although often handled by separate
untts. Basic decisions. however, aré often made outside the CETA
eitabhshment._




F

_ Admmstration . . L, 13

4
® Competitive bidding 1s used rarely as a means of selecting prograrh
operalors. : ' .

® Structured program momitoring and evaluation 5)stems have been
developed (n some places. but most sponsors use less formal procedures
and rely on desk audits and on-ate visits for program evaluation,
\Aomtormg tends to be mechanical. withansufficient attention pad to
the broad objecuves of the act, .

* Admmistrative costs for Titles 1. Tl. and V1 as a2 whole are lower
than the statutory himits but higher than those for comparable pre-(Era
programs,

* In 9 of the 28 areas surveyed. administration s believed to be better
than befure (t1a, pariicularly with respect to accountability and cost
consciousness. In 3 areas. local administrauon was considered by field
analysts to be less well managed than before. despite more staff. For the
remaning cases, a judgment could not be made because of lack of hard
dala.

* (ET4 and its subsequent moudifications have not delineated sharply
the relationship’ between the federal establishment and pnme sponsors.
In some ways. the scope’oflocal autonomy was narrowed in the first 2
years. but restncuons on federal intervenyon were also added. The
consequenve has been contnwng tension In relationships between
federal authonities and prime sponsors Such tension can be constructive.
however, and 1t may prevent extreme swings ¢f policy or action that
could be damaging

*® Increased federal presence was noted n the second year. and the
extent and the natiire of the Department of Labors oversight hate

continued to be an 1ssue. ’
® Some sponsors assert that POl regional office stafl do not provide
adequale substantive assistance -«

® Plan review. momtonng. ,and coordination activibes by siate
govemnments have hitle effect on local programs State manpower
services grants are fragmented into numerous spevial projects. The
supplemental vocational education fund ts making a sigmuificant contnbu- «
uon m supporting local classroom trammg but there are stll diffierences
as 1o how bést1o use staie funds.
® Consorha have generally remamed stable and thew number has |
increased However. tension between central cites and suburbs has led
tv the withdrawal of some governmental umits. Disagreements on the
allocativn of resources, conflicting pnorites. lack of common interest.
pohtical nvalnes. and growing manpower expertise in subumts are
common reasons. Some balance-of-stale admimistrators are moving

-

»
»
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toward decentralgafion, but lhei have encountered difficulties because
Bf lack of substatp’admunistrative structure. - oY
® CETA hagAntroduced new administrative layers between program
» operatorsTand the DOL regional offltes, a fact that, on the whole, has
promoted greater local responsibility and cdncernsfor manpower at the
_cost of increased complexity 1n admimstrative channels.

L]

.5
.
,
F
i N o
-
N - ' —_— LY.
» ? 4a
LA - *
. -
[ - a4 p
' [ ' -
L] a ‘
. % :
- - L3
¥ .
- ' 1 .
4 Vo #
) “‘.‘ B f .
) i ' B . N »
' o
’ . . L
. - b .
rl Ll
S . | .
- - .
B ~ -
- . Py sy : LY ’
Qo ' -IJ | < -
-
) s a .




.

. 5 Program -
Choices

CETA was echcted 10 promote two types of change in manpower
programs. It was anticipated that the distribution of funds among major
programs {e.g.. classroom training and on-the-job training) would shift as
sponsors began to adapt existing approaches 10 the needs of their chents
nd the demands of their labor markets. It was also hoped that the
elimination of categonical restrants would rglease a flood of local new
- ideas that would redesign the program.

Examinauon of the changes in the pattern of Title I funding over the
first 2 years suggests a departure from the Pre-CETa program

configuraton. There was a shift from employability improvement and.
training approaches to such programs as work expenence and public

service employment that relaie more (o incume maintenance. How did
¢ this come about aiid why? Review of the allocation of Title | funds by
sponsors for fiscal’1975 and I9?6 offers some clues. :

( .

In the first year, there was a predispusition 1o use programs that were.in
place because of lack of time. reluctance to “rock the boat,” and lack of
‘the experience necessary 1o develop better alternatives. ‘An) inchnation
to continue the status quo, however, was soon modified by a set of
circumstances that tendeid 1o alter the program mux. The nature and the
direction of*these ¢arly changes were to persist throgllagut the first 2
years (see Table 18). “’
L]
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TABLE 18 CETA Tutle I Expendituses by Program Activity, Fiscal 1974-1977 (amounts n mullions of dollars)

FY 1974 FY 1975 . FY 19762 FY.1977
Progsam Achgy  © Amount Percent APount Percent”  Amoumt  Persent Amouni Percent
Classroom traming® 361 42 276 32 ( * sn 33 - 620 39
On-the-yob training " 154 . 18 70 8 144 9 173 1
Work expenence A 1 L 7 315 43 606 8. 566 35
Public service employment  NA | - 56" 3 17 1 93 & 6
Services and other 33 4 99 tl 145 ¥ 157 1B
TOTAL e 868 100 876 1w - 1.590 160 | 608 100
S0URCE Computed from Employment and Traming Admimstfation, U.S Defwriment of Lebor dj‘la ) .
NOTE Delaits may not add (o totals due to rounding. .
NA = Not apphcable. - ' - . .
Four quarters . .
a’Im:l._u:[.;g exPenditures under 5 percent vocational education gran! to Bovernors N Msval years 1975 and 1976
~‘ ' -
. . a
L . - b
" & 139 : K
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TABLB 19 Percentage Distribution of CETA-Tutle | Enrollees by Type of .
Sponsor and Actvity. Fiscal 1976 (cumulative to third quarter)

- L] L
All . < . . Basande
Program Adtraty? Sponsors | Ciy County_ Consortis  of States
* * Clasrdom traiing © 3 3 R
On-the-job training ¢ 7 9 8 12
. Work expertence 48 49 a3 * 4 - sy F
* Public servie _ . 0] : ’ . .
- émployment L 47 . . 4 5 5
Services and othet 7 T 7 8 2
TOTAL Y 100 1o - too - 100 £30 N

SOURCE mmputed frum Employ merft .md JSraining aldmonustzation, i. S lepartment
of Labor. unpublished data

NOTE Detads may not add to totals due o roundmg
¥50me enrollees counted 1n Moie than one ac tvity

Bk nroliees i activities such as removal of artifivial ba'ner\ Ly emp ent. job resirus

turang. and entation of affumative action plam Dues nut wclude enrdless re !
cerving oniy npo W suppor!ive%ﬁwces
. r
N . .

One reason for the changes as the sp.read of mahpower funds to
small geographic units. Even spofieors with large areas. puch as~consortia
and the balance of states. tended to decentralize I:{nnmg Smaller.

because 1t requires the least preparation, experisse. of pecw] facaltes:
The increase in work expemenee 1n Ascal 29’15 whs alsd\dpe in part to

allotment for summer employment ofyouth Y

Classroom traiming (n sural ateas f{requently u o difficulties
because of lack of transportation. buddings. and equipment. Moreover.
Job opportunities for graduates of vucational Cuurses in these areas are
hikely to be hmited. Enrollments by type of sponsor show a hedvier
concentration of classroom tra:mng among ¢jties than among other.types
of sponsors, particularly states and. the balance of States that have a
hsgher propourhion of rural_areas and snjali co?nmunit;es {see Table 19). —

The dechine.frum 1974 1n relauye gxpendhures for classroom tramning
and on-the-job traming {QJI) may have adtually beensless than 1s shown
in Table I8, and the mcrease ' work experence may have been
somewhat greater. since the differences are partly due 10 record-keeping
changes. Under (ET, “servicds™ 15 id€nufied as a separate expenditure

L
category Prior to ¢pya. most expendlfure% for manpower and support .

services had not been ghown.as separaig 1I.cms but had been included as
- part of the program activity they accompamsd ~

The dechne in expendllures for on- thtjob traimng in I975 15 generally
< . . .
- VR A .
L] ¥ .
-




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

]

- .
L ! . .
TABLE 20 Percentage Distnbution qf CETA Title I Expenditures by Program Activity and Degree of
Unemployment m Sample Pnme Sponsor Ateas, Fiscal 1975 and 1976
Vi : . b
. Level of Unemployment?
High. ¥ ¢ 8 - Moderate. v s 12 Low, ¥=8§
Program #ctlvﬁy Y 1978 FY-1976 | 1Y IQ'{S FY 1976 FY 1975 Y1976
Classioom traming. - 25, 27 39 38 32 A8
; Omfrejob tramag 11 13 T, 6 8 4 8

Work expenience 44 46 s 5 - L 46 33

. Public gervige em ployment 0 4 o ’ T 9 3 8
Services andaither n19 .9 47 14 14 12

- SOURCE Computed from Empoyment andfgplmg“hdm_lmstralmn. U S. Depariment of Labor datz. s

NOTE Numbbers are aveJages of percenls : ! -
“Twem!‘ugh: sponsors classified on the basw-of annual average unemployment rape n calendar 1975 High 1g defined as 10 per-
cent and over. moderate B8 7.6-9 9 percent. low s 7 3 percent and below Nationat average unempio¥ment rate for 1975 was
8.5 percent. . .

\\t ’ - g ( 4
. ‘AT '

. . - * l e . :1. .
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5

» . attributed tu the recession. but uther factors may also have contribyted.
Table 20 shuws that among the sponsors studied. 0JT expenditures were
relatively highest in both fiseal 1975 and fiscal 1976 1n areas with the
highest unempluyment rates —contrary to expecfions. A regression
analysis of on-the-job training with unemployment rates confirms the
finding thai factors uther than unempluy ment a&count fur vanations n
01T expenditures ! The New York City experience offers someansight on
this pomnt. Over the years. New York built up a network of effective
subcontractors whu arranged fur 011 uppurtumties. even with une of the
highest unemploy ment rales in the country (10 6 percent in 1975). 1ts
outlays for os1 dipped only slightly in fiscal 1975 and rose i fiscal 1976
This expenehce suggests that the effects uf a sluggish economy can be
overcome if effurl 1s mgt{e to develup 0T opportunities. A DOL In-house
evaluation fond that while many sponsors dted layuffs and himited job
upenings as a regson for reducing 0JT funding. “the majurity of sporsuts
had planned some alterations m their approach to oiT. prncipally
involving changes in the delivery agent responsible fur developing
traiming arrangements with employers 2
Dificulties attendant in changes m program deliserers (see Chapter 6,
were also partly responsible for the dedline im classroom traiming At
least four sponsors in the study sample (Topeka. Raleigh. Lansing. and
Cook County) encountered difficulties with deliserers of clasgreem
traming that delayed the stan of programs and caused fiscal 1975
expendrtures 10 decline e
As fiscal 1975 progressed. it becamg evident that Tutle I as well as Title

Il expenditures would fal} far shrt of projecuuns because of delays in
getuing programs uperating Halfway through the year. only 12 pereent
of the fiscal year’s Tutle | money and 10 percent of the Title I fundshad
been spent by sponsurd. The slow pace of expenditures concerned the
Department of Labor as a reflection of 1ts ability 1o mount new programs
*  quukly It might reduce the expected stimulus tu econumiedecovery and

rarse quastions as fu whethef the funds were really needed The

department resuried to a series of expediencies that affected the program

mix. ,

'A cross-sectivnal regiesaiun of the pefientage of Title [ expendituzes for on-the—job
uzaiming by 423 pnme sponsurs m'ﬁ_sul 1976, with annual average vnempluyment rates for
the prime spohsuf azeas i walendar year 1975 as the independent vanable. produced a
correlainn woefficent iréy of 0 B0 Ap aralysis uf changes in unemployment rates related *
lo percentage of o expenditufes {28 areas) showed no signfieant relationsinp

S Department of Labor. Employment and Traimng Admimstration. Office of
‘anpower Prugram Evaluaton. Prnme Sponsor Planmung for Fiscal 1975. CETA Swaff
Evalvation Findings.” Employment and Tramng Adminstration. 1975, pp 162
{unpubhished) )

X
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TABLE 21 Percenygge Distribution of CETA Title | Expenditures, by Program Activity and Popu]atlon of Area,
Sample Local Prime Sponsors. Fiscal 1975 and 1976

. Size of Spoﬁ‘sorc b
) Large, M= § ) Medium, ¥ = 9 Smalt ¥ =10
Programi Activity Y1975 FY 1976 FY 1975 , FY 1976 FY 1975 1Y 1976
Classtoom tiaining 3n 34 35 39 34 33
On-the-lob training 1 9 7 10 6 10
’ Work expencace 15 33 37 32 40 4]
. Public service employY ment 16 19 0 . 3 2 .4
Services and other 8 . 6 20 16 18 Yog

SOURCH - Compuled from Emplo¥Yment an :Tramms Admmnisiealon, U § Depariment of Labor data.
NOTE Numbers are averages of percents Mr cach group

< [
dg1ze talegories based on 1970 censunlata Large = populalion of T million or more.'rLNllum = 3HLO00 16 1 mitlion. small = less
than 300,000 Tncludes six cilies. nine counties, and Rifle consorhias No states ’ '
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At DuL urging. sponsors managed to spend in fiscal 1973 about as
much as had been spent in fiscal 1974 (see Table [8) There mas.
however. be a quéstion gs tu whether the resulung cuombination of
programs was responsive o local needs or 19! the funding exigencies of
thekmoment Qutlays fur tlassroum traiming and for oIT were down both g
11 sbsolute and relative terms. while wurk expenence and public service
emplovment tuok up the slack The largest junisdictions spent relausely
rmuch more on PsE thar smaller junisdictions (see Table 21) - .

The decision_on the part of sume sponsors 1o use Title | funds for PSE
had litle tu du with magpower cunsidesrations Rather. the\-?presemed
an effort by hard-pressed urban areas to use Psk resources to alleviate
their fiscal prub]ems Four uf the five large spunsors 1n the sample used
«some Title [ funds for psk tn fiscal 1975, all five did in.fiscal 1976 Thus.
funds were spen{ differently than planned in the imual year because of

¢ pressures to vbhgate funds quikly and to respond to the fiscal hard

times of the ciies

By the end-of fiscal 1975, spunsors had managed 1o obligate about 31 |

» bullion of the $1 4 bilhon of allocated Title | funds and to spend about 80

percent of what they had obligated Combined with the fiscal 1976
allocauon of $14 billivn, the unspent balance of about $500 mullivn
made available to sponsors about $2 billion in fiscal 1976. more than
double their fiscal 1975 expenditures However. many sponsors were
reluctant to double theirr expenditures n fiscal 1976 because they
believed that an uperaung level based on a temporary increase In funds
could not be sustamed the following vear

Expenditures in fiscal 1976 followed the pattern of those 1n 1975 Thus.
in 2 vears, the direction of the Title I program had shifted from emphasis
0n «lassroom tRuning and oJT 10 emphasis on work expenence and
public service emplovment. Traditwonalls. classroom traiming and o7
had been expected to produce significant ptoporuuns of successful
program outcumes — placements of parucipants 1n traming-related jobs.
This was not the case with work experence. for which placement :
expectations were commonly much lower. since most enrollees are
school vouth and ethers not seeking regular employ ment

The large change in the relatne funding of the vanous existing
programs resulted. after 2 vears. in a major change 1n manpower
achviies. from employability enhancement to programs that have. in

\ome ases. becume ncome maintenance The crucial quesuon then .
becarne how to protect ihe furmcr objective during a period ‘of high
unemploy ment . .

The Deﬁartmem of Labor, 1 ity rensed regu]auons of June 25. 1976.
expressed its concern with “re#irecfing the program’s preoccupation with

’

»
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work expenence and public service employment duning the recent penod
of high unemplosmenL back to an emphasis on employability, raimng.

" and wansen to meamingful employment at the sgonest possible

point "* Data for fiscal 1977 show a higher pruportion of expenditures in
classroom and on-the~ob trainimg

.

G?ROGRAW APPROACHES - .

Nearly all c£14 sponsors inhented some sort of manpower program.
aiong with staff. equipment. and established delivery agencies Tipically.
rural counties had oniy a public employment program and a youth
program. large ciues had full-range programs. Competing agencies.
organizations. and commumity groups In erther case. it was hard for
sponsors to divest themselves of their mhenitance. had they wished to do
so Efforts to ehminate programs would run into problems of finding
other qualified resources as well as po ureaucrauc pressures
to maintain the status quo The pncipal charge made by elecied officials
1o thewr CETA planners. at least in the first year. was "Don’t make waves ™

The aduvent of recession in 1974 changed prnonues, disrupted ume
schedules. and generated enormuus pressures on the Department of
Labor and the prnme sponsors In the midst of assurming new
administrative responsibihities and pressured by poL 10 spend a senes of
new funding allocations hastly. most sponsors ssmply did not have time
in esther the first or the second vear 1o develop new program designs. and
the department tself gave higher prionty to other matters

This state of affairs intensified the nisks ordinanly inherent i program
mnovation Relauvely httle 1s known about ‘what combinations of
manpower aclivities lead 1o increased earmings or abowl the extent
which the cahiber ratlrer than the tvpe of program may be infiuenual.
There 1s no proven formula for traning and supportive services that will
produce 2 predictable cutcome. the categoncal programs were. among
other things. a series of expeniments to find the nght combiration. But
they embodied so many vanabions 1n scope. duration. quality. target
group. and locale that no clear felationships emerged The transfer of
responsitalits for manpower programs to state aQd hxal authonties was
not accompanied by prescripttons for exactly what a chent would need
toimprove his or her employabihity - ’

Yet somehow. jocal sponsors were to find the key to the mystery that
had eluded others for so long — namely. how tv enhance the.employablh.

Y Federal Regmianons “Tilé 29 94 1 (cx3)
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tv of the disadvantaged so that they could support themselves. Before
CETs. federal manpower 'programs had offered three substanune
appmaches.ﬂ; or 1n combinauon * .

.

I gducation and or traimng {classroom and on-the-job training).
2fubsidized emplosment 1n the public or private nonprofit sector
(wofk expensence and public senvice employment). and s
#5 support services (counseling. job referral. child care. etc ), e
ese approaches 1o manpower shared 2 common assumptuon that the
problem lay in a deficiencs n the level of skill ot capability of Zn
individual Their solution was to improve the ability of the individual to
" cope with the job market by building shill levels and other ,Gog_k-re]aled
capabilities Oriented 1o the supply side of the labor mharket. these
approaches assumed that. for any @nén level of demafd~.thesg—no
mtractable deficiencies would persist in operaung against the disadvan- ™~
taged However. recent reseaich reinforces the positiun of those who call
for a complementary strategy on the demand side of the labor market
The dual labor market theones and other studies of the ngditesrand .
barriers tnherent 1n the demand side of the labor market have :
underscored the need for intervennion 1n the labor market processes.”
But no one has 2 crnystal ball to determine which approaches will be
effective and where. The ininatves of  the 1960s. with the objectine of
Improving competitve statusin the labor market. were lost in a welter of
ad hoc. add-on programs.
Unclear abuut what should be accomplished. uncertain as 10 how u »
should be Jone. and burdened by ume and organizational pressures. few
CETA spon made exiensive changes in program design. Only one of
the sponsors studied. St. Paul, developed 2 different program design
based on a conceptuahizativn of the causes and remedies for unemploy -

*

ment “itis apparent that this maldistributio ployment and
its rewards 1s multi-causal and has 1ts roots 1n soclal and economic
customs and prachices. Any helpoffered . . should deal with the

whole individual and his telanonships with his envirunment. not only his {
obvicus economic difficulties.”™ The St. Paul approach. which relies
heavily on counseling. assessment. and employer ¢ontacts as part of an

* See Charles R Perry. Bernard E Anderson, Richard L Rowan, and Herbert R Northrup, |
The Impact of Government Marpowes Pragramu In General, and On Minvntiex and Wumen.
Phuadelphia Indusinial Research Lnit. Wharton School, Lniversity of Pennsyivama, 1975
*See Glen U Can. “The Challenge of Segmented Labor Market Theones to Orthodos
Theory A Survey.” In Jownal of Economec Literanurci4i4) 1215-1155, December 1976
5t Paul Tille | Plan, Fiscal Year 1976, pp 16,25 ’
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mdividual approach 10 each chent. was instituted \n the first year of
ceTa These innovalions were possible because St Paul had a
sophisticated staff with a great deal of expenence ;S developing new
program techniques. Such competence and confidence might be
necessary in assumming the nsks of innovation :
Other swdies and reports hdve 3lso noted the absence of any
. . fundamental sponsor effort or DOt assistance for the rethinkihg of
program content through fiscal 1976 planning. A study of ceTa n the
L & state of Washington condluded that “there were few major changes n
Washington in actual manpower operations. . . The samer people
planned within essenually the same framework -to meet the same
problems ™7 A study of (ETA planmug and program \mplgmentanon n
North Carolina and South Carolina concluded :hat

Whether planning 1s “résponsive 10 local needs™ )s problematcal. It would be
safe 10 say that those who have done the planning up 10 nuw . . have ined to
salisfy needs as they perceve them [Bui} the simple truth 1s that nobody
knows what the real local needs are There are myrtads of stalisties. bui nobody
as given the pnme spunisor a method or methods of Converting these statistcs
,\bo a means of deterruning need. and. hence. the preferred program mux, Unul
mething 1s advanced. local needs more often thall not are going o turm Oul 1O

be whatever manpower programs have been 1n the past.*

‘

About half of the sponsors studied reported that they established some
type of new program under Tutle 1 in fiscal 1976. These in the man were
smatl-scale innovations. Half consisted of offering more or less standard
programs 1o new groups (or at least groups new 1o that sponsor). ex-
offenders. the handicapped, out-of-work umon members, and sensor
ciuizens Long Beach reported some novel features of its summer
program for youth. such as training youngsters 1o use movie cameras and
W produce films. a project that resulted 1 an award-winning film.
Calhoun County experimented with two alternatives for ex-offender
programs. and the Lansing consortium conducted a controlled expen.
ment with a new assessment and"counseling ‘program. Cook County and
Cleveland used work expenence funds to subsidize theater groups. St.
Paul. along with jis majur program ewsthaul. remodeled its. Neighbor-

of the Siate in the CETA Process A Case Study of Washington Siare. PB-245
, Prepared by V Lane Rawlins, Washington State University, May 1975 )

artment of Labor, Employment and Training Admunistration, “An Analyucal
Studyfof CETA Planning and Program [mplementation in North Carolina and South
Carobha.” Unpublished study prepared by Edward F Dement, North Carolina Manpower'
Development Corporaton, Chapel Hill, N C. August 1975 (available from MDc)

. 14y ‘
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youth tied directly to the school curnculum, which carnes a student over
a 3-year penod. Pinellas-St. Petersburg revived “cuttage trades™ t
provide contract work at hume to the elderly. the handicapped. mothers
of small children, and others unable to leave hume. Orange County
introduced a pilot project involving the local community action agency,
the cummunity college. and the county welfare department. Mothers on
welfare were provided with a combination of education and training to
quabfy them for a license to furnish day care 1n their humes The county
welfare department then paid them tu care for children of other mothers &
on welfare who could then seek jobs

Other new projects repurted by the Department of Labor inciude the
use of mobile rather than stationary service venters. voucher systems
permitting participants to seek out and arrange for their own traiming or
subsidized employment. and vanatons and impruvements of raditional
work expenience and work-study concepts [

YOO ATIONAL EDRCATION

Perhaps the greatest substantive prugram changes have been made in
asroom traiming. Prior to ¢11a. dassroom traiming was funded under
. the Manpuwer Development and Training Act. Under this act, major
deciuen making took place n the state and local offices of the
empluyment service and the education agenuies Through its local
offices. the empluyment service prupused the uccupations for traiping.
secured the partiipanis. and attempted to place them upon completion
of traiming The vocational education agencies selected the facihity that
did the training. Three general kinds of prugrams were funded single-
oLLupalion training cousses. multi-occupativnal projects. and indnadual
referrals. The must cummon programs were class-size courses tn a
particular skill or occupation. These presented problems in keeping
dassrooms full and mimimizing costs because of their set entry and exit
dates Multi-occpational prujects, usually conducted in skill centers.
had the advantage of upen entry exit. occcupational clustenng. and a
range of supportive semvaces. However. they were wustly and required a
lot of courdination. The thard type of project. individual referral.
assigned an indevidual to a particular schoosl and. 1n contrast 1o the other
two. did not imply that the existence of the instilution or the class
depended on mammtaimng a gnen number of flow of individual
parucipants. However. each referral uften required as much time-
consumung paperwork as a dass-uze project Partly for this reason. but
also because some believed that standard training institutions were
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128 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS LNDER LOCAL’CONTROL
mappropriate for the educanonally disadvantaged. individual referral
was not widely used. y *
Before CETA. no transactions of any sigmficance occuned between lhe
local employment service and the local traimng agency. Any decision .
. made at the local level had to travel up the hierarchy to the state level of
the mimating agency. across to the state level of the other agency. and
,  then down again to the local level. The split responsibilinies at the local
level resulted 1n delays. less-than-full use-of projects that were funded.
and some difficulty in establishing accountability for programrresuiis.?
Undef CETA. pime spansors assumgd the decision-making responsiii-
iies previousls exercised by the state employment service and the
] 'vocational education agency Many sponsors moved decisively away
~Jrom_the class-size projects and skill centers 1o much wider use of |
indwidual referral. Almost half (10 of 24)-of the sample sponsors
reported more mdndual referrals m fiscal 1976, Its advantages to them
were a2 wider range of traimng facihties and occupational chosces. i
greater flexibihity 10 1aor prifgrams to individual needs. and avoidance
of costly commutments 1o single mstitutions. Some tramning coulid be
obtained from public schools at no instruction. cost, 1mcidentally
achieving a ( £3a goal of closer coordination wath exishing agencies
However, vocanonal education agency officials have pointed to flaws
i a pobicy of large-scale indnidual referral. It usually does not address
the long-term manpower needs of an area. Because each ndividual
makes a choice from courses that already exist. there 15 not much
motivation for sponsors 1o add new courses that would be useful.
Individual referral may also lead to a policy of selecung the most
qualified applicants. because persons without envugh educauon to keep
abreast of & standard course may not be referred to such programs
_vocanonal educators feel thar an academcally able (ETA enrollee.
capable of complenng a standard course 1n a vocational insttution.
probably should not be cohsuming ¢ ETA resources. If sponsors give up
the more costly special traiming centers for the educationally disadvan-
taged. there 1s a question as to whether they are substtuting equally
effective traming.
> Interviéws with vocauonal educators and manpower planners revealed
very different views of vocatonal trainng. Some of the conflict anses
from differences in perception of what constitutes effectve training and
some comes from a clash of bureaucranc nterests. The differences are

#North Amenican Rockwetl Information S)ﬁ» Co. A Systems Analysis of the MDTA -
Institutional Tratmng Program. Athington, Va , 197}

Y0ne consornum (Pinellas 51 Petersburgh previcusly limated to class-uize groups i 5
occupations, expanded 15 offenngs 1o 33

(
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highlighteg in a study of socatiopal education and manpower pianmng
m Texas. which observes thal manpower programs are commonly
direcled al narrow. shori-term objectives —the minimum amount of
' lraining necessary {o gel a person a job.!'* In contrast. vocational
educators prefer a sumewhat more-generalized. more ennched training
currieutum. which over the long run is presumably more effgctive in
improving employment prospects. A report'? on a 1976 conference of
state vocational educators illustrating bureaucratic inertia describes the
reluctance of vocational educators v “move away frum traditional. tme-’
honored activinies and to establish new operational prionties ™ {Sponsor
+relationships wath insututions delivering classroom training are discussed
. in Chapter6) | ~
- Ther‘é 15 evidence thal sume prime sponsofs-were adjusting classroom
trarhingyconient to conform 1o a low-cost strategy  For example. sevetal
. sponsors —N\ew York City. Topeka. and Calhoun. Look. and Pasco
counties — reported a shifl :n occupational skill traiming from indestrial
and manufactuning skills o less costly traming in service skills For the
most pagf. -sponsors reported that they had made these changes.n
response to the recessiBh. because job Upportunities in the service fields
were better BUt tho in the Sample (Calhoun County and Gleveland)
* reported that shifts to the service fields were made 10 reduce costs by
«shifing to a less expenanvk traiming area and s&?\enmg the tramming {0
provide just enough preparation io gel the immediate job The Chester
County fiscal 1976 Tatle | plan. for example. stated that «classroom
training would be limited to 11 week< If an indisidual could not master
the matenal withia this period. he or she might continue to-astend “as -
necessary for proficiency”™ but would have to attend in the evening,
without allowances.
A few sponsors planned tq move i the other dicecuon. St. Paul
L .reported a broadenng of skill traiung by adding courses in basic math,
science. and communications. Ramsey Coutity planned most of its
clagsroom traiming to continue for an academic year of longer. However.
the DoI granteTeview guidelines for fiscal 1977 seent tw favor aselatively
fow-cost Title [ program sirategy and could have the effect of
diminishing the educa[mnql'wmegl of classroom traming. Key indica-

l' "

Lyndon B Johnson School of Public Afiirs. - “Manpower and Vocational Education
Planning Processes Four Regwna] Case Studier.” Universsty of Teras at A psun, 1973
MSee Month American Rockwell nformaudn Systems Cu. A Systems Analysis of the
MDTA insntutronal Teaiming Prigram. pp 2-126

MA mimeographed summary of the proceedings of this mecu‘hg was arculated by the”
“ational G?‘v‘c-l'-noﬂ Coafereace (nuw the National Governurs’ Association). Washington.
bc -
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tors cénunue to be plagement. cost ratics. rate of expenditures related to .
the characterisics of participants. the mix of services. and general
economic cgndimons.’ Recogmzing the pressures toward conecentration
on & -skiil. ShoTtterm traiming, the Department of Labor undertook m
% 1977 to encourage a number of expenmental, advanced-skill, long-term
trfining projects through the Skill Traiming Improvement Program
(sip) These emphasized the mvolvement of private industry in .
wlenufying needs for skilled occupanon and in the vversight of programs.
Sponsors were resroonme to the legislative tmphasis on meeung the
aceds of persons of himited English-speaking ability. Four of the sample
sponsors reported adding English as a second language (EsL) to curncula
in 1976. bnngmgw 12 (of 19 loca: spensbrs for which data are available)
the number™that, offered, this program. Other programs ingluded
orientation. which was offered by. 13 sponsors. and adult basic educanon
or preparation for a general equivalency diploma (GED—equivalent tp a
_fugh school degree). which was offered by 16 sponsors. All 19 sponsors
- " " offered some type of skill traimipg, . e -

- +

WORK EXPERIENCE . ' -

Before CETA. work experience was in many cases the main actyvity for
youth or a last resort for adults. and under lgcal sponsosship there has’
been httle apparent -.hange Work experiencabrojects —Jobs at mimmum

princaipally for youth and were usuallyfadmimstered by schools or
commumty agencies. These were Ng fborhood Youth Corps (NYC)e
types of projects and vahed in ¥, perhaps miore widely than any .
) vt“he‘ program In some pmﬁg.lpams were closely supervised. in
».others, they were not. 2 it ded related skall. traimng, others did
. not. There was no i ;.4.
LA M

esorlpuons or. sludles of indivrdual prog,rams at
NgEdBtie study comnfenied that “nyc has never been popufarin =~ -
. Us:sipends typically h¢ing below that believed by many youth

1o be (ﬁe _mimmonm, acceplable payment and haviag a reputation for
makework "1%°A study on anotper community noted. “the projects mlghl
" be divided bétween those . . . in the schools and public agehcies where
the expertence has been so.ur;d fa lhOs?D commumity action

1ig Adem auon, “Yransmrital of
1eld memoranfum no 209-73, March

“U'S Deparimemt of Labol' Empldyment and
Key Performance Indicators for Title | Programs.

¢ 24 1977 4
"Olympus Rescarch Corpomuon, Total Impacs Evaluatwi? of Manpower Prograﬂu an Fqu
. . Cities .Sall. Eake City Otympus Research € orporauon. “1970 - \ '
. ~ " e h .
— ' [ . + ’ - * '
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agencies and youth groz where the emphasis has tended o be on

developmg militancy."16 A review of evaluations of youth work

experience found little evidence, that youth work expenence contnibutes

to positive attigudes, beller work habits, or job skills for 1ts participants.

Nevértheless, conventional wisdom has assigned to work expenence a

value “as a combination income mamtenance and maturation device to
« youth to stay out of troutle until they are old enough to get a sustaining
Job or to énroll m a tragming program.”!?

Ithough the bulk of summer funds comes from Tutle {II, sponsors.
serve large numbers of youth under. Title T through work gexpenence
programs. A comparison of sponsot enrollments in wggk experience
programs with the proportion of school youth shows ponsors with
the highest proportion of full-time students also the highest -
+  proportion of enrollees 1n work expenence programs (3§ Figure 3).

A few of the sponsors studied have reduced ot elmflaled expenditores
for youth work expegience. Calhogn County dropped the N¥¢ programs. g
This was a big shift—these programs had accounted for 30 percent of ¢
total fiscal 1974 funds—but the pnme sponsor regarded youth work
expefience as nothing more than a handout, with negative effects on the
attitudes of young people toward work. A similar sentiment was
expressed by a field reseagcher at another site, who questioned the value
of “being employed in meaflingless unsupervised work which wili
eventually make 1t more difffcult to enfef the world of work. . .. In
some cases studerfg are cleaning up vacant lots and then no prowslon 18
ever made for trucks to haul the trash away.”

Pasco and Middlesex counties reduced the youth work expenence
program; St. Paul reduced anhd reorganized the program. However with
these exceptions, the fundame}ial program comeept of work experience
for youth appears to contindd more or less unchanged under Jocal
“SpONSors, wuh more of the same problems that 1t had under federal
directio

The major. work experlence program for adults before CETA had been
R feral?n Mainstream.” Mainstream and equivalent work programs

we ome cases lempordry “parking [ots™ for persons awaiting entry
into-other prpgrams. Principally, however, they were employment of last
resort, providifig income and some self-esteem fof the elderly, adult
residents of Tural areas. and others binhikely to make 1t 1n the regular
labor market. Under cETa. work expenence for adults has expanded

+ somewhal. made necessary. according to prnme sponsors, by the

4
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VPerry et al, The Impact of Gmwt Manpower ngmm: pp- 449450, ¢
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PRIME SPONSORS BY PERCENT OF
, FULL-TIME STUDENT ENROLLEES
*Title | exptactures 1or |ll':.‘ 3 quarters of Fiscal 1976

SOURCE Based on Employment ang Traimng Admunistration Oata '

TIGURE 3 Prame sponsurs with high levels of full-ume students in Title [ spend more

on work experience and less on classroorn tramng ard other sctivities.
. 20 :

1 * ‘ . 1
recession. In one county, although work experience is regarded “more as

makework and tncome mantenance than sohd preparation for unsubsi-
.dized jobs™ and despite negative sentiments expressed by the planning

- counc:l “the staff has, ‘willy-nilly, been led into a large effort i this

area.” Another, however. regards work experence as a useful holding
device for thuse who are unemployed but have a strong attachment to
~work. One sponsur in the study sample eliminated work experience as ah
independent activsty, 1t 1s offered only as a.meartts of income support to
participants enrolled 1n classroom training, but this appears to be an
excepllon to the prevaibing practice.

i

ON'THE-JOB TRAINING .

8

Changes in on-the-job training as a result of (ETa were minor. Before
N . .
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)CEH emplgyers had a choice between pathcnpatmg in “high-support”
programs, 1fi winch they provided suppdartive services for participants
and were compensated accordingly, and paruicipating in “low-support”
programg. which tnvolved fewer services. less money. but also less
_puther In general 1t appears that the hlgh -support oplion most
attractive 10 large employers: And, under CiTa. there was a shift from

* large employers to smaler firms. and a corresponding movement from
high supporigfo low-support contracts. Sponsors identified on-the-job-

ﬁlrammg more than any other activity as a prefcrred strategy. but in ﬁscal
1976 less than 10 percent of Title I futtds was spt'm on O5T.

st PPLEMENTARY SERVICES

Manpower jargon defines two categories of su]::p}en&mar). services as
adjuncts to major program activities. “Manpower” services generally
include outreach. intake. ass€siment. otlentation. counseling. job
development. and placement. Before CETA these services were usually
provided by the employment service. “Support” services generally refers
to services providedy by other social. agencres to overcome employment
handicapg. such as T'leallh problems or the need for transportauon and
child care faciliues. Before cE7a. the usefulness of these social services
« and the extent to which they shoiuld be budgeted were frequently
program issueg. Recently. relatively little has been heard on the subject.
in part because sponsors have been able to'make cosi-free referrals to
other service agencies within their jurisdictions Fhe Cook County Title |
pian for fiscal 1976 specified that no more than 5 percent of the cost of a
slot was to be spent on support services. both Cook County andthe
Phoentx consortium ndicated that they ‘planned to reduce support costs
by greater use of other commumty agencies. The Mame Bos Tatle | plan
also called for expenditures for support services that averaged S percent
of parucipant costs. but this was significantly more than was spent before:
CETA 4
The principal change with regard to manpower services has been m
delivery agents (see Chapter 6) rather than i the nature of the services.
The delivery of “direct placements™ has been a particdlar, source of
controversy. The Department of Labor mststed that placement of job-
ready workers who have not parlmﬁued In any olher substantive (ETA
program be done exclusively by tht employment service (Es). Prume
sponsors viewed this as an mtrasion on local alitonomy. bul DOL was
concerned with buttressing the mandate of the Es and with seducing the
* duplication of functions. :
Sponsors have justified thewr direct placcmem services on a number of
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grounds. Durect placement helps 10 ease the pressures generated by large
numbers of eligible Job apphcants and conserves resources for others
who need more assistance It builds the image of the sponsor as an
employment-vnented.agency and broadens potential job prospects for
CeTa clients Finally, 1t helps meet cnucal placement goals by serving
persons who are relatively easy to place and makes the prime spunsor’s
general performance look better. This tssue_ llustrates the collision
between one (ETA objective. local decision making. wath another
objective - the use of existing nstitutions. The question was finally
resolved by having DOL encourage. but nut mandate. the use of the Es

SUMMARY : gy

Under ¢etarlocal spunsurs were tu have a chance t expesiment with the
manpower programs. shaping them tv fit an indivdual’s needs or the
unigyg charactenstics of a particular labor market Change has occurred.
b.u;‘lt 1ot take the direction that some had envisioned

¢ Program change can be measured n terms of alterations m the
nature of programs uffered and in terms of shifts 1n the relative emphasis
on yarsus kinds of programs. The nature of program services and
ac.mmes thanged hitle under ¢ £147 The overwhelming majonty of pnme
spunsurs surveyed indicated that theur strategy in determiming the kinds
of prigrams tu, be uffered undes Title [ was to retain the existing kinds of
prugrams. using the established program operators. Only one sponsof 1n
the study sample intruduced a totally new prugram design. a fuw others
mlroduced novel pilot projects. .

¢ Contnibuting tu the status quu were the legacy of past programming.
the decentralizatioh tu smaller plannmg units for which alternatves are
fewer. the recessiun that spunsors felt imned their options. and the state
of the art -only the must suphisticated sponsor staffs were 1n a position
tu improve upon existing program models. Finally. the Department of
.-Labor was preoccupied with getting the money spent and assisung
SPUNSOrs 1u deselup appl'upl’ldie admmlslralne and procedural struc-
tuges, _

* Traditional pre- CETA work expeneh(.e programs for. youth amd
adults have wnunued nearly unchanged under (ETa. A few sponsors
have ehnnfated work experience. but_ most have retained # and

* inureased expenditures fur adult prugrams n respunse (o the recession.
‘Wurk experience wostinues to ablurb a mayor share of Title I funds.

despite evidence even hefure 14 that fur'youth, at least. the quality of

. -
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many such programs contributes httle 1o positive atutudes, betler work
habuts. or job skulls.

* Sponsors have, howeyer, shifted the balance of programs dunng the
first 2 years. They did not at first plan sigmficant changes 1n the
distribution of resources among major prog,ram activiiies. but the effects
of fiscal pressures in big cines, difficulies in getting programs going
under new sponsorship. and the recession all contnibuted to a shift of
funds away from classroom traming and o7 (from 60 percent in fiscal
1974 10 40 percent of program budget 1n 1976 and 50 percent 1n 1977 to
a greater emphasis on work experience and public service employment.

This shift. ansing {rem external and conungent circumstances rather .
than from any spogor conmviction that it- made the best balance to
promote individual employability. has aroused concern. because
appears to mark 2 subtle but definite change in the character of
manpower programs. away from preparation for economic self-
sufficiency and 1n thq direction of subsidized employment. This 15
especnal]) true if funds provided under Titles II and VI are also

~ cons:dered. Morg.than 80 percent of all CE7a funds in the three ttles has
been psed to mamtain people in subsidized public sector jobs, often
unaccompanied by hignificant efforts to move them into unsubsidized
employ ment. '
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| The Delivery of -, -
Title I Services

While CETa pnme sponsoss have tended to remain within the charted
course” in the programs offered. they have introduced far-reac}
changes 1n the debivery system and program operators. One result of
these changes was 1o dissgive the near monupolies of the employment
service and the MD1A skill centers in their areas of servace.

Structuning the delivery system and selecting the service deliverers are
the two pnncipal tasks of ¢ ETa sponsors that follow from deasions about
who will be served and what services will be provided. The term
“delivery system” descnbes the interrelatonships of agencies and
organizations that carry out the activibies at entry. éxit. and transfer
points through which individuals pass as they recen e manpower services.
It was the former chaotic stale_,gf these arrangemems that led to cCETA
Before CETA. categoncal program operators offered to applicants only
their own services, as determuined by legislative of admanistrative
guwdehnes. Each recruited it$ own chents, and seldom were chents or
SeFvICces shared with another program. N

Within the sgme community. some services mlght be duphcated by
several agencies. others mught not be available at &il. Some agencies
provided only part of the services for a single program package. others
offered a whole program. and stll others admunisiered more than one
program. Much of the cntiasm of the delivery of manpower services
before CETA was directed to such fragmentauon and lack of coordina-
ton.

Under the Manpower Development and Traiming Act. the employ-

136 1
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mentservice and local vocational education agencies played the leading
roles 1n most communities. but vanous community-based organizations
and other agencies also furnished services for actinties stemnung from
the Econumic Oppertunity Act For the most part. the greater the
numnler of delnerers. the larger the number of separate delnen
strugtures operating within the community For example. a relau\el\
smalTounty. such as Stanslaus tp«)puiauon less than 200,000), had 10
different manpower programs operated by six different agencies In large
aties. It was ROt uncommon o find dozens of programs. mans unknown
to one another ' ‘

In addition 1o cnucismpof the process. there was dissatisfaction aith
the delnery agencies themselves The, difd nut reach of adequately seinve
certam segments ofthe community. thes were not consenently located.
they spent too much on administration (ETa offered to sponsors the
opportunity to structure the manpower delner\ system and select the
agenaies through which manpower senices were to be delivered

There were two major expectations-for (eTa One was thai the jumble
of categoncal programs would be transformed intu an orderh armady of
program achivities in each community. & $ystem with clearly designated
entry points. each of which would have jccess to all semvices that the
system provides The second expectalion was that under the eve of the
local sponsor. delinery agencies would be obliged to becdthe more
efficient and effective —or Be replaced Discernible progress has been
madean the former goal: the extent of umprovement sn the latter is not
clear and needs further study

- f
SYSTEM DESIGN v

At (ET4’s inceplion. there was nu working model of a comprehensive
delivery system for primé sponsors. although’sume approximations had
bee n attempted One was the Cuncentrated Employment Program (¢£pP).
created 1n 1967 to courdinate skrvice delivery within a lrmited geographic
area, usually the low-income sectiun of an inner vity For the most part.
(tPs were sponsored by community actiun agenvies These agencies had
difficulty 1n coordinating services among subcontractors, organizational
confhict and lack of cooperation adversely affected the putedlial of ceps !

Another early effort W&s the Comprehensive Manpower Program
{tup). a pilot pjogram anticipating CETa. which was established in nine
IChatles R Permy. Bernard E Anderson. Richard b Rowan. and Herbert R Northrup.
The Impact of Gabernment Manpower Programs In General, and On Munonnies and W omen.

Philaddphia Endustnal Research Unit, Wharton School. Laiversuty of Pcnnsyivama 1975,
Ch 13
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areas In fiscal 1973
problems that were
nexpenenced sponsors.?

The concept of comprehensive service delneny impled that all
actnaties-and services offered in pne geographic area would be unified.
and accountability for prugram outcome would be centralized Manpow-
er services would be coordinated. program participants would be
exposed to a full range of traimng and service options. there would be
conunuity of responsibility fur each client throughout his or her stay

Of the 24 local pnme sponsors studied in the fisst vear. 4 were found
have a comprehensive delivery system. 1] to have a mixed system. and 9
to have retained a calegoncal configurauon isee Figure 4). By the second
year. 8 sponsors had adopted a comprehensive system. 6 a mixed system.
and 10 retained a calegonical svstem. as shown in the table below

TA MANPOWER PROGRaMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

e cMP expenence ughlighted some of the start-up
1 encountered. icularly among relatnely

Comprehendve Syctum Wived Sy<rem Categonal Syetem

St Paul . Gary Phitadeliphia

Topeka . Long Buach Pauss County

Chester County “~ew York Stanisdaus Countr

Lorain County Calboun County (levelznd Consortium

Middiesex County Balapce of Cook County  Lendne Consgrtaum

Balenve of Ramsey Counny  Capital AreaConsornium - Phouniy “&I;&Qd CotteMium

Batance of {mon Counity, Orangy County {onsortium

Kansas City Wyandotre " N Ralergh Consortism
Pineflzs 5t Peterbure -

Consnrmum

Sar Joaquin Consertium

Those spunsors who lended to stay with a categoncal system were

. large aiues. which have long had an estabhished manpower nfrastructure

and significant pohnical pressures. ind consorua. which ¢onsist of
numerous. separate junsdicuons The larger and more urban ateas wath
many ethnic groups may find a comprehensive system. in which a single
agency controls program eniry. less suited to their needs. Consortia
prefer the categonical system. since 1t enables each junsdiction in the
alliance to control 1ls own acliviies Movement 10 2 comprehensive
model. then. has been most l)plC&Q{ small and medium-siz&d
Jurisdictions

The 3 largest sponsors studied. each with a populauon of more than |
milhion. have delivery systems that resemble their pre-CETA patterns (sce
Table 2. All 5—New York City. Cook Counly. Clev.eland. Philadel-

1.5 Department of Labor, Manpuwer Adminastrativp, Manpuwr Report of the Presiden:
1974.pp 42-44
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Type Client Program Job
System Intake Activity Referral *

Categoricar A

C
. Unified
Mixed ALB
4 C
4
A
. Urnified m_ Unified
Comprehensive A B &C "‘@ "] A.B,&C

FIGURE 4 Client Aow models

phia. antl Orange County — have many program operators that continue
to maintain varying degrees of independence wathin the dehvery system,
Each, however: has organized parts of 1ts’entry and exst services under a
stngle agency or organization. New York has a network of 26 city-funded
neighborhood centers, Philadelplia, ‘an 1n-house manpower center,
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TABLE 22 Distnbunon of Sample Local Prime Sponsorsby Type of CETA
Title I Dehvery System and Population pof Area. Fiscal 1976

Population of : T¥pe of Deltvery 5y stem

Prime Sponsor * Comprchensive Mixed Categornal
1 milhion and over i} 2 3
300.000-500.000 3 2 4
Less than 300.000 5 2 3
* TOTAL » ] & 10

. .

§

Cook County 15 using the employment service for all intake, and Orangg
County has a basic network of 6 recruitment centers run by Junisdictions
within the consortium. [n Cleveland. many of the participants are
processed through Aims-Jobs—formerly the Cleveland CEp,
The stmplest way to €nsure control over program operations. as well as
10 guarantee access to all program components. 1s o have a single
agency control thefservices connected with entry into the program.
intake, assessment. and reférral to an appropnate program opuien. By
fiscal 1976. 11 of the 24 local pnme sponsors surveyed had adopted a -
centralized intake model. and 2 more were planming such a system for
fiscal 1977 Each of 1] sponsorsesvith central mtake controlled access to
an average of 8 major program :?Mues
There has not been quite as much muvement IOward centrallzmg exit
funcuons. Opinion 15 divided as to whether 1t s better to preserve
accountability by making each operator respunsible for the placement of
. s own chents or to reduce dupheauon of eﬂ'or‘b) establishing a single
Job development and referral unit-operating on behalf of enrollees of
several programs. In practuice, individual program operators with good
channgls for placing their enrollees are encouraged to conuinue.
However. some sponsors have arranged for centrahized placement. Six of
the It sponsors with centralized intake have centralized placement. but
indidual servicg deliverers also make someplacements. ”
A centrahzed system does not automatically represent an improve-
ment in the delivery of services. although in most instances this 1s
~“assthged to be the case. As one field researcher noted, “CETa target
groupsffom the fural and urban ghettos fmay be] reluctant to enter a
large. shiny inshiutional ‘one-stop* affice. If the chentele are not being
reached. . . . integrated systems are largely an exercise n futility.”
While they are more -difficult to analyze. intermediate program
activities appear to have been even less centralized. Whether sponsors
+have retained the same semices and activities previou$ly offered or .,

"
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whether they have added. subtractede or restructured the substapce of
programs 1s hard to trace because the labels of categorical programs have
often disappeared. Therefore. 1t .15 nearly impussible to compare
differences 10 programs before and after CETA.

Changes n the number of major service deliverers might be one clue.
Of the 254 pre-cETa programs identified in 23 sample areas fother than
New York City and the balance of states). 1n fiscal 1975 under CE7a. omre-
third were euher discontinued ot were assigned to different operators
Accordng to a Department of Labor study. there was a 33-percent
ingrease in the number of service deliverers in the first year—from an
estimated 1.440 under MDTA and toa sponsorship in fscal 1974 10.1.950
under Title [ of ceran fiscal 1975 * The number of subcontractors has.
continued to increase substanually * In Cook County. the number of
subcontractors shot up from 130 in 1975 10 235 1n 1976 because of the
Lisung as primary contracts of dozens of contracts on behalf of individual
participants for classroom training and on-the-job training,

- Some specific examples may indicate more clearly the types of cha‘ngé
that have occurred In Topeka. the following programs vperated priot to

CFTA
1]

Delivers Anones Program ¢ 7
[ mPlioy ment oo M TA oa-thejoh tmmmeOPSJ
F mployment <o and -

Ver atlahsb techmie o) syhonot v MDTA skl tramine ~
QI i Skll!_tr.nnmz\ platement,

, SER . Skifl tramng placemedt

Kanwas Seuto o Institut . Purdic servmwy careers '

[Pk bl s L shibiathinend 3 outh corps 1o tLh(ml

1

' Op{.m' i MBI am v
Shataie Counes ,-,mr@ ol ae oy \r.l hbwsthood youth votpe olit-of- 'ﬂ.l\(ml

* ‘.
SO b s _— . )
In the first year. the Tupeka school system and the community action
agency were dropped. as servive.deliverers. bul there was no program -
change. as the pume sponsor took ever the NyC and Mamstream,
- programs . In the second vear. otc. SIR, and the _,\’()C&ll(}n&] technical
“schoal were dropped ds delivery agents. and all classroom Tramming was
assigned to the Kansas Neurologial Institute This shift in dehvery .
‘agencies changed the kinds of wourses oﬁered m ulas,smom training. X
There rcmanqid only three delivery agencies ‘in fiscal 1976. the

LS Depaptment of Labor. Manpower adminsiralion, Manpower Inkerc hange. W
October 1973

A GAG report refess to 30, 000 ur more™ subgraniees under cETADuf :hc vast majomy of
these are grantees under Fitles I1and VI :

~
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emplo)meni grvice. the Kansas Neurological Institute, and the pnme
sponsor. In that year. the employment service. did all the mntake and

. assessment and counseling. the mstitute did most of the. classroom

traiming. and the pryme_sponsur did everything else. a little classroom
training and all of the work experience and oIr. Thus. alf of the program

optuns that had previyusly been available were sull offered, but with far
. fewer service dehiverert.

In Stanislaus County. which had a similar range of pre-CETA programs.
the situation was very different. The Public Service Careets program was
dropped. une deliverer. the National Alliance of Businessmen (~aB)was
dropped. two activities have been added. each provided by a new
agency The teaching of English as a second language s one new
actnvity. the other is a construction training program in which chents are
learning carpentry skills by building new houses. Otherwise, the
programs and agencies are the same

Thef Phoeriix- Maricopa area was sened by 10 agencies before CETA.
Under (ETA these agencies remained operators, but must were relocated
to one of three neighborhood centers. Two of these centers served
Phoenix. at the third. sening Mancopa“County. the county and other
operators conducted work experience and other programs. In fiscal 1976
five small new pro were funded - the Phoenix Indian Center. a Basic
Black Theatre Troupe. and two umon training
programs, of these projects was to be conducted by a new agency
10 be located 1n one uf the three centers. While these projects increased
the number of deliverers by 50 percent. they accounted for less than 10
percent of Tatle [ funds. ,

The foregom,g ilustratiuns Jemonstrate varying degrees of consolida-
uon of the standard functions Sponsors have been moving toward
delivery sysfems that centralize intake and. to a lesser extent. consohdate
the rest of the prugram Huwever. integralion of services among titles has
not uceurred. Whie eight sponsors in the sample indicated that ther
intake centers processed applicants for all three ntles. once apphcants
came through the dour. interviewers simply sorted them mnto job-ready
of not-yub-ready groups and assigned them correspundingly to public
service empluyment or Tatle I activities. There was 2§tle or no provision
for the transfer of services from one to the other. There was only one
instance m the sample of persuns being tramed under Title T and then
assigned 10 a pubhic service job under Tule [T or VL. )

L
+
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PROGRAM OPERATORS -

Consistent with the stress on local autonomy. Congress placed the
responstbility for selecung the agencies W provide manpower services
~  with the pnme sponsor. There were to be no “presumplive deliverers.™
CETA supporters anticipated that this would put pressure on existng
agencies to becom2 more efficient and responsive and that wasteful or
neffective agencies would be dropped. Howeyer. cntics feared that this
authority would lead t0 the extinction of the advocacy base built up over
the 1960s by mimmoniues and the disadvantaged. They were concerned
that “public agencies such as the schools.' personnel offices and

vocahional educators . . . [might] ‘capture’ the programs or squeeze out
effective community groups which could serve as planming or delivery
agents™.5 '

S—1"the face of such objecnons, Congress also stipulated that existing
insitutions of demonsirated effectiveness should be used to the extent
deemed feasible. Having thus disposed of the 1ssue. Congress left 1t 1o the
federal and local admimistrators 10 sort things out. What followed was a
struggle over turf,*

PRIME SPONSORS ~ '

One of the most striking resulis of décentrahzauon has been the
emergence of 4 new agency for service delivery —the prime sponsor yself.
This has come about as sponsers attempted 10 coordinate and’
centrahize the : T Integration was accompanied by a
reduction in the number of agencies controlling the basic operations and
extension of the role of the local prime sponsor from admunistrative
overseer o direct program operator. Pnme sponsors cited additonal
« © " redsons for mowng mto operatons. unsatisfactory performance by
exisung agencies and 2 reluctance to ¢hoose among orgamizations
competing for program contracts. Others have suggested that bureau-
cratic aggrandizement on the part of the sponsor's staff may also have
been a motrve.

Seventeen of 24 local sponsors in the sample reported that they were
dlrecr?,en/‘gage%ﬁ me aspect of program operations in fiscal 1976. Of
the Tl sponsors wm%emral intake, 6 operated that actmtysand 2 more
planned to take 1t oder (from the employment service) in ﬁsca.I 1977.

Results of a Department of Labor survey of the operating role of

‘ational Manpower Policy Task P The Comprehensive Employment and Tramng Aa
Opportunittes and Challenger, Washington, D C. Nauonal Manpower Policy Task Force,
Apnl1974.p 10 .

X5 —
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sponsors in 1976 were similar. Pnme sponsors were reported as operating
the intake function o 61 percent of Tatle | programs and as beng the
.primary deliverer of placement services in almost half of the Tte [
prégrams 6
An analysis of Tule 1 expendttures proudes another measure of -the
new 1mporiance of sponsors as prograim operaiers (see Figure 5 and
Table 23) The employmenl sefvice. education agencies. and keading
community-bas¢d organizauons acciunted for abuut 7¥percent of all
_expenditures in fiscal 1974 and about 62 percent 1n fiscat 1976 The prime
sponsor shares the remainder with all other dgencies. but the proportion
now, going to the pnme sponwr s snzab,le

+

COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS

" Although funding of the major communily-based vrgamzations (¢ Bos)
increased significantly during the first 2 years of (7. the study found
that these orgamizations €xpress considerable uneasiness about their
changed refationships ¢ and tesponsibilities and the expanding role of the
sponsof as a direct defrvergt of service According to DOL nauonal data, -
funds contracted to thethree major community-based orgamzations—
0Ic, the Urban League;, and stR— rose from $46 mullion in 1974 o
million 1 1976 (seé “Tahiegd) However. ther proportionate share of
. total Tile I expenditures chdnged httle from 1974 0 1976 (see Figure 5).
The local prime sponsor reduced ¢ Bo funding because of what it

. viewed as poor performance in sume ystances. A few urganlzahons lost
funds when polmcal alltancey shifted tgut even where ¢ BOs have retamed

their role as service deliverers. they du not necessanly control the flow of
‘clients from entry to exit. but may provide only certain services within
the total sequence They frequently are required to serve all apphicants
rather than just their onginal constituency. ¢ Bos believe thewr autonomy
has been curtailed’and see a pulenllal challenge 10 the ratonale fur their

. existence’ 7 .

Such concerns prompted a1c to seek tegislatiop for separate financial

support for nself and the other community -b}d ofgamizations. In a

s(atemenl at a Hbuse committee’s ouemght he mg.s a spuokesman said

5L § Bcpanmem of [.abor Office of Program E\-aluallon. Employment and Traimng
. Adminstranon. “Report on (ETa 'SESA Llnkagcs and Rclqllonshlps. March 1976." p 48
' (unpubhished) ) ]
"See. for £xample. Charles Knder's discussion of .this issue 18 “Topeka. Kansas" In
witlam Mirengbff, ed . Transition to Deventratized Manpower FPrograms Eight Area Studies.
Comfniltee on Evaluanon ‘of Employment and Traming Programs, Washington. D€
Nanonal Academy of Sciences. March

I{)Ti' PP ' 15
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TABLE 23 CETA Tutle | Expenditures by @or Service Deliverers. .
Fiscal 1974 and 19767 {millions of. dotarg) R
Service Delivery Agemy IYI9%74 FY 1976
Employ ment service? ' 9u 6F
Community org.:m.z.it:onf{Ol(' SER.NUDy 46 93
Education agenues? . 162" m
Other deliverers . ' 93 : . 265
Subtota} feapenditures for wervices? n 69}(
Expenditures For wages. dllowame. apd I'rmg.c [
pa¥ inents to enrollee J ) 477 ! ’ 892
*  foTAL 868 e 1590

SOURCE Cumpuied from l'mprm mxnt and Tramms Adminstration. L 5 Department
of Labor data

lncludes 5 persent vocaliondd cducation grants to govemors
P5pansur expenditures un eMEpluyment senie estimated by using DL Jata < numbe?
of man years contracted and 2 rate of $15.000 per m;m vear B
“Includes some wage fallawance exPenditures
dCalcylated by using tolal Title Lenpendituzes fur prme sponsof Llasstocim rdingng.
sbtrac ing Tatle [ expenditures onrallowances and addisg expendizures from the

5 percent vocatonal educatsdn grant
€ alculated as residual

Fstimated at 55 Percen( of total Tttie I expenditures for 1974

- TABLE 24 Federal andl Local Funding of Community-
. Based Organizations for Manpower Servics. Fiscal
1974-1976 (millions of “doliars)
1
Olgamzation FY 1974%  FY 1978 Y1976
" 0OIC 23 42 55
Lgban League ] . 16 1 .
\ SIR . 13 19 !
+ TUTAL 46 - L4 77 b2
SOURCE Employment and Tramng Admmmratmn uUs. l)epart
ment of Labor
)
‘thatot¢ as* . . . in danger of being fragmentized..divided. weakened
. R and possibly destroyed.” He spoke of the need to preserve the oIC
. traiming sequence from outreach through traimng and counseling (o
placemenl “the integnity of the oiC process . . . should be man--
tammed. e = ‘

*Statement vf Dr Leon H Sullivan., Chaimmgn of .l'hc Buard, OpPurtunities Industnaluza-

ton Centers of Amenca, in 'S Congress, House, Committee un Educguon and Labor,

7 Overnght Hearings un the Cumprehensive Employment gnd Traning Act, Part 3, Before the
% Subcommitiee vn MGHPQWCL Cumpensalivn, and Health and Safety, 34th Congress. 2nd

»  Sesnon. August 26, 1976, pp 229-130 >
i . - ' ] . ‘ ‘
Q ‘ T K . . . . ;
— * ¥ - a4
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. The incimation of some pnme s nsoss to absorb rather than
coordmnate the work of other age*ncues%oas been noted. The Director of
Human Resources and Economic Developmen*for Gleveland indicated .
that agencies such as the emplu)menl service. the vocationa ducation

. " other or wth the prime sponsor. and that the only way, to create a tru
» comprehensive manpower system wuuld be for the cugz veiop the
wapacity to deliwer all manpower services. San Joaquin tstabhshed
cenlral intake. assessment. and referral center at Stockton in 1977 that
¢ tonsolidated. many of the services then berfg furnished. not only by th
employment service. but alsu by (Bos and-the vo¢dtional educatio
, agency. In Kansas City. the emplpyrient service was atl the outse
* replaged as servjceé deliverer by a number of ¢BOs. including SER gt tjfe
Urban-League. and the local community action agency. The numbst of
service deliverers was cut from 14 to 710 fiscal 1977, and services wére 10
becume more highly centralized. One of the three <1ty cummsstoners has
. alre:;ui} suggested publicly that the ity take over “the whole thing™ in
order tu emd the annual “hassle” among service delwveters and proude ,
. betler program coordimation.
-There are. of course. different ways 4n which sponsors can take over.
In several areas, sponsors have absorbed the staffs of the (BOs as well as
therr funcuons. To some. this appears to be an advantage n the long run.
since service to the target group now becomes a part of the system rather
. than a function outside it. On the .other hand. 1t may signal. as others
. feas, a decline in attenfion to those most i need. 3 )
In a letter to the National Assoclauqn of Counties dated July 29. 1976,
. the Department of Labkor stated that henceforth. 1f prime sponsurs
planned 10 make changes.n delivery agents. these changes would have to .
be. suppor‘led by a detailed documentation of the reasons for change.
. mcludmg data on “compreherisive cosls. tyPes of service and responsie-
.ness of services.” It remams tu be seep whelher regional offices will
. interpret this as a signal to discuurage further {hanges i senvice deluen
. (
agenclfzs. mcludmg ¢ROs. - ‘

‘f.

COMMUNITY AUTION AGENCIES .

+

Prior tu CeTA. commumity actign agencies (¢ Aas) operated manpower |
"¢ programsin 21 of the 28 areas of the sample. In 1975, three sponsors
(Topeka, Loram- County. and S§mislaus County) took over tiye CAA
_progfams or aspigned them tu agencies. While 18 spunsors retamed’ .
. " CAasim fiscal I976. several (Uniof County. Kansas City. Drange County. .
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and Raleigh) reduced their rgle. ‘Precise data for fiscal 1976 are not
available. but Commumiy Services Administration officials esumate
that. at the national level. the dollar value of DOt CEFa funding was
about the same 1n 1976 astn 1975 .

)

SOCATIONAL EDLCATION

. L3

While funds spent un clavsruom traiing tbuth by prime sponsurs and
frol the supplemental 5-percent gosernuis” grants for svocational
educatiun} tnereased 45 percent {from 3360 mudhion 1n 1974 w0 $524
million 10 1976). they Jid not keep pace with the increase 1n total
expenditures on Title T activities, which rose”sbout 80 percent DOL data
also indicate an internal shiftin the use of classroum traintng funds. with
a relanvely smaller proportion guing for alluwances and- a greater share
to the msututions themselves The effect vf this has been to susigyn the
proportion of tutal Titie | expenditures actually guing 1o educauonal

Jinsntutions ‘The share of Tude [ dollars guing to classrootn traimifg

would have been smaller 1n 1975 and 1976 1f not for the $-percent

maney. » .

The S-percent monesy has alw been a factor 1n persuading prime
sponsurs to spend more ort pubhc. educat:on agencies than they
otherwise might Public vocational educauon s by no means monohithic
[113 pffered by both state and local wwatems. by high schools. community
colleges. \,u-..ali(:{:di—lechnm.al institute¥rand uther public sources Urider
¢ £t thepe-has’been much greater opportunity fuf thede institutions 10
compete directly for sponsur funding. and sponsors reported consider-
able shifuing tn the use of these soukces

[ part. the shifts may be due w the tensions bétween prime sponsors
and vocational education officials Conflicts generally revolve around the
selectim of trainees. performance ~tandards, and Juration of courses.
Edygcaton officials complain thdt trainees are not selected carefully
They alw tend 1o favor longer, more bruadly based. and career- “oniented
oceupational preparation. In contrast ko ¢+1a sponsofs. who frequently
sech shurt. single-purpose oufses tu prepare trainees fur spetific entry+
level jobs Spansors responded to these problems. 1n part gt Jeast. by
moving to individual referrals and by using ¢ much lurger number of
traming facihties, which presumably offers o greater range of curnculum
uptions In the Orange County consortium. for example. where three
communits colleges had previudy delvered all of the MDIA Eraming.
the prime spunsur is now eontracting with four colleges. twu regional
vccupational programs, (ko schouol digtncts, and some private schols,

- ]
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The increase of individual referals appears 10 be_coninbuung o the
demise of the skill centers—wcauonal education Institutions established
und &r MDTA 1O serve ma npr:w-er enrollees exclusively. Of the 10 areas 10
the sample that had been using skill centers. 6 had abandoned them by

fiscal 1976, citing reasons such as the limited range of courses. high costsim

and poor performance.

Some of the conflict between vocational educators and CETA SPONSOFs
may anse from differences 10 straiegy and outlook. In-many cases.
how ever. sponsogs changed classroum traiming deliverers for other. more
pohitical considerations. One factor already mentioned 1s the propensity
of sponsors to operate programs dn‘v:r.t.)r For example. when the
Cleveland consortium w anted a second shdl-training center. 1t decided to
operate the center directly .

To summanize. the prnime sponsor appears-uv be exerting authorty
oser classroom trawung of th estabhshed vocational agencies in
somewhat the same way §s it hfs with the community-based orgamza-

uons The result s a dlssoiuuon of the near-monopoly previously held b\'

a few educational agencies Howey er. 1t seggnis unhikely th& sponsors will
attempt to provide technical rrammgﬁm a large scale themselves, For the
most part. 1hey are uslng more trdining agencies

.

-
7

EMPLOYMENT §ER\I( E

.

cetathas had a greater effect on the organizational relationships of the
employment serice thamon any of the uther lung-ume service deliverers
In the first year of cETa. the employment senice lost a sigmificant
number of staff jobs presiously funded by manpower programs But
more important than its diminished position as one of the delivery agents
15 1ts loss of pnmacy as the manpower plannq‘-and the hinchpin 1
manpower operations Most sigiuficant in the long  run may be the
challenge that ce1a presents in terms of the basic labor market musston
ofithe employment service ’

It 1s one of the iromes of public adminsstration that Congress.
reacting to the mwltipliciy and duplicauon of manpower programs on
the local scene. created.a new federal-local system alongside the exjsting
federal-state emplovinent service network esiablished by the Wagner-
Peyser Actin 1933 Thus. the stagoggas agam set for competition and
duplication.

From i1ts mception in 1933 wnul the early 1960s. the employment
senvite occupied a majur positon 10 manpower affairs. Only in the mid-
1960s. with the onset of the War on Puverty. did the hegemory of l!'ie
employment senive begin to be challenged. The Manppwer Develo
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ment and Traiming Act expanled and preserved the duminant position
of the empluyment service Huwever. the Econunpe Opportunity Act of

s 1964 mntruduced the Office of Econumic Opportunity (0E0) 10t the

manpuwet arena. challenging existing insttutions. imcluding the employ.
ment ver et for not being responsise to the needs of the disady antaged

*The 1960 were charactenized by an explosion of suual programs and by
bitfer bureaucratic straggle among Dot. Hiw. and OEQ .over the
manpower compohents i the Great SodRen programs The Do saw the
world through “manpower-colured™ glasses. the ok viewed the same
swene through glasses colured *poor™ and made its daims accordingly.
tEw '« fogus was pracucally all-encompassing :

The respcnse «0f the employment service W the problems of the
disadvantaged was mixed Pressed by the Department of Labor to
particinatg more strungly in manpower programs for the disady antaged.
the empluyment senice found itself faced with ¢ dilemma If 11 did not
give prionty att¢ntion to the disady antaged. it would be accused of beng
insensitive to thove most 1n need if 1t fugpused its resources on the
disadvantaged. this emphasis would be at the expense of its basic mission
of matvtung empluyer jub wrders with qualified jub applicants Some &<
agencies percerve themselies in the same kind of quandary with ¢£7T4
manpewer programs’

As manpuwer programs proliferated. vs agenuies hecamne mcreasungl)
invoiled ih them. unl une :n every four of «heir pusitions was funded
from speciel’manpower legislaion The impact of (¥Ta upon the ts
agenuiey as deliverers of manpower services varied vonsiderably among
regionsand states Although 80 percent of the pfime spunsurs used the
emplovment sernvie to sume extent. tate agency man-years funded for
manpuwer programs dedined from the 6,000 pusitions that had been
allucated in fivcal 1974 for yDIA FOA programs tw 4.500 infiscal 1976 for
comparable ¢ #7a Tifle I programs (see Table 25)° o

a In fiscal 1975, the first vear of ¢k14a. the level of £5 parucipayon n
manpower programmiag under Futle | dechined about 30 percent from
llls'lf)?-i level fur somparable programs Ficcal 1976 showed a modest
gain. but the number of b staff-vear< supported by. agreements with
prime sponsors uader Tutle T wac sull about 25 percent below the 1974
fevel ' ' '

This loss was offset ta a4 vonsiderable extent by ES actnity under (ETA
Titles I and VI However. the gain was vonfined enurely to balance-of-
state areas. 1n which the Jocal offices were better; integrated in the
communyy and-where there were fewer alternative deliverers tsee Table
26)

L
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TABLE 25 Man Yeass Cottracted by State Employment Secunty Agencies
for CETA Tatlead, 1. and VI Manpower Activities and Pay ment of Allowances

in Fiscal 1994-1976 - -
. - g_.'
Employment Scn'r?-.e ' '
Spe_ial Lnemploy ment
. Tatkes I Governiors Insuran e
Frs. Fcar Title I¥ and ¥ Grant  » Servace® Total
1974 § 00 - @ 673 6 650
’ 1975 260 1.033 5918 5 BY4
1976 4543 7 1385 338 463 6729

SOLRLCE Empluyment ind Trasnfmg Admanstration, L & Departipent of Labor
9Fiseal 1974 includes man years confrasied fur MPTA and Economi OPporiunibies Act
seryaces fiscal 1978 and 1976 for (LT & pame sPonsors ,
bPayment of allowances

/—————-—-

*TABLE 26 Employment Serace Man Years CO{IIaCted with CETA Prnime

Sponsors, Fiscal 1975 and 1976% a—
S BOS Spamsors . LocdTSpansars
Fy 19715 FY 1976 FY 1875 TY 1916
r Titked 2039 1283 1 2190
*oTulelt 7% 368 85 ) 43 7
Tutle VI 161 . BB 109 168
TOTAL 2778 3427 1515 L) .

SGLRCE Employment and Tranmz Admanustranion. U S UePartment of Labor
F asludes man sears sontracked fur unemployment wsuranse sersice or under state
manPower services grnts

LY
v : ’

As they move toward a vomprehensive delivery system and become
familar with the entm-ext functions previously performed by the
employ ment senvice. pame sponsors have been assuming more of these .
responslbllmes themselves. For example, tn 20 of the 28 pame sponsor
areas'in the sample. the r5 either Ras no role. has a diminished role. or 1s
threateQed with declm\ng status and funds.

The explanations for the reduced role of the employment service vary
with the respondents: Primé sponsoss volced three basic concerns. {1}
hrmited effectiveness in job placement and 51 referrals. (2) 1nadegpate
service {p minonties and disadvantaged clrentele. afd (3) excessive costs.
especially for handhng allowance payments.

* s
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Other respondents supgesied additional considerauons (1) lack ofy
interest on the part of some Es offices, (2) empire bullding by ambitious
CeTA staff, (3) the infiuence of other Rfal agencies with pohitically
effective consutuencies: and (4) the operawon by some sponsors ofythe
entry and éxit powmnts of their manpower system as part of an effort to
develop a comprehensive system.

. There seems to be htile doubt that costs have handicapped state
emplovment secuniy ‘agencies 1n blddmg to perform (ETA services, The
employment service has fixed costs that' are often higher than those of
private or nonproﬁt agencies. The cost for handling rraning allowances
through the unemployment insurance system was frequently not
competitive with charges made by other deliverers. It 1s not clear,
however. that services are always comparable. Nevertheless. because of
such cost differences. the number of man-years contracted for this
activity dropped about 30 percent.over 2 vears. .

Stale S agencies used widely different cost approaches and, different .
pricing strategies. depending upon whether they wanted to maximize or
minumze their ceTa involvement. To a considerable extent, their interest

. depended on therr perception of how participation would affect their

placement performance. upon which local s budgets ate allocated Jfoa
large degree
. ‘The evidence on whether the Es has been dihigent or effective in
serving thexdisadvaniaged 1s mixed. The diminished role of the ES was
’ due 1n some measure 10 the decisions of sponsors 1o participate mose in
g placement and on-the-job traiung. In four nstances. the prime sponsor
was dissauisfied with the quality of s sjaffl assigned to handle CETa
placements Dussausfaction was also evident n other areas (Chester.
Lansing. and Raleigh). where the sponsors took over the placement
funciton. and six other sponsors seemed to be moving In the same
direttion Similarly. several sponsors felt that they could do a bettef _lob .
+ ° of handling on-the-job training than the employment service.
+ However. not all sponsor placement activity is atinbutable 1o the ES 7

4 inadequacies In San Joaquin, for ¢xample, the employment service had: A
the bes\ performance of any program operator. in Ramsey. the sponsor
added 1s own staff'to work on placements with E3 staff. not necessanly

- because the employment sen«aperformed poorly. but’to do a “more

. ¢oordinated™ job Transfers responsibilines-have occufted i the
smalier counnes, aties. and consortia. In larger urban areas. such .as
New York. Cleveland. Phlladelph;a and Orange County. the Es role was
ltmited from the beginning. !

o , On the whole. the employment service has fared better with Bos er:Qe

sponsoss than with local sponso’:s. but not as weil as rmghl have be

Fl
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expected As the manpower agency with a statewide network of Jocal
offices. 1t could have been designated by the guvernur as the deliverer of
manpowes services in all of the 80os areas. in some instances. that has
happened But in other states several facturs uperate to inhibit the
gorerners from using their authonty to press for the use of the s

First. governors are inclined to be responsine tc the wishes of local
elected officials Because the BOs programs are almuost always decentral-
ized. it 1s awkward for guvernors to insist on the use of the es if local
authorities prefer their vwn systems Second. many £$ agenwes have used
the unique character of the tederal-state gvstem to achleve a large
measure of independence by witing federal law to the gu»en‘r and state
law to federal officials A a cumtequence of this “arm's length™
relationship. the state g5 agency was frequently nout part of the governor's
immediate family and was’ treated, accordingly In Texas and North
Carolina, fur example. the guvernurs by passed the employment service in
assigning responsibihty for the statewide Bos program  Texas has.
however. come to the aid of the es+d phe local level through ingenious
methods In fiscal 1973, the <tate used its special state funds under
Secuon 103te) of the act to contract with the employment serice o
develop jubs fur CETa chients In 1977 the state »as to use thys money tu ¢
finance the state ks agency to provide a free allowance payment system
to all local sponsors in the state This proposal was to free local pnme
sponsor administratine funds and. by taking advantage of economues of
le. provide checks weekiy rather than biweekly Howewver. despite
se s5eMvices. CETa has been a lusing game for the Texas employment
e cEra-funded man-years drnpped from 368 1n 1974 to 285 1n 1975
and toX7n 1976° ’

aggressively (o canve vut a role for the local Es office In 1976, it assigned
respunsibility to the employment service for all intake. assesment.
selection 4nd referral. placement. and foliots- -up. This arrangement was
extended for fiscal 1977. but the decision ran inte strong local
opposiian One lettes from a council of governments declared. “Our,
elected officials are uppused to the process that was:used in the
development of such a policy . [To arbitranly change from an
b . EXI1SUAE system to a new one Iy not 1t the best interest of the chents or the
sponsor We have.eviewed the Balance of State Manpower Plannng
Council minutes and «an find no indicauen that this imater was ever
discussed or conadered.”

There 1< hittle evidence to suggest that prime sponsors sysiemauically
employed ubjectine.perfurmance untena in chougng program Webn erers.
Jhere was. in the first year. neither the ume. the capability. nor reliable

. ‘ . _l ?.}
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program data for making compari>ons. It 1s clear. however. thaf the role
of the £5 1n manpower programs has been senously affected by the shift
of authonty from federal to state and local levels. The challenge 1s more
serigus now than 1t was during Me antipoverty,era of the 1960s. The issue *
s n&gﬁger limited to servicdf for the disadvantaged and the challengers
ndw are pohtically potent elegied officials. - .
.The erosion of the ES rdle n manpower programs is particularly
awkward for the Department of Labor. which, as parent to both ES and
CETA. must balance 1ts responsibility to protect the autonomy of the,
| prime sponsor and 15 obligation to eqsure the maximum fegmble use of
the £5 ay an established manpower msttution Testfying at House
oversight committee hearings on the empluy ment secunty systentin June
1976 and again at House overaght commitiee heanngs on CETA an
September 1976. then Assistant Secretany Wilbam Kolberg appeared to
move toward re-establishing the position of the Es in this sphere of
operations in the long run. 11 15 cleasly not desirable. and
resourges Will not permit funding of the £S and CiTa pnme sponsors to
provide the same services In the same area to the, same indmiduals,
Accordingls. we -, [are making efforts] 1o identfy areas for improve-
men! 1n the 5. to avoid fundmk duplicative and uverlapping services.¥®
Kolberg ctated that the department intended 1o examine <ponsors’
reasons for fot using the employment service tn order to rectify
deficiencies’ and thus presumably elinfinate any legitimate reasons for -
sponsors to choose other deliverers C
Durmg the first year of (ETa. the extent 10 which the Employment and
Training Admirustration intervened un behalf of the employment service
vaned amang regional offices Some. mindful of the decéntrahizing thrust
of CETa. assumed a “hands-off” attitude. Others. more concerned with
the fate of the employment service.ypgyely 1nteM ened. pushing reluctant
ES agencies on one hand and nud hesttant prime sponsors on the
other. In the second year. there wazﬂnuch more cunsstent and concerted
effort to buttress the employment service. In July 1976, regional
administrators were requesied 10 urge state agencies to offer “direct
placement™ services to sponsors at o cost and te review cntically agy

. / ’ . - .

.
-,

. L

“Statement of Wilham Kelberg, in L S Congrd®. House. Commyttet on Educabon and
Labor, Overnight Heanngs on the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. Before the
Subcommittes on Manpower. Compensatiofi, and Health and Safety. 94th Congress. 2nd
Session. September 29, 1976, p 352
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prime sponsot plans’ that did not prupose to au;ept the proffered
senices.1? .

0ppu~mon to this approach was voiced by some s agencles that did
not see their best nterests served by this kind of policy and. mure
importantly. by prime sponsors who viewed 1t as an intrusion un their
freedom tu select agenuies to provide manpuwer services. A Compronuse
was dJeveloped by an advisory committee of CETA directors. which
recommended that “e14 should not rastnict the types of semvices which
prime sponscfs may contract from s, nor should 1t mandate an exclusive
r:gﬂ to the s for placement activiy 1n a local area. ™11

The Emergenc_\ Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1976. which exteaded
the public <ervice empluyment programs under Title V1. affurded a new
opportumity o Increase ks participation in CETA. The £Ta has proposed
that the employmeni senvice furnish to the pnme sponsor without cost
{2} a poul of potennal apphcants for the enlarged Title VI program (the
£S 15 11 a umique posiion v Jo this. since the ehgibility requirements of
the new legislation are tied to the welfare and 1 ytatus of apphcants. and
this information 1s 11 the £1 and wIN records of the gs offices). and (b)
certficaon of indivadual eligiblity. including the application of the
required family income test. Under this arrangement. the prime sponsor

would not be held respunsible for an) errors 1n certufication. In return. |

the empluyment sernvice would rt®ve from the prime sponsor all job
orders fur the newly created Title V1 pusitiong and recerve budget credn
for placements made. Although this proposal. too. infringed on the
demwn-mafrng authority of prime sponsors. 1he majonty of prime
sponsors acfepied the uﬂ'cr‘uf wouperation by the employ ment senvice.

»

SUMMARY . . ) .

Against the anticpation that earlier fragmented programs would be
reatranged under <:fa imtv 4 comprehensine system that would

f
“"Felegraphic Message. Bluyd £ Edwards. Empluymeni and Traiing Admunistralion. to
All Regronal Admunistrators, July 16, 1976 'Direct placements™ are Jefined as particpants
placed 10 unsubsidized empluyment aller recenifg uRly vutrcach. intake. and job referral

- services from the C Fia program
Hnrectors Work Group Meelng Synopsis, Nofes on 2 mecing of the cgTa Directors’
Work Group. Washington. DO . September 15 160 1976, Department of Labor
{unpublished) .
- ’
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cen[rallze responsibihty. reduce duphcauion. and offer participanis
greater program options, the study finds that:

* One-third of the local sponsors studied have adopted a comprehen-
sive delivery system for Tule I programs; one-quarter have a mixed
system: the remaining 40 percent have retained categoncal dehve
arrangements In general. smaller ciies and counties have been m
hkely 1o move to comprehensive systems, larger urban areas and’
consortia in particular have tended to retain the categorical structure or
to adopt mixed systems. Categorical programs may permut beiter
understanding of.the special problems of a parucular target group and
continwty wn handling chents, these must be balanced against the
advantages of closer program control, uniform standards, and reducuon

_ of duplication and fragmentation that are inherent m integration and

centralization.

* As part of the trend toward integration, almost half the local
sponsors 1n the sample have mowed 1o centraiize the entry facthities for
the Title I program and bring them under the control of a single agency.
“There has also been some movement. but not as much. to centraiize exit
funcuons However. there 15 little or no coordimation between employa-
bility development programs of Title I and the pubiic service employ-
ment program under Tiles Il and VI. Nor is there movement of
applicants between programs, even in areas where a common intake
center registers apphcants for both psk and Title I .

* One of the most stnking resulis of local decision making 1s the
expandmg role of the prime sponsor as a direct program operator. More
than half of ali_sponsors are reported to be delivening intake andor
placement services tn Thtle | programs. Wathin the sample, [6 of 23 locai
sponsors reported that they were directly operaung some aspect of the
program Many of these sponsors have concluded that centrahzation of
delwvery services can best be accomphished through ther own organiza-
tons.

* The funding of the major commun y-based organizations more
than doubled from 1974 to 1976 —more tian the relative increase in total
Tade ! funds. However. curtaslment of some of then’ mndependence and
range of scrvices has given nise to a feeling "of uncertanty about their
future. .

« The near.monopoly of skill training previously” held by pubiic
vocational education agencies has been dissipated as sponsors have
shifted deciswvely to the use of a larger number of different types of
training mstitutions and to greater use of ndividual referrals.

h I}
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¢ The s role 1n manpuwer prograims and, even morg broadly. (1s basic
mussion have been challenged by the emergence of (ETa as a federal-
locql manpower system waith parallel and sumetimes competing func-
tions Prime sponsors incfeasingly are performing some uflhe traditional
labor exchangc functions of the employment service” particularly
applicant iniake and job placemens

A}
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« Jince the Work PrOJEcLs Adminstration (wPa) 1n.the mug-1930s, the
siimited States has had relatively litle experience with programs under
‘which the government_assumes sesponsibility for creatng ‘jobs for
ndwiduals unable te obtain employment in the private econromy. Unud
the early 1960s. direck government mtervention it the job market had
been deerned appropniate only in times of cnisis. The federal government
mfluenced the démand for labor onl} mdlrecll), through monetary and~ ﬁ
fiscal policies.

*In the 1960, a onﬁuence of economit and soc:al forces. broﬁghl '
changes im this »lew} It'became apparent that even 1A godd tumes ihere -
were peaple and4)laces that did nogshare m lhe.geﬁéral affluence. There -,

_%as growmng-demand for.govenuhe(nl achions 10 révitahize the e¢onggny .
of depressed afe&s and to assistn the readjustment of workgrs displaced

by automauon. ‘ﬁ’ressures for il nghts and social equality focused -
aftentfon on barfiers i the j*ob market for groups such as youth, woraen,

i minogities. aldgr workens, and the poorl) educated. . . >
.'ldenuﬁc,auon of ﬁ structusal problems led o special goverﬁrﬂe‘n
efforts to supplete mongtary and fiscal policies demgned 10 shmulate
economic growth' One remedy proposed was federally subsihzed ptfbhc %

- employment. The public sector was viewed as a possnble pacesetiet for
hiring those wﬂa have difficulty obtaiming jobs. 1’ was presumed that
with supplemefitary. trawumg pr other assistance those persons could = .4
'e\tnlua.II) be abs_@{%no unsufsidized employment. Prospects for’
Iransferrlnﬁ into regular pyblic q‘gmloy menl seemed good sihee slate and
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local government employment had been'grumng steadily Another type
of public’ emplo}menl work expenignce. which mvolved lasks that
could be performed by the least skilled at the minimum wage level- 3y
afforded some preparauon for regular employment. r

. o % . -
EARLY STEPS o ’

" The programs of the 1960« were-tentative 10 their approach to
emploxment of the disadvantaged n the pubhc sector. Through the
Neighbarhood Yoyth Corps (~x pand Operatipn Mainstream program\ #

¢ jubs created for fow-income youth andefor chroncally unemployed
“workers served-both economic and soual purpdbes. Although the
contnbuton of these programs in terms of employahhty development
has been questioned. they achieved other ubjectives. The MyC programs
* weredesigned mainly to enable disadvantaged youth to slay 1 or return >
10 school by offering them supplemgntal nlome as well as work
experience and Job market yrientation It was expected that ~y¢ wauld .
.+ albo help to defuse tensions 10 the nner ciies. Maindtfeam was a
relauyely small-scale program designed to give jobs to difadvantaged .
elderly workers These - pregrams became maml), vehicles for mcome - . ¢
’ marntenance. The Public Serviig Careers program attempted to provide
watning and develdp carols ladders for the disadvantaged in the pubhe - ° -
sector. but this small program pmw&expenswe difficult. and not very
.successfyldg secunng commtmenty’frum employing agencies
B In the 1%70s. thére was rencwed interest in job creation programs un a

. large sale ms a countercyclial strategy. An attempt in 1970 to include
such programs in a comprehensive manpuwer: act was vetoed "6y
* President Nixf. wher descnibed public servige emplu}ment as "dead en;j ) .
Jobsa the puhllc,seclor ™ *

. Boweverid the follow ?g v2ar. theafmusgcm.yfmpluym%)\m luM
way' passed and approved by e Pres\d nt. wath the understanding that g,

, 4#aJobs tedted woyldebe. “tfnatonal " i{n Is. temporan Jjobs leading tb
fnsu‘ﬁsldued efaployment. The t1a. which hegime known as the Public

’ Employment Program (pte). authorized $2.25 bilion for a 2;year penod.

i Raply moun®d and effecnely managed, this program created (75, 000

' Jobyatis peak
E \\vheéallc Uug turned to th;, need fur 4 wmprehensive reform of the

“manpower abtem p 1973, the carlier ffercnces between Congress.and 4 .
\ . the adminitraunn reappeared. There was gcncralgunscnsub on the need

-

A

. ‘Roger H Dduvidson. The Pitics of € umpmr‘lemm Manpower Legutution. Poliy Studies'in . .
Employment and Welfare nu 15, Baltmure, Johns Hupkuns Lanersity Press, 1972, p 66.°
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- .
for manpower refurm legislation. Huwever. Cungress thssted bn the.
incluston of a slgnlﬁcam publi serice einpluy ment Lumpunent and the
admunistration®epposed 1t yrf the grounds that it would result in make-

work jobs 7 . .
~ .- Lt '
‘/ .% . * " LY 4
GETA LEGISLATION .
. @ . (Ela was a4 compromise  Through 1. manpower, prugrams were

decgntralized. and only that section of the pfa that prosided for public
sericé by i areas with lmgenng puckets uf hizh ungmployment (6 5
. © percefit ur ffure) was incorporated snto the act (Title H) A proggam
partiupant was ,%xpeued to use a (kTa Job as a sleppmg?ﬁ tor
unsubsidizedfempluyment Like 1ts pep predeyessor. Title H waSopen tu
all unemployed. dILhuugh it urged spécial wonsideration tu those musy
. disadvantaged in terms of duravon of ungmpluyment and employment
prospects. * o
Bul the mudest tundmg of Tile" Il was inadequate w deal with thed
& recession and the highest unempluy ment rates in more than®
30 vear. In December 1974, Congress hasuly passed the Emergency
Jubs and Lnemployment Asustance Act- Thiy law authonized a 32.5
= -hithon- LUUI’IIC]’L}LIIL&E pubiic service c-mpluvmenr program i Fix Frtle — -
* vl :
» Title VI differed from Tutle 11 in se»era!. respects. It extended pyblic
, servicg empluyment programs to all areas. not just thosg with substanual®
unemployment In addition, tu thuse who were given preferenc.e in Tule
II iVietnam velergas. former mdn]?uwer trainees. and the long term
unemplu\e.dl persuns who had exhausted” unempluyment imsurance ur -
y) whu were nut eligible for L1 benefits were to recene prefgrred’,
, consideration To encourage rapid lmp!ememdlmn Cungress ?'EJAIQ} the
%, requirdment that spunsuts attempt to find jobs for parucipdnts n
< ynsubsidized employment Placement was tv be considered vnly as a
. gua{l; that would be wanved. mdeed. more than 90 percent of all sponsors
_ tequested and recened” wanvers, With a decline 10 the gromh uf?"
} employment. spunsurs argued, lhe) wuld nout ensure opemngs in
unsubsidized guvernment or private seLtor, jobs Thus. une of the major -
u})ﬁtli‘tes of public senice employment-to provide a brndge w -

\
~ e ;  perminen oyment  #ag sacnficed 1 encourage speedy implemen.
tation . “* - -
‘ 7TiI'e uBs/cﬂﬂ Unempluymenl  Assislance AE%W authunzed special |

sunémploymenifghistance benefits for unemplpyed workess not ehgible for uREmpIu) nl
wumpensation and ‘[ yeat p ugum ul finantrl asgislance W Lreate pobs thiough pulij

wotks T areas of severe uneifiployment . - ‘.
- L ] - . . {. . -
. ~ ' * . 'i.
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Title V1 was onginally authonzed for | year, with thé expectatiof that
unémploy ment would 'recedt and the pregram could be phased odt. A
Department of Labu spukesmait appeanng befofe a Senate subcommut- -
tee in Apnl 1976 stated that the recession had hit bottom and a
subslanllal recovery was under way .

Becalse a supplemental, approptiation for Titde H enacted at the md

_of fiscal 1976 vas expected to carry both titles through fiscal 1977, no’

new funds wefe requgsted for P3¢ for fiscal 1977. However. by fall 1976,

It wab apparent to the adminsstration and Conjgress that the pace of

-
-

econormie recovery would be slower than expecied.

With unemplo; ment again un the rise. 1n September 1976 Congress

passed the Emergency Jubs Programs Extension Act. which extended
Tule V1 .through fiscal 1977 With that act. Cungress also attempted to
correct sume shurtwmmgs in the public senvice emplp\-mem program It
allempled t contain substitution pf federal fos local funds by direcuing
that funds afigcated above the amount needed to suftain existing levels
of Title VI enrollment Be used for special projects. 1.e . activities of

o 161

P

/I

’

Iimsted duration that are notpart of the regular public service structure , -

by requiring that half of any Tule VI vacancies, as welfas all project-

It alsu sought 10 redurect the program toward those people no'st, i need
created jobs.. be filled yith long-term. Iuw -Inctume uneﬁted persons

- or welfare reciprents  *
“ The Title VI extension also G’alﬁed lhe pr'dporllon al]owable for

administranve costs from 1680 15 gercent. making 1 easier for, sponsors .
to acquire equipment and malen&d 10 gent sutlable facilities. These
provisions. howewver, were not aclumparied b} ‘additional funds
Cungress appropriated only envugh money susan wntil early 1977 the
Titde and ¥ pse employees already on board . J‘*
The Carter, Administration’s economic stimulus legislation of-Bay
1977 drasllcall\ altered the situation by providing an add:iongl $6.6
billson fér fiscal 1977 and fical 1978, most.of which was 10 be” usegp for

. spec]al projects The number of jobs- funded under Tules 1'and VT was

»

cted.to nise from the fiscal. 1976 lesel of about 360 {000 Jur 725.000 by
1978 In 1ts sixth year, the public sector job program was expanding
agam with brgadened objecuves” .

Other * leg.s&lmn affecting public sector cfnp]u)mem incuded the
Pubfic Works Employment, Act of 1976, which~authonized funds for
public works projects That act also made available antirecession funds,
1o ‘helg local guvernments “maintain piblic services With specral
revenue-shanng funds, to sustap: their regular crnp‘.o)rmenl levels.
tocalities were expected 10 use (PTA funds to treate addional” posttions,

T
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IWPLE\’IE\‘?ATIO\' o .

The 1nmal Tﬂ?e (1 graan were fundéd t}'&nng summer 1974, but only
abour 36,000 persons were enrolled at the end ofthe <econd quarter in
December 1974 far beluw’ the level needed (f both fiscal 1974 and 1975
Tule I apprapnatiuns :‘ e tu-he spent befure the end of the fiscal vear -
The buildup was hamper@ by confusion uver transition requirements as
welfias the newness of the (ada system Local governments were eager
for funds but'concerned abuut the commitments the funds entaded
However. Title VI enacted in December 1974, was implemented
speedily By the end of January 1975, 98 percent of the initial grants had
been~signed and hinng had begun 1n about 70 percent of the
Jurnisdicions Combined empluy ment under the two utes ruse rapdly,
_reachingover 225000 by June 1975 tsee Figure 6)
However, prime spounsors suil carried over into fistal 1976 almost half
* (8750 milhon) of available Titde [ and %I funds UndripoL prodding,
enrallments ruse 1o ahout 340.000 1n sprigg 1976 and many spunsors
exhausted their Title V1 sllutmenty Since the iniual [-yvear authonzaton
for Title VI fund¥had expized and the administration was not. at that
ume. seeking renewal. thuse spunsors wer€ permitted to shift enrollees o
Tuie 1o avoid lavoffs t -«
Their d:fﬁ{.u]nes were JpUly summanized by one (g1 admmlstralor_
"The problem i that the federal government i undgeided abuut whether
Iy contIAUE Pot or ht and s local gosernments don't know which way
#lo Jump " Serme Jursdiclions feared that they mught become 100
dependent «n the federal government and began planning te phase out
their program Others. plagued by fiscal problems. embraved’the (£1a
pubhiu senvice employment program wholeheartediv. huping 16 ednhed

)

€ k18 <0 deeply in their revenue sructure that o would be dlfﬁcu]l i

extract . ' ¢
. X S

Co . y 8
PUBLIC SERVICE JOBS - ', @

The regulations implementing. Trle VI éncouraged prime sponsoty 1o
share _|nb allptments with uther givernmental and private nonprufh
agenuds within their jurisditions ¢ One of the early deusions

SPON&OL had 10 {nal!e was how ﬂ'_lJnt of 1t J]}Ullf.d Jub u]’»enmgq ter retain

“Much of the anformatoh in thissetuon 1s denved from the Emplosment and Framng
Réport of the Présudent V976 p 97, and the ’rfanp«mrr Report ¥ the Presidens. 1974, pp
1524153

*See ('hap!cr 4 for a ducdssion pf lhwpcnod
“This seetion deals with kal pnme sponsors oy T -
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and_ how many to distnbute to uther orgamzations. Assigning slots to
outsrders had both advantages and disadvantages. Spunsofs that limited’
additions to their uwy pa\rulrmnmmwed the need for finng partcipants
©,  orthe difficulies of absorbng the Pst acts ity when the program epded.
g . Onthe othér hand. assigning slots elsew here Lould mean foregomng fiscal “
* rehief and ‘or the local goxcmmcma] services that Pst parlmtpams could

provide © -+ A *

('E‘M ;ohs allotted to ﬁyher groups y&v‘ﬁg}u to bc le& hkely tobe . &

* 4

o ) .’.- ! Iva . ..

¥ L
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wed tv replace regular workers. On the wther hand, the likelihood of
dbtaimng unsubradized jobs for enrvllees was considered t be smaller 1n

f found that Gevivions o asgn pusitivns to public ur w

rufu agencies were avsoclated with three related varnables

o Ot fiscal pressure. the size of the jurisdidion. and the Wentty |

prinapal cira deciston maker As discusced 1n Chapter 3. the

greal the fisxal stringency, the more likely the elected vfficial 1s to be

#est urban areas Thus, i New York. Phll.xdeiphla and Cleseland.

dected officials make (114 deusions. while 1n Topeka. Chester County.

fand Brarislau’ ¢ uunt\ areas that had relatively Iutle fiscal pressure. pst

dewson making was left largels o the (#1a Staff Duting fiscal 1976

. /o large Junaduuuns in the ~tudy safple gave less than 13 percent of the

) allotted Posttions to federal, state. and private nonprofit agenuies. while
£« . smaliee ‘more afftuent areas where decisions are mure llkel\- tw be mad,’f:

R *-b-i ¢ 113 staff. gaveaway nearly one-third tsee Tabie 2 ’ ;

f Thele patterns dre also {onsistent with findings wm.ermng the use of

/ + Jude 1 funds tor public seryge.employ ment” Ten local spansors in ghe

/- © o stady sample uied Titie de\ for publiv senace cmplu\n}m in fifcal

< o9 6 of these serengwere 1 junsdicionswhere the electeg¥official §as

' the ~ole decipion maker Al uf the largest juridictioms and those unger

extreme  findnoidl pressure used Tile 1 funds for pubiic seniice

3 -t emblovment . . “

1 ’ ¢

[ " . L] b - .

ity * ! . . \ ., .
. ' Lilo\ CONUERNS . -
- 1

. Organized lahor has been an_influential and wnsJ\lent supporter of |
puhlic service empluyment ]eyslatum. m\l\lin‘? huowever. on”adequate ‘
; ‘Jub safegugrds for regular pubhic scctor emplofees As a consequence.
/ the fegislatiun prohubits the use of CEE s participants o regular employees
" have been lad off from the same oF stmlldr posttions. 1t also ims psg -
Jobs 1o entry-level pusttions : . !
The ‘csues that have most concernied’ public sgrvice emplovee uniond
. are lavuffs and rehures. In™hew  York City. the, unton exerted
(.Qﬂ\ldfable pressure to thange the sponsor’s pn,rlu.lea w that regular

1

A - a

- : ¢

-
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. TABLE 27 Pe:cemag.e of CETA Title 1l and Titde V1 Positions Allotted
to Federal. State. and Konprofit Agencies. Samplegucal Prime Sponsors.
Fisoal 1976

LY r T s V
* * ) , AverizoPereent of CETA PoWbaans Al f

Selew tad CRazzc ety ot ' * dotted by Lol Spg:-m,r\ tor Lederal .
Bome Spottaor Furdictiun, Stare and Nonprofit Azemuies’
Deszee s o o2 pressure® ] ‘ . ' N
A outremein = 3y i .
Sboderare N s b Y , 1% %
Letily oz e 1y = ) - i3 N »
idnrime o prna Pat dedinon make! ) )
, Flecdd amaal donerd = 9 13
Fleed wnad and CEEA varreh = /) v i3, . .
CHEA it =6 2 . '
TS o g B =%
Lases v ] miban populamion ond aerpthy =3, 8 . .
Medm 2f s i n 1A T Ry I R " *
__S_Tutiund;: AR AR N . o3 B : -
Tavera af gc:tem\ oof T wproansafs in e ach zeouf ’
Ahicc ai Precsure Jefere to the Pnancl Bositionr of the Makd unil of Severament based ‘\
ant fevenues sopendizures gnd other rebesant spformation
P - - . . e ! - e
%’kers would recene prefercnce over (EIA emp]mee; i layoffs and
rehires The umofis in Philadelphia did not intervene «n < ETA operatigns
unless lavofls were imvohed. and 1n Clexeland the umons were satisfied )
with the sponsor’s policy under which regular public service emplovees . T+
weregered '
-There were scattered .union complaints 1n other survey areas In
Phoenix unmon representatives on the plannming council prolested 1o the
bot regional office that wplans for Tules I and \‘! had not begn
. submutted to the vouncil and that the sponsor was not making adequate
efforts 1o facilitate the tranution of (k14 employees to regular positions. .
In St Paul and in Middlecex County. uniom representdtnes wete
concgred,that some (L1 entollees were being hired above entry level. N
In other places. unions complained thar exisung stfdards were Bang
undercat By contrast. umons in some junsdictions welcomed (ETa. .
" because it prmlded an oppurtunity to enlarge their m;#lb'brshlp oo
4 . Wembershjp on the planning councrl ufiers public sectur umons the, )

best position from which In mumlot BSE “activities, burfor the most pan’

LabotRelations.” In James L Stern and Barflara D Denmis. eds. Proceedings of t!:'e

’ "Su Davd R Zimmerman. “Thc lmpaq of Publi Secior Employment on Public Sector - o i) R
Twenty Eighth Apnug! Winter Uﬂ'msg. Decembes 1975, pp 171-178. Madison. Wis f

{ndustmai Relstons Resgarclt Adtdcianon. 1976 ) vy
- ‘ " : { . "', : "
, . I - -, " 1]
’\h _\’ ' ' ( ) - ’ » ; ;
Q L . " ) . ‘6/'1 5 b ' . R .. ,;
-F ‘ . ' L - . . )
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+ TABLE 28 Percentage Distnbution of Public Service Employment by Function. CETA. Emergency
Employment Act. ang Total State and Local Governmient Employment ) .
‘ Emergency Total State and Locad
CETAERY W75 ' Employment Act Government Employment. i
Function Tiic I VTt VI FY 1972:1973 October 19754
bducation ’ e . 1 20, 'os9 0 L
Public wotk and rrenspr rtation® 19 i) 22 e 11
Law entnrcement® 12 . 1 12 3
=, Health and hospitas wervice 3 . % [ PR T
~ Parks epd recrestion 3 8 5 - 2 .
Socud servie @ 4 4 Voo 3
*  ERvSonments) quality? i 4 vz .
Fire protection . Tooe : 2 - .
Admintstiation and miscellaneous” 2 b e 13 -
ALL FUNCTIONS ‘i R w b 100

P ull-nme equivalent

* ’billghways sewverdge saniiztuon. waker supph ,nd othtr .nc.ai un!ma\

“Police protection ind calzechions
dl’uhh&wcﬁare -
cNstural resourCs.
Y eneral Wntrol.

.t
Q
ERIC ° -~

[

N

nqai a:jm:ms atinn._ emplos meat .ecunity. ;n’d il thed

1575

SOURCFES Fmplovment and Tramng Admunstranon, L 5 Deparimeny of Libor wnpuhhsl}ﬁdata: £ s Bureau.o[,tho
Censud, Pubhic Emplonmentin 1972 GE "8 Ne | page 2
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umog fepresentatives on the vpunals tended 10 come from ymons in the
privat® sector Relatonships between these, w0 groups are not
necessarily close. In Middlesex County, for example. a representative of
a steelworkers” unwn dJditnet office wa< charman of the public
employ ment subcommittee. but no public service emplosee union had
approached ham to discuss the ponsor’s (ETa plams
Evenn th‘smg. where 4 large percentage of goverament workers are
conered by collective bargatning. the four union represematines on‘the
counu] represent workers from the private sector A public sector union
representative whtr was not on the plarning wunal handled negotiations
with smpluying estabhshments to give PSE workers the same protection
4 as employees under collective bargaining agreements with respect to
probationary period. <enwdty. promonons. reductions in furce. and
other Provisiofs g . &

4 ! .

) ) t\ . ) - ' P
TYPES OF JOBS | - ‘ . '

‘The key Jeusion maker generalls selected the agenuegWene P<E .
pasitiufi» @ process that in wrn wdennfied the kinds of jobs to be ﬁl[qd' TN
.Fabla 2& compares the distribution of (114 enrolleds by functivn with
thay el regular public ~ector.employment The most dramatic difference
3=in education. whih emplosed 49 pejcenmt of all stae and local
guvernment workerwbut only 15 percent of (r1a workess The opposite
was true of public works and transpoftation and parks and recreation
activities Here the proporuon of ¢k1s Jubs was much bigher than the
* corfesponding proportions of all state and lucal pablic sector employ?
medt Jhese are actiaties with a €ver cdam on local guvernment
resouryes and therefure mure readily expanded when extra funds become T,
avaufble The propurtion of « £ tajobs 1h adminttration and miscellane-
OusRACIIVITES was alco higher and includes some pusitions assigned to
criadtafl. a category that has no‘parallel in the regular public sector
< Many sponsors also silocated ot to subrcuntractons. 2 pracuce that
g helped them to reduce administrative codts

" The pasterns of .CELa Pst jobs. by function resembied clusely that

created under gra The principal differences are comparatively fewer

30bs 10 edgcation and more Jobs in admuinistration and miscellaneous

services. Lt ‘

Some sponsars had 4 defimte stratagy 1n distnibuung slots among

agencies lan‘!wmdtrectl) aimung ok wategunes). others did noy For

example. the ‘PhoemxA‘lanmpd consoryum and Ramsey County

_distributed dullars widely St P .1 the other hand, concentrated on ;

ERIC ~ . - - S

8

A run et provided by eric IR o :




4 . -

154 CETA MANPOWER PR{\:RA\.{S UNDER LOC AL (O\TROL

“the “have not” agencies and asslgned proportiunately more slots for such
human senices as health and recreauon Tupeka adopted a disinbution
policy caleulated to encvurage transiton, smtiafls. each emploving
agency recenved 4 few poupions. but only those that absorbed the
paricipants it regular emplowment were gien additonal ¢:7a
employees ¢ -

Calhuun and Lorain counues reported an emphasis on juw-wage. low-
shill jubs. which they helieved would be easier 0 terminate when funds
were exhausted Gary and Philadelphia®on the ther hand. aswigned Jots
within a broud range of senaces {o reheve fiscal pressures |

Must parucipants were engaged 1n actviyjes ordinanly perfurmed by
the ¢mplowing agency The tmgmal (ETs regul.uwns for Tufe Vi
encouraged prime spalsufs Lo de\elup {arge, labur \ntenuve employ-
ment pru}etts which pronide ymmediate J\’h\ fur a maxyymum number of
paruupams" Prujectewere Jefined gt that time as activihies of Jimuted

. ) duralton thuat would use participants to meet “addstional™ colymumw

needs Some sponsors in’the sample tended to refer tv any seasonalor
shori-term maintenance actiniiy a5 4 project Qthers onsidered a new

T 7 senwe tw be a speual project -drug diversion. for example. although,
once adopted. it might be ¢xpecied o cpytinue :

Despite national policy. projedt acuvities 1n fiscal 1975 and 19';'6 mere
few snd modesi exiept for mamitenance work and sumg new sgrvices
The mest commun of these were bicentenmial prujects that employed one
O Twu persulis 10 serve as locel staff The Maine Boy (.ooperaled with the
Cumm umity Services Administration 1n »upp«;rtmg a praject to winterjze
homes of low-incggne families <#ra. participants an other projecis

. reha™ilitated public ur low-income houang In St, Paul. unemploved

uniod® construction workers were hired for this pugpose. (#ta paid the
first $E0.000 of their wages. and the pubhc housing agency provided the

‘ fest

Sponsors repurted other Py actsities that had some noteworthy
features Upion County used Title | funds o train persons as drivers who )
. were then hired by the Red Crosy under 1ts allowation of Title VI funds
This 1s the only examplc of hinkage between Titles I and psk programs
“ that surfaced ifi the <stud In the Lansing Lonsoryium. 1o fact, the Urban
League complained that their Title T trainees ‘were being denied access to
Tatle Tior V1 jobs Lo
In {everal instances. pyk participants helped tw increase local revenues
For example, the distnct attorney™s office in one junisdiction was using
PAE participants t locate fathers of arpe families who might be able to
prowde family support *

i Q . ‘ 1 {1 . .
5 . 1
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, Under ¢Fra. the ongma! emphasis+was on placing partcipants in
T occupations likely 1o expand within the private or public sector.

However, the jubs were to be at the entry levehand not moré than one-,

third were to be in professions The $10.000 ydarly salary ceiling also

imited the range of vcupations. A broad spectryggn of vcLupations was -

reported in the sample. with the beasiest concentrations in the laborer.
clerical. and semiskiled categories

Kansa. ity estimated s sk jobs 4y 30 percent unsklled. 50 percent
clerical or yemiskiled. and the halance as skilled. professional. or
technial The Pinellas St Petersburg uecdpational mix was described as
30 percent unskilied. 40 pereent semiskilled. and ]0 percgnt professional
Jobs 1n Topeka were “foostly 1n the laboring and clerical categores ”
Gar) reported that sirtually &l jobs were low-pay. low-skill jobs. because
few of the paruaipants in Gary possessed advanced skils. In Unien

County. clerks and laborers compreed the bulk of the #se work force. .

with 4 few professionals in education and souial services Loraip County
reported 33 percent labonng jobs. 25 percent clenical. 20 percent
semiskilled. 10 percent protective services. and the rest professional. San
Joaquin used CF1a participants 10 a wide range of jobs *from laborers w
attorness.” with about 20 percent 4n the professional and skilled
catcgorres

Seventy-five perent of the ¢Ela pdrtlupanls filling these Jobs had at
least o hlgh sthool edutanion Many had coliege degrees anubh\hed
data from the continuous longitudinal manpower study sample shows 16
percent of g1l (k1A partapants.m public employment had 4 or more
sears of education after High schodd

WORK FXPIRIENCE

(rta permits the ust of Tule Il gnd ¥ funds for cmplmabllll)
develupment acuvines normally provided under Ttle [, Imually. some
prume spunsofs used Tite V] tunds tu suppurléurk experience programs
inorder (o take advantage of the less stningent requirements govermng
work expenence.. Ten percent of af) Title 1 and V1 stots at Yhe end of
- June 1976 aere catcgoned as work experience Some SPONsors were
attracied by thedomer wage rates, wthers by the freedom W use 4 larger
propufiion of the budgcl for admynisirative CosEs

In the early months of the Pst program. some pot Tcglnnal offices

encouraged spunsofs t take the mure rapid work experience route. when
W leoked as though hining for regdlar psi Jubs mught be bogged Jown

.

e
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~ The poL subsequently required that fﬁese Jobs be swiched over to
regular public service employmént.? Some sponsors m the sample
reported that Title Il and VI funds were sull used occasionally for work
expenience 1n private nonprofit agencies and in public sector activities
employmg yuuth and semor witizens. One consuruum classified 1ts Tile
VI obs as work experience (n order to avoid iabidity for unemploy ment
cbmpensation In the Austin {Capital Area) consortium. work expenence
funds were shifted to ;ubhc sector on-the-job traming. Employng
agencies paid the total wige and ¢£1a paid unly,the traiming costs. In all.
4 of the 24 local sponsors (i the sample reported that they used work
expenence under Trtles [T or VI n fiscal 1976 .

WHO GETS SELECTED AND H?W

Since funds for public service employment under CETA are imited. only a

fraction uf the unemployed and underemployed can be accommudated.

There are social arguments in favor of selecung apphcants who would

have poor pro*et.Ls of vbtaining employment on their owh because of

personal imitations such as lack of skil or inadequale education or

because of external barriers Indeed. an objective of both Title II and

Thitle VI s 1o improve the participants’ employabdity and access Lo jobs.

Moreover, the mnflanvnary effects of federally subsidized pubhc

employment’ may he miygaled and pressure gn the vage Structure
reduced If less shifled. 1o%er paid workers are selected. rather than the

more highly qualified. who an;l likely 1o be 1" greater demand in the "
privaie sector -

Durthg the first 2 years of (eta. however. three-fourths of the
parbcipants had at least a high schuol education and most Yere of prime
working age Some of the reasons are obvious. First, the fypes of jobs -
available controlled selectuon of participants to some degree. Second.
employing agenc:es seleCted the most desirable apphicant whenever they
could Publid officals in small communities were even more select
because they had fetd Jobs to fill. In a xmall town in Maine, for exam;;;,
(ETa funds paid for one posiion. a full-ime pohce officer for a thvfd
shaft, and as an ubserver nuted, “one person sy mbulizes the entire CETA

. program ™

The program structure also affecty the kinds of pedple selected for
public service employment The coexistence of an employabihity.
. tevelopment program (Tatle ) and 4 job creation program (Titles 11 and

‘In, spring 1977, pot again encouraged spunsors tv use the wurk expenenve approaf.h n
planning the projects required under the 4ct that extended Tnie Vi

IafF e,




qualified upemployed™v pse jobs and the less advantaged to Title [

VI participants suggests how pervasive this practice 1s.

(HIKING PROCEDURES ' o7 Y,
4y magh{ be expected. the %he hingt procedure influences whq, -

gets hired Early 1n the implemehtation dtages of Tutle II. sponsors &
’ selr:c\se;l.bpartiapanls varefully with the likelihoud that many would have
1o be

spring of 1973, shortly afier enactment of Tule V1, thejpressure for rapid
hiring was su great that empluying agencies wd® permitted comsiderable
freedom in recruiung and hining. Several spénsors reported that the use
pf jub fairs enabled ‘them tw fill their upenings in a very short tme. The

large numbers of jub seekers dttending provided empluymg-j{nc:es

ed 1nto regular employment. During pr big push n the

with a wide selection opportunuty,

Once the 1975 recruitment cnisis passed. mwost spons tralized
Tule ¥ intake. screemng. and referral procedures. This enabled them to
exercise more congrol, Among local spunsors in the sample. oaly Cook
County and’ Lorh;r County sull permitied employing agencies and
subj unsdlcuum tw do their own recruiting and screeningas well as'hinng
0 fiscal »ear 1976. Typically, the 1itake sysiem was operated By the
prime spunsur uf.the employment servicgAppliants were screenedufor”
eligibility and then referred to the lotal uvernment pel:sonnel vffice or
@;;cll} tJ" the employmg agency. Howe\er evenaf ap ouisid@ agency
suth as the employment service’ recewved, screened. ‘and referged
applicants, there were Lhdrgei’?hat employing agenges were prese]ec g
employees. . ros

A central intake system was used in “some casestas a’means of

cuntrolling the types of enrollees’ under Titles [I’and. V1. Middlesex
Counly kept a roster of potential candidages.” ‘eta s1afl gelected
applicahis for specific jub vrders in accordance mlﬁsagmﬁcanl segment
and affirmative-action crilena and matched jub spec

quahfications of applicants. If af employing agency rejecied the

. candidate referred without gotd rca%p.ﬁufurlher referrals wege Made.

In other places, a central inrak fp re vas used 1n the selectfon
and referral of pargiupam\. but lm was left to the employing
util. In Pasco County® rserefer iBs aleumpanying the apphcant

indicated 16 the employer the rating of the applicant in terms of prionty -«

for service New York City reported that it recruited initially through its
Cf1a neighborhoud centers. using the same seleclluﬁ uiitena as those for

\ ) R ,. " -
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"y Tnle | Lansmg conlmuousl) monitored the characténistics of partici-
' pants. and. «f one target group was underrepresented. empIO)ers were
“asked. although pot required. to consider mure apphcants from that
group San Joaqum developed a point system of ratng applicants that
‘mecarporated factors such as veteran statys, ehgibility for unemployment
compensatton. income. education. and age. However. agencies sull
~ selected the best qualified referrals. At twésttes, staff reported an interest
on the part vf pubhc sector employers 1n adding mironty (though not
necessanihy otherwise disadvaniaged) persons to their rolis to improve
2 their affirmatrl-action posiions
. Neo sponsor 1n the sample indicated that merut or civil service sysiems
) presented obstacles 1o hinng Many of the smaller junsdictions uséd no
» ment system " Larger junisdictons with cm] -service systems * hyred
emplo)c;es as temporary or provisional worlters or as, tramees. This
usually meant that they fecened the same or similar wages and\frmge
henefits a, re gular workers but did not acquire civil service status. >
. Overt polmcal mtervention in the hining process did occur. but not.
ofien In one targe’ary. there were allegations of politial intervention i ¥
hiring, and four other places repofted minur patrdnage incidents. The -
v . naiure of the hiring procedures made it fairly easy to exercise pohtical
. influence in the regular hinng process. Spunsors who used their own stafl”
, rather“than the employment service to determine eligibthty. and* make
«  referrals may have been mard susceptible to this type of pressure
However. one <(tTa admimistrator reported. “It's so clean here 1t
squeaks.”
™ On the whole, the eudence suggests that the individuals hired were
relativeMwel! qualified. There were several reasuns. The nature of the
Johs attracted well- quahﬁed people, the employing agency usually had a
chonce of several gersons for each job! and sponsors did not insist on
prionty to those with relaiively greater needs. For the most part.
junsdictions simply ‘hiretd as they would have y/the absence of CETA.
with stmilar procedures, standards. and results.

L3

DURATION OF EMPLOYMENT

One of the advantang of publlc service -empluyment 15 the expenence
and work history that continuous employment confers on the partici-
pant’ But tncentives for both the worker and the employer frequently
result in the retenuon of partcipants in sebsidized employment for
tonger than necessary to develop such experience. Although the average

N -
L3
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TABLE 29 Labor Rorce Ftatus of Terminees by Time A
Spen( fn the biic Empl mem.?rogram . '
" } v :
: Pergknt Empfoyed I Month Posf-PEP C
.
Monthsm HLP Tr:/a! P’Jhln. Sactor }’mate Sedtor
tessthani  ° s 17 38 /
23 - 3 34 - ? :
46 ¢ ! 44 3 /
e 5 79 , 3 45 28 7
112 . 138 54 24 i
13-18 ' 77 sy a8k
"~ y SOURCE Unpu*h d data r"r;m a sample survef of P}f}'
pattictPants conduct daw‘e tat fac 1972 F9F3 = "
. - t‘. . f !
;. /

i~ J .
soﬁ’:e sk enfollees date

,g H s

paruclpanls should fove sdto unsubsidizeft emplowmentjas rapidly as »
possible. but there afe at présent no limits yn the length offume a person_
remains m the progrfam. ¢ i

The PeP experierfce Suggests that the lgngerjan mdmaual stays on a
subsidized job. thq less likely, he or she fis tu,mo»e info private sectlor
employment and yhe move lkely v be Iacaﬁ (n the public sector (see *
Table 29). Informauon has ngt yet been/accymulated for a correspond-
ing analysis of pgstprogram labor furce;expe. ience of -:,EL\ participants.

* . [ | L Lo

« K / 1‘ | .,‘

JOB CREATIQN PR

The effectivengss of a public sémcq e'méloyment program ltes n its
ability to creatf job opportunities. ovér and above the number that st*

Hence the cgra legislation m-..lude:f a maintenance-of-effort prmmon.
that prohibits| prime sponsors from jsubstituting federal for local funds.
Since considegrable confusion surruindb the concepts of “mamtenance of

for purposesjof the discussion that follows,
* ) -

*The average [ength of stay of terMinees) wn the PEP program was reported 1o be 134
months See L'S Department of l.abol Office of Manpower Program Evalualion,
Longuudinal Jvalustion of the Publn Emp[uymm Pragrum and ¥ alidation of the PEP Dala
Bank. PB-242{779-SET 'ST[1 vol . 9 vols. appendmes;, Preparcd by Westat, Im. .« Rockwille,
Md. Apnl 1975 (avadable flom NTIS)
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174 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER: LOCAL CONTROL °

Mamntenance of effort refers to the act's requirement fhat locgl -
governments. as a condition for recening federal grants to hie cE1a
employees. must maintain the level of regular public semice employment
they would have had’ Without <ETa. Maintenance of effort 15 not.
entified simply by changes in employment levels. If local public service
employment would have increased. because of greater demand for -

, services or mgre local revenugs. the nse in employment should equal
what would have oceurred. plus CETA employees. On the other hand. if
focal empluyment would have decreased. the decline should be fess than
what would have oceyrred by an amount equal 10 the number of CETA
“ participants. .

- Substitdtion 15 the conyerse of mamlenance of eﬁ"orl it 1mphes the use

< of federal funds to pay the salaries of state orrlocal public service

. *  employees who, in the absence uf CETA. wuuld hase been paid. I'rom local
y" révenues. Subsutution may take two I'orms
= | Diréct Submmtwn The most vbvious 15 the replacement of regular
.workers with CETA partcipants in ordet to reduce local expendltures
. eg. (a) laying off regular employees who' would ndt otherwise be
termunated 204 replacing them with (ETA workers doing the same or
similar wOrk. (b) laying off regular employeessand rehiring them on the
CETA payroll. () using CETs employees for work normally performed by
contravtors. or id_) filllng vacancies with.C E1a egployees rather than with
. regular employees Rehinng laid-off regular employees with ¢e1a funds ~
15 not in tsglf evidence of substitutign. It depends on whether the
scparauqn!wcre caysed by inadequate revenug or whether they were
“paper layoffs™ in anl;cnpauon of recei g CETA futids The former case
is. Jusuﬁt.d the latter would be a violation of the ma‘lmenance of-effort
requirement.

2. Budget Substitution caw occur through (a) reducmg tax ‘effort (or
fa111ng to 1mt it) in order to use (£TA funds to maintain the e)ustmg .
level of publs ie. {b) failng tv budget for expenditures normall)

+ " suppurted b),.lucal taxes and using CETA 1o replace -these funds. or ©"
. juggling locat "funds among accounts to creffte the appearance of
maintaining eﬂ'ort in some deparlments in order 107justfy the use ofczu

funds. . . o

. -

3 ‘ . *

LY - *

“Net job creation’ refers to employment generated by (Eva above the -
normal complement of workers. It owcurs where the local government
mamlams of increases the number of regular public.service employees
and hires (ETA employees as well. i may also occur in a contracting
sijuatny where lay offs ur'a hunng freeze are anavoidable, In such case.
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the use of CETA funds to rehire regular employees or to fill vacancies that
may not otherwise have been filled would consutute job creation. even if

local public employment levels have noi increased. :

L3

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS = LI B

.

Congress sought 1o protect the mtegrn) of pubhic employment programs

by requinng that a CETa program “resuli’in an increase 1n employment

Q

MC o : oL :r
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opportunities over those opportunities which would 'otherwise .be
available.” CETA énrollees may not be used 1o displace employed workers
of to do work that would normally be performed under contract. These
provistons were carried over from the Emergency Employment Act of
1971 and new rules to tighter maintenance of*effort were added. ta)
Sponsors must assure the DOL that CETA Participants will not be used to
fill vacancies resulting from layoffs made  anticipation of hinng cera
employees. (b} apphcamts for jobs must have been unemployed for 30
days or more prior to enrollment. except for Tulle VI applicants in Areas -
with 7 percent or more unemployment (ths provision was intended to
prevent paper lay offs). and (c) a cETa employ¢e may not be hired when a
regular employee has been lad off from the same or a substanually
equivalent job. [n 1976, when Title V1 was extended. a clause was added
prolubiing private nonprofit agencrs fromr using CETA employees in
performing services customanily provided by a unit of government,

The conference report on the Emergency Jobs and Unemployment

Assistance Act of 1974 underscored the prohibitions off substitution and
paper layoffs. Howyever. it did indicate that the reemployment of persons
who had lost thurpbs due 1o 2 bona fide layoff was not illegal.? The fine
distinctions between “paper” and “bona fide” layoffs and between
“substantially” and “not substanually™ equivalent jobs have returned
time and again fo haunt federal and local admimstrators.

The law's maupenance-of-effort ,provisions were further reﬁned by

DOL regulations. One deals with reducuons 1n force and required that
where such reductions were necessary, CETA participants in equivalent
positions be terminated first o transferred to positions unaffected by the .
Ia)foﬂ's Similarly. the sponsor may not retan cETA employses in
posiions equivalent to regular positions that become vacant duye to &,
]eglpmate)e?;mgfreeze, _
9.5 Congress, House, Commullee of Conference (on the disagreeing voles of the fwo
houses), Public Service Employment, Confererice Repurt to Accompany HR 16596, House
Report 93-1621.93d Congress, 2d sesmon. Decetnber 17, 1974 The report states thal
rehires are an a category thal s 1o be gven prcfcrrcd consderation™ by reason of
mcllpbtllty for unemployment msurance, . . ) 5[’

]
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176 CETA MANPOWIR PROGRAMS LnNDER LOCAL CONTROL

The regulanons regarding layofls and rehires have been parncularly
<ohtrorersial The Department was faced with 4 dilemma. If the reure of
régular workers as unconstraned. < k1 funds might-be used solely 1o
recall regular employees. tu the exclusion of all other unemployed
workers. including the long-term unempluyed and uther groups largeted
for servive Onthe uther hand. hiring new empluyees s difficult to justfy
in terms of merit systems and efficiency of servive when regular workers
have been Lad ofl po1 adupted & middle vuurse by hmitng rehares to the
percentage of unemployed public servive workers tu tutal unemploy ment
i an area ' This posibon was based un the propowtion that all long-

. term unemployed should have equitable accels 10 ¢ k1A posibuns.

The Department’s rule was challenged in Detroir. where large-scale
staff Feducuons had ocvurred The Detront case sumulated an amend-
ment to the act that prohibits 4ny yuuta un the pumber of Title VI pubhc
service wurhers who may be retured. provided that the layoffs are bona’
fide "' The amendment upened up- the pussibihity of greater use of (£TA
funds for rehires and mas make it more difficult tu enfurce maintenance-
of-effort regulanions

Concern oser substitution was 4 majur reasun fur two changes v Tule
VI when the act was extended and aménded in 1976 1a) Most new hining
must be fur prigects of hmited duration m activities’clearly separate from
oo )h'nse normally suppurted by the local government. and (b) eligibihiny for

thost Jrtle VI Ce1a positions was hmiled W the long-term. ow-income
rupempluyed and tu welfare reupients  persuns not llkel\ 1o quahfy for
regular pubhic service opemngs

TMPLOYMENT iIMPACT

3

One approach to .a!sessnng the jub vreauon effurt uf (bIA i to examine,
trends n state and local guvernment empluyment, befure and after the
implementation of ¢£1a's publn service employment programs, For a’
period of ahougy 23 years. from 1945 w 1970, stale and lucal government |
employment ruse steadily al a 4.7 percent annual growth rate. The rate .
. then <lowed "3 9 percent between 1970 and 1974, Just before CETA
became oOperatiopal in June 1974, the, number of stale \and local
government empluyees was 114 milbon. Two years later, lhq total was
12 2 milhon. includmg some 300,000 ¢ £1a employees --a gain ¢f only 3.6

"This ‘regulation apphied unly s Title 1 However. Ficld Memofandum 189-6, dated
: March 31, 1976, extended the rule 10 all public séevice employment

MPL 44-444 Section 5td). Octuber 1, 1976, amended Tile VI of (era, prolibiing the
Deparument uf Labur frum sething lanats on rehires under Tatle 1 or Taie ¥ 1. prowided that
mainicnance-of-cffort requirements are observed !
. . l\
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. percentt a vear The deulind m the rate of gmwlh coincided with a

~asbowdows 1n the rate uf gruv.thpt‘ state and lwcal government resenues

and 4n 10ereave 1 wage costs Between 1970%and 1972 real state and
lodal tevenues ncreased at o raté of 4 5 percengper year. between 1971
and 1974, the rate of incredse”a. eraged- | | pereent. while between 1974
and l9:6 revendes mnureased al & rhte of less than ] _percent annually
Thus. ity it lear trom employment tread data ® hat the efféct of (E0a
has been without taking into avcount the infl ughe of revenues and labor
Canls 3o 4 o

JObseners have notU that federally- subsidized job creation erodes
over time hecause of the increaved pu‘sslblllue\ of adjusung state and
tocal hudgels 1o the avallability of pob positionis " Ohe method used
assess the effectiveness of the puhlu. senice empluyment programs at

“varfous nme tntervals 1y the Juh cecation ratio This rano 15 usua

lk\l‘c T - l };J..

: , T

demonstration grqﬁp. }ieldcd the neuoh cr_éanon rato

defined as the number of new jobs reculung from a federally financed
public Service employment program divided by the number of federails
finane €d posiiond [ Thus, a ratio vf 66 would mean that 60 percent of the
(Fraemployees.repre.ent mew emplosment generated by (FTa.

A study of he-Prp expenience by the National Planning Association
(neu B ondrect observation,of 182 units of gosernment in 12 sites
armved 4t a pet job crealion ratio of 0 %4 afier 1 year /¥ The ~pa .mal)zed
two groups of governmental .ufits 2 demumirauun group with high
levels of pte emplovees and a compartsn group with low levels An
expevted level of publi. empluy ment for 1972.mas projected fur each unit

in the dem(mslratmn group as follows
p

| The hlsloﬂ\,d[ difference between the demounsyration geoup and the
co mparmmgoup, was determined

2 The difference in the two.groups was forecast for 1972

3 The actual effiploymént in the comparison group was vbserved for
1972. and the forecast dufference was added to ubtain the 1972 expected
employment fur the demonstrabion group if PEP had not existed

4 The difference hecu,een the actual anyg the expected 1972 employ-
mentn the demonsteation group was attnbuted 1o Pip,

5 This difference. divided.by the number of pep empluyees n the

L

. .

! L h.

705 Depanmeni uf l,abur Empioyment dqd Tf%mmg Admimstralmn An Evafuanon of

the Swnoms [mpoct Percxf of the Pubilie Epruymen.t Program. vol |, PB-235 892,57,
Prepared by “National ﬁannanﬁ, Association. Washinglon, DC . May 1974 1avaulabie from

~TI3). ("haplcr m mfc High Impaul Pruyect was an expenimental design to lest the

consoqucnm ofa largc sca.lc puh!twmpluymcnl pregram
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17 CFT% MANPOWER PROGRAMS LNDER [OCAL CONTROL

The sfa direct bservation esumates have been criicized on the
greunde that the comparison group used 0 measure Job creation also
included some Pt jobs '* Correcuon for thisresulted 1n a recalculated
esumate of up to 0 7, mstead of 0 54. However. in view of the differences
in the economec climate when PEP and ¢ETA werf operatne and the
vastly increased scope of ¢ £1a. unquahfied applertion of PEP results to
(Fia may be mappropnate ’

George E Johnson and James D Tymola have written several papeis
examining the Job creatiun effect of public service employment based un
af eLonormetne approalh usifig natnonal data Their published esumates
of the job creation ratio for PEP and C£74 range from 10 i the first

. Quarter after implementauon to 0 after m‘qua?ters These estimates were
based upon a regression fanalysis. which measured the degree of
association between the level uf sate and I al government employ ment
and a number of explanaipry facturs The explanfyf)} variables i the
model are personal income Lo represent the reverdUe-raising capacity of
the governments. employee wompensation ly measure the effect of wage:
increases 4 age (the proporuon of the populauon 5 o 19-years of age) 1o
reflect.derhiand i’ the education sector. and the number of pep and.CETA
public <ervice emplovees The coefficient of the Pep and ceTa
empleyment vaniable chtasned frum this esimating prucedure was used
w cafculate the job creauon rauo!® The authors cenclude , that
subsidized public service employment may be a very effective counter-
recession teol in the short run (the first one or twp quarters after
intfoducton of the program). but not vver longer pen(fcg of ume They
acknowledge. however. that the results “are subject to 2 fairly wide error
band™ and should be used with caution.

/.

M

/ .

P %ichael wmmagj “Public Employment as Fiscai Poliey.” In Arthur M Okyn and
Geozge L Perry. eds. Brookings Papees on Economuc Actvity [ pp 67-114, Wa.shfngton.
D C  Brookings Institution. (976 .
14See also L S Congress. Congressivnal Budget Office. Employ ment and\J/aining Progroms.
Stafl working paper. Washington. DC  Congressional Budget Office. May (976, and
Public Emplayment and Teaiung Amisome Aliernanve Federal Approaches. Budget issue
'papcr, Wadhington, DC  Congressional Budget Office. February 1977
"“George E Johnwon and James D Tomeola, “The Fiscal Subsutution Effect of Alternauve

" Approaches o Public Service Empioyment Policy.” The Journaf of Human Resowrces

13F 3-26. whnter 1977
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JOB { REATION  NATIONAL ESTIMATE

]'he study r'eporled on here. using a regression model. armved at an
average net Job creation ratio of 0 65 for tte first 10 calendar quarters of
CETA ™ The net Job creativn ratio For each quarter was estimated using |
the following formula

L]
Actual  Furecasted Sta:e and Liwal Government
Employihent tin absenve Of ¢ 114)

Net Job Creation Ratin =

¢ £ T a Publi, Serice Empployment

To armive at the forecasted valwe of state and local government
emplovment in the absenve of (Era. 1t was hypothesized that state and
local guvernmens employment tends to ‘grow steadily over ime due 3n
‘part to an incfeased taste for public services A number of factors push
employment above ur below the secular trend It was assumed that state
and local guvernment employment 15 primarily  determined by the
purcBasing power avulable to state and local governments. Real
purchasing power 1s 4 funition of the availability of revenue and the cost
of labur, and these are measured by state and local revenues. federal
grants-in-aid. apd state and local public empioyee wage levels Estimates

- of the parameters for each of these vanables were made. based un the 54

t
quarters pror to ymplementauon of Cera. These estimates wege then

« Used 10 furecast what employment would hase been withelil.(ETA (see
Appendix B) "y
State and’local government empluy ment (munus instructional person-
* nel:n the education geetor). without ¢ETa employment, was projected in
this medel o rise frﬁS.[?S.OOG in the fourth calendar quarter of 1974
t0 8.598.000 by the fourth quarter of 1976 —% gatn of 420,000. The actual
growth wds 494,000, according to BLS reports (FTa employment rosé
from about 71.000 1o 306.000 during that ume. then declined to 246.000
by the tenth quaiter The net job creauon rauo fell from 0.82 in the
fourth quarter of 1974 tu 0.39 tn the {ourth quarter of 1975, aftey which
the rate of decline drmintshed. In the tenth quarter. the job creats esn rauo
was estimated 1o be (534 (see Figure 7). In this analysis. CETa
employment was reduced by 15 percent to adpust for jobs allocated to
prinate nonprofit agenues However. some of these jobs may also have
represented net additions to employment.

tn making the  alculation of average job creatiun rabw. the firsl calendar Yuarter was
omitted. sne¢ the number of LETa public servace empliyees was tou small 1o arnve at a
meaningfu] jub creation ratw The jub creativn ratw for nine uarters, beginning wath the
* secufitquarter. averaged 085 The jub creauon rat, including the first quarter, was ¢62

o -
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-
' @ Subttitutvdn Predictsd
rdhictl
77 fiawty Craated Jobs »oth CETA

Preduted
wathout CETA

)

STATE ANO LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT {mihons}®

gip— 7 S S R B
- 9 7 4 & ] ¢
QUARTEARS

80 f ! ] I ] { ] }
12/74 6/75 12/15 6/76 12/76

QUARTER ENDING

| . FIGURE 7 On average, 2 out of 3 CETA positions were net addie.
L tions 1 state and local tovernment employment . -.

* * -
"3 The pattern of gradual decline in the nét job creation ratio over time

suggests that the impact of pubtic service empluyment 1s most significant
’ . in the first five quarters. The decision m spring 1977 to increase the level

é" of public service jobs from 300,000 1e 725,000 as part of the economic
4 stimulus package should have increased the jub creation ratio tmially,
“ff - especially if the jobs were 1n projects that are not normally public service

functions. . '
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NEF IMPACT ON L'\l:\iPL'OY\.iEﬂ

The 344.000 (ETA pubhc service enrollees 1n the peak month of March
1976 represenied nearly S pervent of the 7 milhon unemployed that
month (seasunally adjus!ed) Expressed 1n another way. if Tutles 1l and
VI had not been enacted. the naton’s unemployment rate n March 1976
might have been 7.8 percent instead of 75 percent Furthermore. this
esumate dves not take (ntu account b creaton 1n the private sector

through the indirect ur sevondary effect of the added income of psk .

participants As the money that (eva parucipants earn 1s spent. It
bgcomes inume fur vthers who n turn spend a portion. This multiplier
effect implies that the increase in aggregate demand from a PSE program
15 larger than ghe mitial psk grant Consequently. & Pst program will
result pot unly in public sectur jobs but alsu ;n povate sector jobs in
response to nising aggregate demand. Bevause a large propurtion of (ETa
partiipants are drawn from low-1ncume famlies. beliex ed to have a high
prupensity to vonsume. these mdirect effects are probably quite large.
Even for thuse whu were receiving welfare or unemployment insurance
before C ETA enrollment. the difference between ¢ £TA (ncome and arpc or
LI pavments represented a net increase in potennal demand. for others
the enure (:Ta %alary munus taxes might be added to aggregate
demand.'” - \ _

The effectiveness of jub creation. in reducing unemployment was
somewhat mtigated by two factors Furst. nyt all parucipants were
unemployed prior tu enrollment. Second. sume ¢£Ta employees were
subsuituted for regular pse workers who would otherwise have been
employed and paid from state and local resources.

According to the Department of Labor. 78 percent of Psk parucipants
in 1977 had been unemployed prior 1o enrollrient, the remainger were
designated as underemployed (4 percent) or “vther” (18 percent).'® The

For a discassion of the ag'grtg,alc demand stimulation effect. see Charles € Killings.
worth, “t£Ta and Maopowtr Prugram Evaluvanon.” In James L Siem and Barbara D
Dennss, ¢ds , Proceedings of the Tweney -Seventh Annual Winter Meenng, December 1925, pp
203-215. Madion. Wis  Industrial Relations Research Associanon, 1976, Charles C
Kihngsworth. “The Rule of Pubbc Servine Employment.” Paper delivered as Spring
meeting of the maa, March {977, Matha N Baly and Robert M. Solow. "Public Service
Employment as Macroeconomuc Policy.” In Vol [IL-of Nauonal Commussion for
Manpower Policy. Jub Createun Through Publu Service Employment, pp 21 88, Washington.
DC. Natlons{Comrmss:on ror Manpower Pohcy. March 1978

MAccording to 2 Westat, Inc . report. only 48 percent ol (ETA public sepvice entrants were
unempluyed befure entry un fiscal 1976, 35 pereent were empluyed. and |7 pereent were fot
i the labol furce Huwever, the Westar study used a differenn conuept of labor force status
than thé DOL uses, a fagt thal may acwount for pant of the differencé Westat dassified

Q ‘ 2:J2
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) 182 i CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL GONTROL

"other” category includes persons who were out of the labor force or
who had been employed. cETa enrollees reported as having been out of
the tabor force included some discouraged workers who had'given up the
search for jobs. as dell as reentrants and new entrants Some of those
hsted as employed were 1n fact tfansfers from one program (o another.
eg. from Title VI to Tutle I1. and were actually unemployed before
entermg ¢ETA. But even those (kT |§aruc1pants who moved directly .
from Jobs in the private sector to ¢ E1a employment left behind vacancies
. . to be fillkd by ‘others Togthat eXtenlNould st:ll be a net job
. creation effect.
The second mitigating factor. substitution, 1 Mee serous. But. i this
case. too. the possiihty of indirect Job creation eMawngs to state
. . and loca! governments resulting from the use of federal funds 1n place of
tocal resources could be used for vther govergment expenditures of to.
defer local zax.ncreases. In either case. the savings would be expected to
boost demiand and stimulate employment. But with these kinds of
program dynamucs. the public service employment compunents of CETa
more closely resemble general revenue shaning than a direct job creation
program. ; 5

1 L '5

. T ~

+ OTHER SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC BINEFITS

hS

The phan-year cost-of a CETA PSE position was about $7,900 1n fiscal 1976
and $8,400 1n fiscal I977. This cost 1s partially offset by savings 1n welfare
and unemployment insurance payments, by gains in income and social
security taxes, and by the value of the goods and services produced by
ceTa employees. About 14 percent of CETA public service enrollees
received unemployment insurance prior to enroliment. and over 13
percent were ta famulies recerving AFDC or other welfare payments in
‘ fisca? 1976. i ¢
An analysis of costs and benefits of CETa PSE must/include an -
assessment of social benefits. One such benefit 1s the access 0 temporary
CETA governgent jobs afforded ta disadvafitaged and my onty workers
who nught fiot otherwise be considered and, for some. transinon o
unsubsidized public sector positions. Even where substitution occurs, the

respOndents by “primary activaty * The pot defimtion of an unemployed person is one '
, . who 13 out of a job (or 1n a welfare family} and available for wark. Some participants
counted by both DOL and Westat a5 employed prior 1o (iia may have been ransferred
from other" CETa public service titles See U 8. Department of Labor, Employment and
Training Admisusiration. “Characicnistics of New Enrollees in cETa Programs During
Fiscal Year I‘ITG."‘Reporl no 6 of the Continuous Longtudinal Manpower Survey, PB-
272 950.5T. Prepared by Westal. inc , Rockville, Md . 1977 (available from nm1s).
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effect of targeting the program may tend to change lhc wmposmo(n of
the pubhic sector work force. .

CETAPSE shares with othér programs the objective of providing incume
to unempluyed persbns. Byt in additop. it fruvides to the participant the
opportumiy fur employment and to the commumty the resources tu
mantain services of to uffer new services. On the debit side. the
introduction of (E1a employees with luwer skills of expenence than

regular publ;c service workers could affect the quality of service. .
A,

JOB CREATION IN THE sHUDY AREAS ~

a

I'n additon to develgping nauonal estimates of job creation. the Study

" examined the JOb creatiun effects of GETA'1n 24 of the areas in thé NRC
sample. In asselsifig the job reation effects of (E1a 1n the sample-areas. ;
the study nut ohly examimed public sector employment trends from 1971°
to 1975 for indications of job-creation attnibutable 1o CEra, but also
‘. analyzed these trends mn_the context of program and economic
deselupments th ‘each area. "Fueld research assoclates galhered infurma-.
tiun on the fiscal and budgetary position of the sponsors’ jutisdictions,
indicatiuns of maintenance of effort and substitution, views of ‘local

> offiuidls on the ubjectives of Title J[ and Title VI, and the extent 10 which
prinate nonprofit agencies and special projects were -used for psg
activities, rinupal sources of nlormation were (ETA admunistra-

tors. vhairmen of the planming wounul, and. 4n some casess regivnal office |,

/  tepresentatives and umon officials.

- Of the 24 nonstate junsdictions in the sample. 14, experenced .

substantal net job cgeation 1 the first six quarters of Ce1a. 5 had
moderate’jub gains. and S appear to have had little gain. The extent of
Jub creation tovk into aceount trends in fucal government emplo;menl
but was nut computed as a numerical rauo for specific areas. The 5 areas
. with Little gain were difficult 0 classify, because some may have used
GETA resoures tu alleviate further cutbacks or to rcpiace workers whose
posiions would not " otherwise have been filled. 'On the - whole,
information from the sample. when weighted by the number of st jobs,
* reinforces national data mdu.dlmg that (E1A publie service empioymerlt,‘
1n the short run, results in moderate job creation. ~
Jub ureation varied with fisual pressure in prime sponsor’afeas.’ A
loeal government with little gr moderate budget constrant was mote

"9The defree of fiscal pressure textreme, moderale, relabively hitde) was gauged by field
research assowiates. laking Mo wonsiderafiun nformaben ub lag revenues, local
guvernment expendilures. the budget situatiun, layuﬁs of tegular empluyees. and uther
local aircumstances . .
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L] - L

. TABLE 30 Net Job Gains Resulung from CETA Tutles 1 and V1. by Degree
Lof Fiscal Pressure, Sample §ocal Prime Sponsors. October 1975 : .
. . . . b,
e » Incrcnaseﬁ m Publr Service Employ- Degree of [ iseat Preswure
* “ment Attnbutable to CLTAR AllAreas lattle Moderste  Latreme

- Substsntial , !4 5 9 0
Moderate . 5 1 4 e 0
J Little apparent Job gan 5 f I 3
) TOTAL ' 7Y S S ! 4

‘ 2 lnuelses itlocal gorerament of in Private nongrofit agencies N

. Fiscat pressure, refess to the finafuial pusltmn of the malur Mt of government. hased
on revenues expendifures. gnd other relevant information .

L3 a =

L3

< lkely o yse a substantial part’of its ¢ £TA funds to create new Jobs that
would otherwise not exist (see Table 30). .

<

© Areus with Substantial va Gains . ¥ .
The 14 J\l!‘lSdlCilOﬂS mth substannial net empluyment opportumnes
résulting from ¢ETa public senvice pgsitions generally had moderate”or
hittle fscal . pressure  Mogt are small or medium-sized consoryia of

. counttes. They increased ?mploymcnl opportumnes n several ways.

o' Some used (T4 Jobs to supplemenl staff in regular departments: others

established new categories of activities not performed previously, and a
. number relied heawily on, agenues"outslde government to &pand -
employment postulines. . %
The Katisas City- Wyandotfe consortium, dlassefied as having moder-
ate fiscal pressures ilustrated the first approach. CETA employees werg
* used @ainly to supplement existing stafl. espefially in the huighways and
parks -departmems A few woskers were émployed on projects one of
e » which provided interns to help the plannung department réduce a
o~ backlog of record-keeping. A number Of posttions were allotted to
> community-based orgamizauons. Public employment 1n Wyandotte
"+ County (including Kansas City) rose .10 percent bettveen October 1974
'and October 1975, compared with a 19711974 annual average growth
rate of 12 percenl (including PrP Jobs). The tota) growth of 600 between
1973 and 1975 was largely in education and unrelaied 1o (ETA, but gains
were also reported m functions 1 which CETA participants 'were
employed It appears that a, significant proportion of the 215 CETa
. employées represents addlllonal employment that would not have™
existed otherwise.
» San Joaquin s an example of a pnme sponsor usIng CLTA pomﬂs
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\ " the Red Cross. and Catholic Welfare and Social Services.”

The Lansing consortium used (EIA positons for both regular publlc
1 oservice and project-type jobs. Although ity public sector employment

» t

/
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mainly for new activities. The gponsur concentrated vn using positions
" for “getng people off the ;recls. largely through labor-intengive,
envirunmental jobs. No complants from public employee unions or
oter sources were feported. and the puL regional office representainve
way confident that the ared.was fulﬁlllng iy requirements for mainte-
nance of efldrt According to Census repotts. public employ ment in the
wounty rose about 1.200 between October 1974 and October 1975, a gain
of more than 10 percent. This gain wompared pith an average yearly
increase of 2 percent for the 3 preceding years

Phoenix Maricopa allotted almost a third of 11s Lera Jobs to state.
federal. and prvate nonprofit "agencies ncluding the Red Cross. a
black theater troupe. 4 Baptist (hldren’s home. and Catheolic so¢ial
services. Public service empluyment generally expanded at a greater rate ,
In t_hal consoriium between (974 and 1975 than 1n previous years. .

-

T Areas with Moderate Job Gamns

" The areas with moderate ¢ k14 job gains for the most part expenenced
only slight growth i total public service jubs Suyme CETA posiuions have
been used t fili vacancies. while otfgra were cleagly 1n new government
activiuies Or 1n private nonprofit agencies..

In Middlesex County. for example. the net increase in public service
employmént between 1974 and '1975 was shight. crra public service
.cmﬁlu)ees&\yere svattered through regular county or uty departments.
but sume were 1n new projects that normally would not have existed.
One QULh project created a systematic control for vehicle marntenance.
The county al$o centralized all ducument repmduulmn and mucrofilming
with ¢E1A help. About 20 percent of the county’s (rta pubhc service
pusitions were assigned (o state agencies. including a state umiversity.

“and Yo such pavate. nonprofil agenges.asghe ymca. the Urban League.

. continued tu grow. the question of budget substitution was ralsed by the
 press. which quoted, local vfficials as ack nwledglng that (Era employ-

i ment reduced sume uf the budget expanslun that mght o:herwlse have
taken place. | ~ ’

'\
[ Inthe remaining five areai four with uver | miflwn pupulation - public

employment dechined or %as relatively stable. AltRut one were 1n dite
* . -\n ’

,’f Other Areus

t
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fivancial strauts and have been Jdependent un TETA Wb maintan essennal
services. Whether what occurred 1 those situations 1s defined as
substitution depends un what might have happened without CETA. CETA
funds may have permutted the diversion of local funds to uther uses and
reduced pressure on local governments 10 raise taxes. of. on the other
_hand. they mayhave prevented further cutbacks 1n employment. .
Public employment dechned shasply in New York City from 396.000
in October 1974.10 356,000 {including CLTA gmployees) the following
year, 20.000 Cera partiaipants had been slotied into regular government
Jobs ‘to maintain thuse essential mumeipal services that were cut back
most severely Approximately 2.100 of the 20000 were former city
workers. rehired largely because of umon insistence. Muteover. nearly 10
percent of fiscal 1976 Title 1 funds was used for public service
employment. including some for (ETA employees who had been
scheduled to be terminated because lhe) were tn posilivns deemed 10 be
substantially similar to those of laid-off regalar cnvil service employees.
Despite the aity’s fiscal crisis. about 8 percent of (ETA positions were
assigned to state and private nonprofit agencles. and to that extent (£1a
'may have contributeql to net job creation. \.1 :

"Tl]r.;mkmher of employees reported b) the, Census Bureau iy all the
Junsdicuonts of ahe Cleseland consortium was virtually the sime in
October 1975 as in the previous year. although some 2,400 Title 1! and
VI participants were un the public payrolls and pyer 30 percent of Title I
funds was alsu used for public service employment. Well over half of the
Title I. N1, and VI paricipants in the¥ity of Cleveland were rehired
regular employees. and questions were raisefl as 1o whether therr
separations were bona fide 1. regional ffice ordered a reducuion
10 the number of public service®mployees relur¢d under CETA. and the
oty has beenftadually reabsorbing some of them on its own payroll.

Gary. In'du:l%) the smallest of 'the five areas that had little-or no job
gains. ranks among the most hard-préssed cities i the country. Withdut
CETA. some of s essential services ‘would |probably have been
discontinued. At the time of the survey. the cily was using revenue- -
shanng funds 10 maintain a number of public service positons. but was
planning to use CETA to rehure regular employees as the squeeze between
nsing costs and dwindling revenues intensified. According to local
respondents In the suney. there has not been sybsutution of CETA for
regular funds. although cr1a employees were pgrformng work that 1s
-custgmanly patd frofn local funds in other cities.

Philadelphia’s fiscal situation was less critical. That aity had attenipted
to henor its no-tax-increase pledge untl spring 1976, an attempt that had
resultéd 1n an oxtremely stringent budget. There had been no large-scale

Fl

]

: . 2’\)'.:‘ 4 e %__




© Pubhc Serwc‘e Emp!o}mem A o : > 187

layoffs. but public service employment de&ned be(wcen October 1974

and October 1975, Uespite the, employment of 2,800 ¢HA workers. The 4
city has come 1o depend on (ETA to meet Staff shonagﬁ over 1,000 were . /
employed in the sewer and samtation departments. None of the Ceva o
positions was given W nonpruﬁl urgﬂalnonﬁu ‘but a few were assigned /

. to the state employmemsemce T .

Between™ 1971 and 1974, public em loymenl Lu.me»ogn} County,

consortiumexpanded at an average rake of more than 6 percent per year.

according to the Census Burgau Howesver, between October 1974 and

chbcr 1975. public employment stabilezed, déspite the addition of

.285 CEra workers and the factthat its junsdictions face only moderate

ﬁscal difficulues. County and ‘aty officjals say that”the need for

additional seryices that had been as&oualq& with growth m parts of the

¢ county is now dimmshing. Some ciues “were holding the dine on

emplu)ment while 1n uthers public employment was declining through
attrition and layoffs. There was reluctance to seek ad®uanal revenues tu -
maintam or expand publlc services (tTa workers. for the mosr part.
were being slotted inty regular vacancies and were used as a pool for
filling regular jubs. instead of being placed in néw jobs. This, according
to locat officials. (ncreases their chances for being selected for permanent
employment. The Orange County experience Jllustrates the trade-off
berw een the transition and the man‘llenance of effort objectives of CEra,

- » . L]

WAINTENANCE OF EFFORT - : L

; The mantenance-of-effort requirements in the Department of Labor
regulations on direct job substitution aré carefully spelled out. They
prohibit, displacing currently employed workers, abrogayng existng
contracts for semvices, ,substatulmg ({'.IA JEsOUrCes, using CETA POSILIONS,
fur jubs financed by uther federal programs, and hinng c&Ta personnel
when regular workers 1n equivalent jobs have beenslaid off. Where a 5
layoff of regular empluyees 1s plapned or a hining f freeze 15 in effect, the
sponsor must cerufy that thé action 1s due to a budgetang cnists and the
Dot regional office may request suppurting documéntatien. Rehinng of

. regular workers with (€74 funds 1s permitted ) if the layoﬂ“s are bona fide.

~ The regulatuns, however. do not deal with more subtle maintenance-of-
effort violations. mncluding indirect budget or fiscal substitutwon. This s
not strange. considenng the general [ackai-undcrstandmg uf the nuances
of substitution. ) -
 The poL relies mainly on assurances in the grant document, hmited
momtotng and audiung.” and complain(s 10 enfgree maintenance-of-
effort requiretnents. A General Accounung Office study of the rehure

-
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’
sttuation in Toledo, where lOO'permanent aty emplioyees were laid off

and-rehired with ceTa funds, shp\a.ed that mformauon provided by the
city did'not justify thte action 2% The report pornted out the difficulty of .
properly assesding the financial picture in the sanous accounts in a
typical city The Depaztment of Labor would have to inctease vastly its
audiing capabihity to momtor maintenance of*effort effecthively

4 more extensive&A0 repori based on visits 10 12 SpOnSOTS i 5 states
cned malntenance-of-effort violations. mcludmg the .uSe of CETa
partcipants to fill budgeted positions that presumably weuld have been
paid for from local funds to replace temporary, pari-time. or seasonal
workers who would have been h:red anywaj and t0 fill jobs normally
contracted out.?!

Several matntenapce-of-effort prub‘ems were reported 1n ‘the 28 areas
i the sample The &xpenence of two of them demonstrates the major
tssues m layoff-recall situations. The issue in New York City was
whether. 1n a reductton 1 force. CETA employles 1 “substantially
equivalent” pdsitions should be Jaid off before regular employees. About
20.000 cera Title 11 and Tile VI employees were on the payroll in
mumcipal agegcies that were cutting back regular employees. The
controversy embrotled the city. CETa employees.. one of the umons
represeniing city. workers. the Beparimemt of Labor, members of
Coﬁgr%and. ultimately. the courts. The Department of Labor dectded
that | CETA positions were substantially symlar to. those held by
regular employées who were laid off and ordetéd the aty to terminate (or
transferj cera employees m those posiions and reh®s the' regular
employees with CETa _funds. A couit rulimg upheid the Deparlmenls
action and dertted that it wiolated the equal protecuon nghts of CETA
parttaipants Tiie effect,of #he ruling was to give laid-off public service

workers preference over other unemployed (including the disadvantaged’

and long-term unemployed) in filling 1A jobs. provided the mumicipal
workers were'not laid off with the intent of relinng them under t£1a.22

T

®U'S General Accounting Office. Using Comprehensive Emplayment and TrawungsAct *

Funds to Relure Lard-Off Employees 1y Toleds. Ohio Washmgton DC. General
Accounting Office. March 191976 *

BU'S General Accaunung Office. Mare Benefits to ' Jobless Can be ObfBmed tn Pubhe
Service Employment, HRD- 77-53. Washinglon. D.C . General Aocoummg Office, Apnl 7,
1977 .

BDamel L Persons. “A Union View of the Impact of Public Service Employment on
Public Sector Labor Refatons,” ln James L Stern and Barbara D. Denms, eds,
Proceedingt of the Twenly Esghth Annual Winter Meening, Decembeér 1975, Madison. Wis..
Industrial Relations Research Assotiau@h. 1976y and Lows Blume, 'Rehinng of Laid Off
Municaipal Workers Under ceTA. The Law. the Regulafions and Congressional Intent,”
Adherent 3{1), Apnit 1976
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_senvice empluvees ay a means of * maintaining publi

In Clevaland he 1ssue was the Deparlmem of Labor’s egulaton that
t’é"mage of rehures of regular employeed under (E7A W a

e New York deusion— gt

aps (0 have the vupposite effect Of
luvees and provides equal

reqall no ts of 11d-uff Tegular e
enity (o othét unemployed people

0 a smilg gasa. Detront brought suft against the Department of

* Labor. charging that the formula hmupg rehires was contrary w the

intent of (£TA and a threat tu the uty$ ability to deliver adequd.c fire
and p,niu.e protechion. The fuyl thit the majority of the laid-off
emp]ovees were members of minyfiues and women. identified as
“Sigmficant segments™ in the uty’s GETA plan. complicated matters The
case was vettfed in an agreement/on a number of relures within the
context of the DOL regulations LN
Overt subsutunion gets public afienuon. butindirgct displacement may
be more wulespread Thn may d}.,e the form of sloumg CETA workers
into existing vacandesyof using’them w meet expansion needs where
such jobs would otherwise hage been filled {rom local resources, Local
offiuals who were reluctant (o request funds for new positions in the
eCunVMmic \,hmate of 1974 1976 fuund ( £TA a convenient way (o pay for
them. This subtie form of yeplacement 1s dfficult 10 deal with through
complhiance procedures ahd could become more pervasive 3s the
program ;s extended Pubhic officials might be tempted to limit or curiail
normal tax effort if they were sure that the program would conunue.

v

POLICY ISSLES . ) i Lo,

Federally subsidized; loal public service employment. eschewed for
tmany years, (s now wdely aceepted as a countercy£lical instrument ande

{a major cumpone*uf naticnal manpower policy The change 1s due 1n

part to looser labbr market condiuuns of the 1970s and in pary
widespread fisual difficulues in local governments Both federal and local
offiualy view Titles Il and V1 as consirucuve legislauon. altlfough
sometimes for different reasons The federal focus & on re;ucmg
unemplus ment, However. many loval officials see suiﬁldlzed public
sErvIces pzand

providing fiscatrehef as well. )
Despite. ubjections o the public service efiiployment éoncepl,
"President Nyzon did finally sign the Emergency Employment Act of
1971. The Ford Administration supported the enactment of Tutle VI as a
major progfam in (LTA, although 1t expected the economy Lo improve su
that the program could be phased out. The Carter Admimistraion.
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confromied. with" a persistent Tecession, doubled the publjc service
employ mem programs as part of its ecdnomic stmulustrategy.

urreml» the public service ednploymens program 1s caught up in the
debate on the reafithefization of Ceta. the Jobs component of welfare
reform. and the reu!,ahzauon f urban areas, The admimstration’s
planming presumes thal improvements M the economy will permut
phasmg outl most of the CETA pse flositions and the use of these resources

and others lo employ welfare rqapients instead. There 15, howeyer,

sgmificant Songressional support for retauting public service employ-
ment as an identfiable component of CeTa. [t s therefore umely to
consider some of the broad 1ssues bf public service employment mn 1he
context of‘the early years of CETa o;ﬂerat:om . 5

* . 1 -

SLBSTITU FION

i
§
]
1

'/\(\‘]ongressnonal concern w)¢h the operation of Title vl wa";s focused on

O

ERIC
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three problems substitution of feddral for local funds, clientelé! and
pohtical impfoprieties Of these. subimuuon was the most wornsome.
This 15 understandable. since 1t thredtened the vahdity of the premise
upon which the program rested - job qreauon In 1976, 1n the legislation
to extend Title VI, the Emergency! Jobs Programs Extension Acl.
Congress redesigned the program by mandating projects of hrnited
duration and by encouraging the assignment of part of Title VI funds to
private nqnprofit orgamzations. The intent was 1o employ most Title Vi
parficipants 1n actvibies that are not part of the regular pubhc gervice
structure and therefore less likely tollead 10 substitution. The key
“element was the yght defimtion of a project. However. the ongmal
defimtion of a project. which stressed kD non-'incremenlal" cimdrscter,
was subseguently loosened to, permut firojects that arq extepsions of
exsting activities 1t remains to be seen whether the results lhat%ongress
antrcipated will be realized.. 2 '

' .
-

L

TARGETING PULBLIC SERVICE JOBs \ '

.

A second mayor congresstonal concern 1§ the extent to which };ubhc
service Jobs programs should be used for the economcally disadvan-

taged or for other groups with special empioy ment handicaps. The ¢ETa,

public service employment program was hot ongmnally viewed, as amr

-antipoverty program.”eligibilit}y cniténa were purposely left loose and-

vague The act supgested that conslderahon be given, 1o Vietnam
veterans. the long-term ynemployed. former . manpower trainees. unem-

.

011 R i

-~ ployment insurance exhaustees. persons not ehgible for . and-
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sugmﬁcan! segmenls of the uncr,nptoygd pupulauun but not spe-
uf’calix 1 the puor As the progr@,m ubfolded. 1t becamne clear that the
. economlcall\ dlud\dntaged were participating vnly tv a hiomited extent
+, When Congress extended Title VL 1t took the occasion to modify 1ts
.o ongmai position. The Emergenc} ‘Jobs Programs Extension Act Limuted
pammpauon in, most o{ the -néw PSE posiions 1o the long-term
unegployed who are also low- income perspns ur welfare reuipients This
. thange has «reated,an anomalous 51!udtum Title VI, which 45 basically
the counleru.%t.hcal program of CETA. has more stringent eligibility |
requirements than Thle |. which was designed fur those most 1n need,
The issue 1sa hether a public service jubs prugram should pnmanly senve
structural ur countercychical ubjectives or both If the obyective 1s to deal
with "structurai” prublcms‘ 15 1t approprrale for the public sector bethe
major vehicle for the readjustmedt of persuns with varous drawbacks 1o
emplyyment” What would the effect be on the structure and natgre of
public service” These questions are hkely to become more pertinent if
welfare reform and ¢ £7 are hinked

EROSION OF THY FRANSITION OBJECTRAE ¢

Transition, the entry’ of PSE participants 1n” regular unsubsidized Jobs.
was. In'the heginning. a major objective It was the céntral theme 1 the
PLP program and a major ohjective when (£T4 was enacted. Congressio.
nal intenl was clearly expressed in a 1973 report op (ETA uf-t-hg House
Committee on Education and Labor “First. 1t 15 agreed “that. 1o the
extent feastble. persuns empluyed on public senice jobs funded under
this Act should be absorbed into the regular workforce of the employer.,
or. alternatiely. assisted 1m securing other suitable empldyment not
substdized under this Act."* However, with the enactment of Title VI of ~,
CETA and the Department of Labor's vverriding concern with speedy
implementation, the emphasis on transition was saerificed. Pn .
sponsors. faced with the prospect of having ulumately to abs;&
significant numbers of, their pse partiuipants proceeded cautiously until
the transition goals were waived hy the ROL

The 1976 amendments to Title V1, with 1is emphasis un temporary
projects outside the mainstrearn of public service activities, svill affect the
entry of PSE participants into Fegular public sector jobs In its effort to
Lontgag substitutiun through the use of projects. Congress has. in effect.-
traded ff the transition poswibthiues in the puhlic sector .

s Cunglcss. Huuse. Commuttee un Education and Labot. Comprehensive Marpomer
Aﬂof 1973, House teport no 93-639, November 21, 1973 pp 12-13
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Another possible consequence of the new Title V1 legislation ts the
Jevelopment of a Jual public senice emplovment system .one for

persuns employed in pustliuns equivalent to ‘regular public senice jobs 7
with potenual for ubtamnung Permanent pusitivns. the vther. for persons’
luwer un the socirecunomic ladder. assigned to lempurary proje\.ljoba.l‘*"i
. . -+

’

THE QUALTEY sxb UEHTITY OF JOBS ,
1

The wpa sterectype of public senice jobs as mahke-work lingers on
However, dunng the firet ° years of ¢k1a. most public semice
empluyment partiupants held productise jubs comparable to thuse of
the- reguldr work force Bu: the present emphasis un tlemporary projects.
the pressure vn prime spotisors tu 2bsorb large numbers of enfollees 1n a
very short time. and the tocus un the [ong-term. luw-income unemploved
may indeed result i some activittes of marginal usefulness -

’

INSTITUTIONAL ERAMEWORK OF (ETA

The er.panr.wn of cuuntercy clical public sersice emplovment programs
within a framewurk dquned primanly for programs dealing with
structura) problems raises 4 number of nstitytronal issues For example.
what effect has the grafung of the large-scale public service employ ment
program had un the adrimisiratise structures of its prime sponsors” On
the relative importance of empluvability development programs® On
local interorganizational relationships” There undoubtediy will also be
new 1ssués rismg from the widespread use of private nonprofit
ofgamizations 1o administer ¢ ETA projects.

-

" SUMMARY

The study finds thai ¢
* [n the short run. ¢ £7a has a pusitise impact in creating new jobs. but
lhls effect tends to erdde over ume Over the first 10 quarters. the job
creation 2o in the public sector ranged frurn 0.82 in the second quarter
tc 054 1n the tenth On the average. it 1s estinated that for every 100
(£TA positions. there wére 65 new state and local government jobs. Total
job creation 1s actually- higher. as a result of (£7a funded jubs in the
priyate nugproﬁt sectuf ln addition. CETA exerts a multiplier effect on

.

H*However. r.bL regulauons have tended tu mater duwa the project woncept by permutung
projects that are in effect extensions of parmal public y:mu employment.
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empIO) ment by simulating the demand for goods and services. but there
15 no reason to expect this effect to be any different from the stlmulatu.e
'|mpact of other federal government programs.

* The degrée of Job gamns in local areas in the sample \.aned with the
fiscal pressure on local guvernments. Those with the gr tcSt gains were
Junsdictions with htle or moderate fiscal pressure. THey “tended 1o be
small and medium-sized areas. Those with the least amount of apparent
job gains were gcnerall) areas expenencing the most fiscal snngency. [n
some of these hard-pressed junsdicions. howevef. LeTa may have
forestalled possible reductions 1n the public sector wérk force. o

* Several maintenance-of-effort problems arose .n the NRC study
* areas, including two major controversies. One imolhved the"lhimutation
imposed by the -Department of Labor on the use of Ce1a funds for the
rehire of regular public service workers. The other dealt wath the use of
CETA employees in posiions substantially equivalent to those of laid-off
regular workers.

J Therc 15 an 1nherent tradesoff between the “transiion” and the “job
crcauon objectves of the ®ct. Sponsors concerned about transitioff
sometimes used CETA employees to fill regular vacancies. This may help
tosplace ¢ ra entollees in permanent jobs, but it may also contnbute to a
form of budget subsutution. Similarly. the use of temporary projects as a
device for controlling substitutions may make 1t difficult for persons in.
such projects tv move into regular unsubsidized jobs in the public sector.

* The functional areas in which CETa enrollees were empioyed
resembled the pattern set under EEa in 1971-1972. Most were employed
in activines ordinanly perfurmed by the employing agericies, some were
absorbed \nto the adnumsnnm structure of CETA.

* Despite the emphasis on projects in the Titie VI regulauons the
study uncovered few such- prOJecls prior to the enactment of the
Emergency Jobs Programs Extefision Act of 1976. There: was some
confusion Over the exact nature of a project, and sponsors tended to
descnbe sume of their regular short-term public service yobs as projects.

* Local spon%0rs in the study areas allocated 20 percent of their Title
IT and VI funds to pnvate nonprofit prganizations and to state and
federal agencies operating wathin their yunsdictions. The extent of such
allocations appears ta be related to the size and fiscal situation of the
sponsors.. Large junsdictions, ;;htﬁé cxpenencing fiscal pressure. and
those 1 which elegted offic Is made deasions gave away fewer
posiions. -
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Who benefits from the biltions of dolars T now spemt on manpOWer

~programs” Are the available services directed to the disadvartaged, or 18

CETA becoming a countercyclicaF program for the &employed but ready- .
for-work person? Are the types of participants changing under CBTATY

* What factors are associated with sugh changes ‘Do these deve}opments

call for a closer focusing of manpower programs n hne with natmnal
objectives? . T -
Over the years. manpower pro%:a/ms—have reached out to dnﬁ”ercm
groups in the population as ch.ang in economuc conditions and soqal
policy have developed. The Area Rédevelopmqm Act of 1961 set out 6.
retrain unemployed persons in depressed aredsl. This s&ategy, |(. was .
hoped, would attract industry and would .contgibute o economic «
development. The major manpower trainuilg mitiativée, however, came tn
1962 with the Manpower Training and Developmént Act. The prnimary
concern at that time was {0 retrain persons who were expected to.be
displaced by automation and technological change and to help, {hem

-

* rebuild thejr skills to meet the new occupational demands of thé iabor

market. At that time. there was no specific emphasis on the' poor of
disadvantaged. and, when’ the expected dlsplacemem «hd nbt occur\

. MDTA became a program in search of a constituency. In"1963, the act was

amended to place greater emphasis on the retraining of youfh unable to .7
qualify for jobs because of inadequate vocational preparation. Reorien-
tation of MpTA toward the disadvantaged occurred n the m;d 1960s,

. after the Start of the War on Povcrty :
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in the second halfof the 1960s. a number of categoncal programs were
intiated under the aegis of the Economic Opportumity Act. Each
program had a specific chientele and approach. but the generai purpose
was to gid poor persuns who were unemployed or underemployed. The
primary .focus of manpower programs was -to proside remedial skll
fraining and work expenence to those who had difficulty in competing 1n
the job market. despite the generally strong demand for labor.

Several major programs —the Neighborhood Youth Cosps. the Job
Corps. and the summer yuuth employment programs—were geared to
poor youth. Operation Mainstream was for older workers, prmaniy in
rural areas with few employment opportunities. The Job Opportunmities
in the Business Sector (JoBs) program enlisted private employers 1n
efforts to hire and train the disadvattaged unemployed ~young and
older workers handicapped. and others with special obstacles. The -
Public Service Careers program similarly attempted to imgrove the
access of the disadvantaged in the public sector through on-the-job
traming In addivon, ethnic-oriented organizations such as oIc, the
UrbandLeague. and SER recenved grants to expand counseling and
traimng for minenties. 7 A

The picture began -to change again in the early 1970s. With the
winding down of hosulities in Vietnam. unemployment began 1o nse.
and growing woncern about the level of joblessness and the employment
prospects of Vietnam veterans led to the passage of the Emergency
-Employment Act(zea) of 1971. Because tts aim was countercycheal, with
emphasis on creating new jobs it essential governmental services, It was
not directed exclusnely toward the disadvantaged. Public sector
employ ment often requires persuns with quahfications not frequently
‘found among workers with lower skills and less education.

With the gea program about to be phased out. on the eve of the
passage of CETA mosP manpower programs were predominantly for the
disadvantaged. ECa programs were almost exclusively for the unem-
ployed Erngdg underemployed in poor families, and MpTA policy was to
sefect two-thirds of the participants from the disadvantaged population.

s

LEGIS ATIVE FRAMEWORK

The Comprehensive Employment and Tramming Act incorporates some
elements of earher legislation, but in keeping with its basic objective of
decenlrallzalflog. it permits considerable Jucal flexibulity in identifying
the groups to be seryed The preamble of the act states that vis purpose is
to provide training and employment opportunipes to the “economically
disadvantaged™ —a reference to its Foa antecedents—but- also to

& é.f{_,
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“unemployed and underemployed persons” —reminiscent of MDTA and
EEA. Since the vnginal act was passed. several amendments have focused

" on nsing unemployment. as discussed 1n earhier chapters. They .have
introduced Llient preference categones in pyblic service employment,
and the most recent are directed spec:ﬁcally to the long: terrn, low-
income unemployed.

Concern for the protectibn of especially vulntrable groups was _
expressed dunng the dehberitivns leading to the enactment of CETA. In
order to recuncile this coniern about verving specific clientele categones
with the admunistration’s emphasis on Maxmum local autonomy, a
compromise was reached, Tile 1 decategonzes programs. and 1ts
language pertaining to chentele is loose. Title 1f{, however. authonzes

x special programs to be administered by the federal government outside
the block grant package for Indians, migrant and seasbyal farm workers..
" youth, offenders. older worhers, persons of hmuted Knghsh-speaking

ablht} and other groups. The Job Corps. for disadvantaged youth. was
also conunued under federal direction (Tule IV}, Pnime sponsors are freg
t0 include any of these groups 1n local programs as well, ut the act
ensured that a sigmficant proportion of funds would be set aside
nationally to be used for the disadvantaged (see Chapder 2).

Unlike categonical programs, which limited and defined eligibility
narrowly, Title I operates as a block grant program, allowing pnme
sponsors to choose groups o serve and assign pnionties according to
their own perception of local needs. The legislative history of CEta
suggests that the administratioh opgosed language that would have
required special consideration for particular chent categones or for
orgamizatons that had previously concentrated on ethme communities
and the disadvantaged. on the grounds that such language could lead to
a legislatinve mandate for categoncal programs.! However, some vesuges
of categorization remain. even in Title |. Sponsors must give assurances
in Thtle I plans that they will serve those “mostin need,” including “low
income persons of limited English-speaking ability.” There 15 also an
oblique reference o the use of cBmmunity-based orgamizauons,
Assurances that “programs of demonstrated effectiveness™ will be
conhinued are standard requirements. But the vagueness of Title |
language invited broad locdl interpretation,

Tide II, which authorizes public service employmenl in areas of
substantial unemployment, ;s mure speaific than Title I in designating
groups 1o be g,u.e’zconslderauon Eligibility 1s hrmited o unemployed

A "Tesumony of Wilham Kolberg, n heanngs before the Senate Subcommuitee on
Employment, Poverty. and Migratory Labor of the Commultee on Labor and Public
Welfare on §, 559 andg}IS&O February-March 1973, p- 282
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and underemployed pefsons lving in areas of substantial unemployment
who have been jobless {or 30 days or more. Prime sponsors are required
to give consideration (0 the most severely disadvantaged n terms of
Jength of unemployment and their prospect for finding employment
without asaistance, te Yietnam veterans, and (o former manpower
tramees? To the exteént practicable; theY are to share pubhc service
employment opportunities on an equilable basis among “sigmuficant
segments” of the unemployed popylation. Congressional natent was
clanfred in a fater House commmmt. “The Conferees’ intenuon
was to urge the Secretary to use his discretion artd judgment tq see that,
wherever practicable. mimonities, youth, the elderly, women, and other
gro{_ps who hate been traditonal viciyms of job discrimimation had equal

" acless Io jobs created under CETA.™ As defined in DOL regulations,-

“stgnificant ‘segments™ are locally .determined groups that generally

experience unudual difficulty m obtaming employment and who are most
in need of the services authorized in_ the act. The difference mn
interpretation between the commuttee repori, which mmples proportional
treatment of varnous disadvantaged: groups, and the Department of
Labor regulations, which 1mply preferential treatment, has been a source

s.,;.«-t:)f.:-:mfusu?:n in tmplementing theact.

E

Since CETa was passed, se»era] developments have.moved the-program
i the direction of recategorizauon. The passage of special appropra-
tions for summer programs under Title IH set up. i effect, a new
categorical program. The administration’s intent had been that such
programs could be supported by sponsors from their regular Title 1
aflotment as one of a number of options, but Congress has appropnated
summer funds each year over and above the Title,i appropriation, Title
VI enacted 1n 1974, was a categorical program created in response to the
*devetoping recession. In mid-1975, Congress passed a law requiring state
employmen®secunty agencies lo interview persons receving Federal
Supplemental Benefits and, if appropriale, to refer them to an approved
manpower training progfam.® .

These amendments to CEra have tended (0 emphasu,e the long-term
unemployed as candidales for public service jobs. Under Title VI,

?The Emergency Jobs and Unemployment Assstance Act of 1974 amended ths
requirement (o cover any velerans discharged willon ihé last 4 years
IS Congress, House, Commuttee on Education and Labor, Emergency Job Progrars
Stop Gap Extension, House report no. 941019, 94th Congress, 2d session. Apal 8, 1976,
4The fiscal 1977 budget request was the frst 1n which the administralion asked for summes
funds for youth (ses Chapter 2)-
1The Emerge ncy Compensation 2ind Special Unemployment Assisthnce Extension Act of
1975, June 30, 1975 This act éxicnded Federal Supplemental Bencfits for 13 additionat
weeks 10 perspns who have exhausted 39 weeks of benefits.

&+
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sponsors were (o give “preferred considemtion” to those unemployed
who had either exhausted their entitlement to unemployment insurance
or who weTe never eligible (except for persons lacking work expenence),
and {o those who Have been dut of work for 15 weeks or longer.
Howe\-er Title VI stopped shert of mandalmg ibility For the long-
term unemployed. & &

To summarze, the onginal concept of CETA—broad local discretion—
was gradually “dilited (at teast for public senice employment) by the
establishment of preference u?legones. CETA amendments. ‘while not
strongly worded, sigmfy the infent of Congress 1o direct the attennon of
local sponsers to recently separated veterans and the long-term
unemployed. -

But 1t was not unut the Emergency 4obs Programs Extension Act of
"1996, which continued the Title VI program for another yeat, that
Congress took the addiywnal step of requinng pnme spons&s to limt
ehgtbihty for, new pubht service projects to long-term unemployed
persons (QLyAFDC recipients) with low household income® This step
marks a change m philosophy: It incorporates a major structural
objective tn programs that have been primanly countercycheal. Under
the new Title V1, funds available to sponsors greater than the amount
necessary to maintain ther existgng level of public senvice employment
must be ysed for special profects, to be staffed exclusively by persons
who have been unemployed for 15 weeks or more and who are members
of low-income or welfare households. The purpose of this provision i to
ensure that the new jobs go to the long-term. low:income unemployed
with substantial attachment to the labor force. A secondary purpose Js to
reduce the cost of public service employment by offsetung cash
payments from unemployment msurance and public assistance. Half of
the vacancies rgsulting from attntton below the June 1976 level must also
be resened for the long-term unemployed with low household income.

In mid-1977, Congress added a )outh employment ntle to CETA (Title
VIII) and increased appropnauons for veterans and for other youth
programs under Tatle II1. '
. What started out to be an &ffort to reform manpower leg,lslauon toa

s

"Emelgcnq Jubs Programs Exiension Act ol 1976, October 1976, Secuans 607 and 608.
Funds above the spongor's June 1976 level of pse emplayment, plus part of the funds
reserved fur vacances i regular CETA PSE posiiuns, musl be reserved for members of
famlies with an income of 70 perent or fess of the lower hving standard. .S, Congress,
Senate, Comig dn Labur and Public Wellare, Emergency Jobs Programs Extersion Act
of 1976, Sendid report no 94-883. May 14, 1976, U.S, Congress, House, Emergency Jobs
. Proegramtt Extension Aut of 1976, Cunferenu report, Hause report no, 34-1314, Scplcmbel
13,1976,

> »
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relafively simple block grant program with only a few general provisions
fof selecting clients has gradually become more complex and speciabized |
as the nation has attempied to deal with a recession longer and deeper
than any since the Depression. What 1s unfolding 1s astrend towards
establishing discrete national programs as the federal government sets
new national objectives to meet emerging needs. Inhereny 10 this process
15 a larger degree of natianal control n determining categories of cliens
lo be served and in specifying the kinds of services to be provided.

CHARAC]’ERISTICS OF CETA PARTICIPANTS

in ns shfi}l life, CETa has reached a level of enrollment that greatly
exceeds the level of pre-CETa programs. The number of persons in need
of marpower services - the unemployed, the discouraged, the working
poor. and part-ime workers seeking full-timelfgos -has been conserva-
tively estimated at 10 to'12 mulhion on a given date (see Chapter 2), The
nugiber of individuals requiring such services 1n the course of a year 1s
.much hugher In 1976, with 7.3 million unemployed 1han average month,
early three times as many people were jobless at some hme during the
“vear. OVer 8.5 million of these people had sought work for 15 weeks or

" longer according to the Bureau of Labor Statistcs.

Manpower programs reach only a fraction of those in need. In fffal
1976, 2.5 mllion persons were served i Title 1. I, and VI programs. |
This 1s a sigmficant increase over the 1.5 mlhon 1n 1975 and about |
miflion »n comparable programs before CETa (see Table 31). However,
CETA figures are not entirely comparable with those for 1974 for several

. reasons. The CeTa count includes clients who receive only munimal

services —outreach. intake, and assestment (a ughter defimtion was
introduced 1n fiscal 1977). About 5 percent of the people served by CETa
are placed directly in jobs without participating in any_employment or
traming program. Finally, there is an unknown .amount of double
¢ounting resulting from the shift of enrollees from one tlile to another.’
If one corrected for the looser definition and fur the double counting, the
number served would be far lower than the reported figure. According o
the Department of Labor’s continuous longitudinal manpower survey
(cLms), there were 500,000 fewer new enrollees i Titles I, H, and VIn
fiscal 1976 than were reported by the £T« for that year®

For example. 1n some cases,n fiscal 1974, summer enrollees began under Tide I and then
were shifted to Title 11T when funds became available. ta fiscal 1976, due to the exhaustion
of Tatle il funds, enrollees were transferred to Title VI, when a supplemental appropnation
was recerved, Title VI enrollses were switched to Tatle (1

. *The esumated fotal number of new participants enrolled by CETA pnme spoasors
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TABLE 31 _ Paiticipants ih CETA Titles I, 11, and VI, Fiscal 1974-1977 (thousands) .
I . b L Jr 1
. /l’f Cumulative Participants * New Enrollments « Peak Number of Participants *
"/ EY 1974 FY 19750 FY 197265 FY 1977 FY1976 FY 1977  FY 1975 FY 1976  FY 1977 '
Title t / 796 L126 | 1.732 1416 1,250 L9 571 575 367
Titte I / 183 Y 256 353 116 165 156 57 .7
Title VI / 157 495 593 3N 432 123 287 431 -
SOURC}E. Employﬁ'lenl and Traming Adminsstration, us. Department of Labor, .

‘hugr;‘ms ¢omparable tp Tifle | MPBTA insiflutional, JOP. JOBS. SER, OIC, Urban League, Public Service Careers, Hometown Mans, Uperation
Mainsgream, NYC'in school, NYC out 4f school. CMP, CEP. Progrgm compatable to Tutles il and VL. PEF. exclusive of PEP summer youth
follees. . i, : . .
g&x Iudes 247,000 encoliees in categorical prosramsgpd 43,000 in PEP in 1975, as many of these were transferred to CETA,
"Fjéures for FY 1976 and ¥Y 1977 include eacry-ovec. from previous years, -
: )
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Because 1t exciudes double countiig and for other reasons, the number
served in all three itles on a given dafe may be a more useful measure of
the magnitude of the program. The peak in fiscal 1976 was 919,000.
Discounting the nearly one-third of Title I enrollees who were in school,
‘there were about 700,000 members of the labor force in all three
.. programs. Counting, lndians, migrants, and Job Corps youths the total
would be 800,000 about 1 out of 15 person$ who were estimated to be
inneed of service. i ‘o

The demographic characterstrcs of CET participants have undergone
changes compared with those In prc-CETAJEammg and employment.
programs. The shift toward public servic§ employment programs. which
have been onented largely to the cycheally, unemployed. the spread of
resources Ito suburbs, which have different types of populatiens from
caties: and the detenorated economic chimate, which broadened the
groupg seeking assistance, all contnibuted lo the change.

The number of youth, persons with less than high school education, |

the economically disadvantaged, and minonties in CeTa Titles I, II, and,
V1 combined is greater than that in simiar pre-CETA programs. In
relauve terms, however. the clientele being served under CETA includes
more people of pnme working age. more with high school education and
beyond, and fewer poor people. The proportion of whites served rose in
1977 (see Figure 8 and Table 32). To some extent, increases i Tttle II
national programs for such: groups-2 Indians, migrant farm workers,
and youth may offset sorie of the changes in clnﬁele under other titles.

TITLE [ PARTICIPANTS C .
With a lumited penelration rate of senace, the 'quesuoin of who recenes
services 15 cirtical Congress intended that phe remedial and employabili-
ty services of Title I be directed to, those “most In need,” prestmably*
those who have the miost difficulty in obtaning empluyment without
assistance Duning the transfer of control from federal 1o state and local
government. however, new forces and cgnsmiderations have tended ty
result 1n service to a different clientele. *

Ifor the most part. Title [ participants arﬁvsnll the economxally

{excluding summer yoith) dunng fiscal 1976 was 1,219,600 in, Tuthes 1, 11, and V1 accordigg
to the CLMS, the Department of Labor reported 1,737,600 new enroliees. U.S Department
of Labor, Employment and Training Adminisisayon.s“Charactenstics of New Enrollees in
ceTa Programs During Fuscal Year 1976, Report no & of the Continuous Longuudinal
Manpower Survey, PB-272 950.ST, Prepared” by Westal, Inc. Rockwlle. Md. 1977
{avalable from wms). U § rdent. Employment and, Trawning Repori of the President.
1977. Table F-2, p. 262. /"W T
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100 ’_ . Number Served (milions} - -
] (Trtles 1, 11, VD : -
. 1974 190 : )
_ 1976 15
| - 1978 , 25
B0 1e77 24 . ]
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Age 22-44 Educ. 12 Years Economically
- ' and Over Disadvantaged

SOURECE Based on Data from Emplovment and Trainng Administration,

FIGURE S CETA partulpmts.are older%‘.l:lter eduvatled, and less disadvantaged than
thase 19 pre-CETA manpower programs . .
- s

* -

TABLE 32 Percentage of CETA Paruup_anls by Selected Charactenstics,
Titles [, 11, and V1 Combmed Compared with Pre-CETA Manpowet

Prdgrams, Fiscal 1974-1977 . .

Characrersstics _ FY 197477 FY975  FY 19765 kY1977
Age 22-24 3% 39 4, 43 - 4]
Education 12 years and.over 8 - 47 54 50

Race. White | 6, 100 A58 61
Fedtwmically disadvantaged - 7] 38 66 71

SDLﬁiCL Cumputed frum Empluy ment and Traming Administranions U.S. DePartment
of Labor dalz

acludes MDTA Institutional, JOP O3T. NYC insuhool, NYC out-of school. OPeration
Mainstream, Loncentrated i'rrlplnnnent Program, .IDBS.and PEP.

YExcludes transition quarter
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dlsadw.anlag&d members of munonty groups‘ and the young and poorly
educated. About half are euher black or Spapish-Amernican. [n fiscal
1977 more than three-fourths were disadvantaged. one-half were less
than 22 yedrs of age. and one-halff had not completed high school. 1n-
cleding o large proportion who were full-time students participating i,
school programs (see Table 31 According to the ¢1ws report. 38 per-
cent of enrollees”in adult-orsnted emplayability desvelopment programs
1n 1976 had completed 1) gredes or fewer of school ”

However, a comparison of the characteristics of CETA participants with
a composite of enrollees in categorical programs for fiscal 1974 shows a

C e’rente{e

" decided shift. Although youth sull are 1n the majority. the proporuion -

who are age 18 and;younger 1s dechining (from 46 percent’in fiscal 1974
to 31 percentin fisfal 1977). and the number of perséns with less than a
hugh school education 1s also dechining. Parucularly sngmﬁcanb 1s the
decrease 1n those identified as economucally disadvantaged (from 87
-percent in 1974 to 78 percent it 1977), despite the logser definstion of
economically disadvantaged and the fact that the 1974 composite figures
used 1n this companson exclude the programs with a heavy emphasis on
minortties and the disadvantaged operated by the o1¢. SEr. and the
Urban League.' On the other hand. the proportion of chents on weifare
prior toenrollment has increased. :

The decrease in the proportion of pugr persons enrolled under Title .
compared with those in previous programs, may be related to.the
dechning n r of school-age youth— most of whom come from poor
familtey But there 1s some evidence that CEra adylts also have come
from higher-income families recently. The ¢ ms showed that 63 peroent
of ceTa enrollees 1in adult employability development progrAms in fiscal
1976 were disadvantaged. compared with J§ percent teported by the
Department of Labor for comparable pre-CETa progrdms.}! According
to that.study. 56 percent of adult CETA enroliees were from families with
annual mcomes of 34.000 or more. complred with only 30 percent of

BL'S Department of Labur, Empluyment and Training Admimstrativa. “Charactensics of
New Enrolleesin CETA Programs Bunng Fiscal Year 1976.” Table 54, p 5-12

9The term “disadvantaged™ used befure < E1a imphied 2 wombiratun of poverty plus some
other disadvantage (school drupuul. member of munonty. less than 22 years of age. 45 years
of age of more. of handicapped) Under «&TA, “econumically disadvantlaged” refers o a
member of a welfare famudy ur 2 famuly whose imome 1s belyw the avcepted poverty level

. &nd does not necessanly imply addivonal disadvantage.

""US Department of Laber, Employment and Tefining Admisistration, “Charactenstss
of New Enrotlees 1 ¢ ETa Programs Dunng Fiscal Year 1976.” Table 5-19. p 5-34 The
dala may ot be omparable sinie the pre-LETA figure Lomes frum Jienl revords. while the
CEa figure was ghlained thrungh e Westat survey of a nativnal sample of partiapants
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TABLE 33 Percer.nage Dustnbution of CETA Title 1. I, an-cD(I Participants, by Selected Charactenstics, Compared With
Pre.CETA Programs |

. Yy
T 7 LEu
jq;; ' :’;’;":’:ﬁ ;”'_ CETA Title | CET?TTnIe’II e CETA Tule VI .
Charxcterisses |, FY®WH  FY 19  FY19S  FY19% Y977 FY 9IS FY 1976 FY I977  FY 975 FY 1976 FY 1977
Sex Femals £ 4 %6 e 138 u .36 40 3 g 38 %
Azt N » - . ¥,
22 and undét 63 » & T sl M| i BQ 2 22 o 0 -
. 2244 3 §1 2 . 3 a8t 64 64 6§ 66 % g3
45 and over 6 noo. & 7 I £ R T I3 ¥ 14 15
Yearof school | ’ . . o8 - +
Lev than 12 66 n 6 35 50 e LW, TR ¥ E 2% 27
12 o1 more M T 39 43 $0 73 W ™ % N, T 7§
AFDC and publy, austance 23 0 27 % % 16 3] 1 14 13 - 18
Eeo 1 diss aged &7 34 7 7‘ ! T8 . ‘a 41 48 .“' a4 68
Race Black 37 n 9 37 1 2 b 23 - 23] i) %
Spanuh-apeaking 135 13 . 3 Ja 14 1% i 3 134 19, N
Victram veittans NA NA $ 4, A ) 1n - 1 e ? s o3 . N
Fulliume student NA NA 33- TR 3 2 .2 I S 2.
Labor forea tatut o . ' .o, R . o
Unemployed NA 90 62 0 14 B4* 7 ™ .88 o 82 8t #
*  Reteming ummployli:em . . . a v,
®  mcance 5 7 . 4 6 § 12 13, 14 1% 14 1 7
SOURCE Employorent and Traming Adgunnuation, U S Departingnt of Labor
SInciudes MDTA-I onal, IOPOFT, RYC inschool, NYC outof school, Opetation Munnteam. CEP, nd JOBS x
1 -~ ' ’ * oy
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pre-CETA enrollees 2t that level cLus-data indicate a higher proportion of
welfare recipients under CETA. however.

The proportions of women and of workers of prime working, age
increased nouceably from fiscal 1974 to fiscal 1977. This trend s related
“to changes 1n program acuvities. as discussed below. Phe propornon of
blacks was lower in 1977 than before CETA, and that of Spapush-speakung
participants remained virtually unchanged, although programs have
expanded into localities with relatively smaller munority populauons.

TITLE | PARTICIPANTS COMPARED WITH PERSONS IN NEED

To the basic question of whether CETA sponsors are reaching the
populauon groups most in ‘need OF servace under Title I, there is no ready
answer. since there is no set of statisics that sausfactortly describes the
unemployed and low-in¢ome group that Tutle I programs are intended to
serve. However, an approximation, can be made by companng the
charactertstics of CETa Title I enrollees in adult-Griented employabshity
development activities with those of persons who have been unemployed
for 15 weeks or longer. Table 34 shows.a good record for reaching

» M 4 b
TABLE 34 Percentage Distnbution of CETA Title | Employablity
Development Parnicipants by Selected Charactenstics. Cbmpared wlth
D.'ang -Term Unemployed, Fiscal 1976

Percent of Persons Percent of New CETA
' Unemployed 15 Weeks  Employability Targeting
Charactenstics ar More Development Particspants ,  Ratios?
Sex. Femile 44 - .4 (W 108
Race Black 18 <. B 183
Age ) : )
£ 16-21 26 29 112
R 2244 52 .. 8l SRR
45 and c&e_ - 22 19 0.45
© Educition | t
> Byearsorless |$ 11 07
*9to 1l vexrs 24 27 412
12 and over 61 62 : 102

éOURCE Computed frnm Bureau of Labor Siatistics. Work Expenence af the Popula.
tion tn 1976, Special Labur Force Repott 204, and Educgrional Atratament of Workers,
March 1976 data Westat, Inc.. Contfinuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Repopt No
&, Aug. 1977, Table 54

Bpercent of CETA Parucipants i emplovability JeveloPment activities, fiscal 1 976, 10
percent of Pervons unemiloyed tor 15 weeks or more tn U § labor force. calendar year
1976
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females. blacks. yputh in the 16-21 age-group. gnd persons with some
high school education - groups that normalfy need assistance in'
obtaining employment’ Howeser. the targeting ranos ariifow for persuns .
435 and over and for those with 8 years or less of school

SHIFTS IN PATTERNS OF THOSE SERVED ., -

Many diverse and often vpposing trends account for the shifts in the
npes of peuple enrviled in Title | programs. On one hand. there are
bullt-itn stabilizers that resist ¢hange. such as the contnuanon of pre-
(ET4 programs and operators On the other hand. the funding progess.
program mix. procedures fur selecung chients. and decisions Fegarding
groups 1o be served do tend t affect manpower program clientele
Although st would be useful to compute_the relatine effect of each of
these factors on changes (n clientele. asailable daig are not specific

» enough for this purpose Seven major factors aﬁ'eclzng the choice of
participants

| Funding process Before (eta. funds for most manpower programs
were channeled toward the disadvantaged and to aréas wath concentra-
tuons of people with luw incomes Since the ce1a formula prosvides for a
umiversal distributiun of resources. relatinely greater shares are going to
subdgban counties that had few. if any. manpower programs in the past
{see Chapter 2) Because of the demugraphic and economic ¢haractens-
tics of the suburban counties. chents with diffetent racial. ethme. and
soctoeconomic backgrounds are necessanly drawn INto ¢ETA.

The effect of shifting funds from cities to suburbs is shown in Table 33,
Manpower programs 1n Lounties thal are prime sponsors tend to attract
higher proporuon uf people of pnime working age apd high school
* graduates But cuunties have relaucely fewer blacks and Spanish-
speaking clients. ecunomisalls disadvantaged. and welfare recipients. Of
course Many count® are serving a disproportionate number of chents
who are disadvantaged and members of minority groups In relation to
their representatiun- tn the population But the demographie and
economic features of county populations almost inevuably result in a
different racial and econumic mix of clients than, that of central cities,

The moslh rural counties n the balance of states. which receice
appronmate]} the same share uf Title | funds as befre CeTa, have a high
propartion of youth, persons with less than high school education. full-
tme students. and the economically disadvantaged This effect results
from the nature of the Prugram Balance-uf-state sponsors spend a much
larger proportion of their manpower resuices on work experience
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TABLE 35 Percentage Distnbution of CETA Tutle | Parnuﬁanm by. .,
Selected Characiersstics and Type of Sponsor, Fiscal 19%6 (curmulative to -~
third quartery - ¢

’ *  Balance

_ Chatacterntics Cny County Consortum * of State 7~
Sex Femde | a9 47 1 T s
Age

Less than 22 3 52 55 + 59 -

12.44 36 3 . Ty o34
F ducation A -

Less than 12 years Sk a8 4 54 . 5

g 12 years and over 4 . 52 Y 4 4] d

Economically disadvantaged 79 1 75 9.
AF DC or pubhic assstance ‘I 27, . % 12 ’
Race Black o1 bEE 40 L%,
Spanish-speaking 17 15 . L § .
‘Full-yme student 12 25 % ., 3 : .
¥ictmam veteran 3 s 4 A "
Lnemployediprior to CETA 7% 73 7 $9% .

I] Receving unemploy ment insufzhce b 9 é .. . S e
SOLRCE Employment and Trammipg Adminstraton. U S Department o!’ Laﬁbr " . .
{upputlished datal '

"

L] \‘ ;.
prugrams than uther types uf sponsors. These programs characlensncall).
imvolve actevity viewed as approprate fur younger. more disadvantaged o
individuals Balance-of-state programs enroll the lowest*proportion of "
black participants (25 pereent), duc_%;n part to ther demogrgphic . . -
makeup.!? : ' 4

2. Deaswons on program. . L3cal deaigons ‘on prdgram have 2 -
considerable beanng on the kinds pf clientele selected and. to some, .
exlent, these decisions are influenced by the skill level, education, ,nnd . 'a}

' extent of job readiniess of the avarlabje applicants. | v« ': i

Generally. classrpom tramfig dnd work c;gpanence are supply-
oriented, (e, the nature of the activity 15 geared to the chagctenklipsﬂ o
the available applitants. Howgver. on-the-job trainngdimd publ sépice.
employment tend to be demand-onented. employers stnpujatre ey, )
needs and usually influence the kinds of clients selectggddor o . To 'Ja .
Hustrate. in one Junsd:clsun where neatly haif of Tled ﬁfmds wer¥ 1151:6 X \ )
in 1976 for public sefvice employment, 37 peﬂ'en‘t qf" l{u} T:lle I

. PR L R PR U
"3in 1570, biscks consttuted 9 1 pereent of he nonmcp&puhmn pﬁpu}awp; u g of e
melropolma areas, and 20 6 percent of central cies %
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208 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

TABLE 36 Percehtage Distnbunén of CETA Title | Participants by Selected
Characlenstics and Program Activity. Sample Local Prime Sponsars as of
December 1975

Pubhe
¢ Classtoom  On-the-lob  Work * Service
Chasactertstivs . Tramng Traming Expenence  Employ ment
Sex Female 56 26 0" 38 -
Age
LUnder 22 Y- 34 7k 34
2244 56 59 20 - 54
Education
Less than 12 grades 43 28 66 27
12 grades or more 58 72 34 74
Economically disadvantaged 70 66 T 45
Publi assistance recIpients 37, H) 42 .7
Race Black 43 L2 .42 3
Spannshrspeaking 4 9 i1 I
Vietnam veterans 4 - 7 2 5
Full-time “Udemh;\é;;[ 4 2 59 19
Lnemployed prior to A 84 87 41 50

L T
SOURCE Pnme SPRRsOr recurds Percentages are averdges Of Percentages i |6 prime
sponsof Jursdictions i

parucipants had szears of more of education, compared w:th.B-J-L&
average of 46 percent. :

The dichotomy between those th demand-onented and those in
supply-onented activities is reflected 10 Table 36. Classroum traiming and
work experience programs have higher proportions of the economcally
disadvantaged. minonties, persons with less, than a high school
educauion, and public welfare recipients. (Work expenence, . moreover, is
largely for youth —full-time siudents and dropouts.) In the two demand-
onented activities—on-the-job traimng and public service employ-
ment - more of the participants are men of pnme working age and are
relatively better educated, fewer are members of mnonty groups or

. .. .
The higher soctoeconomic levet of participants could 1 part be

accounted for by those participants who are placed in employment

directly. with only minimal services. These persons. about 6 percent of
the Title I enrollees, are generally ready for jobs, and they have a minor
mfluence on the siatsucal profile of c£TA clients. ‘One sponsor.
responding to a firm’s request for workers, recrusted over 200 partict-
pants, gave them a few hours of onentation, and referred them 10 the
employer the same day. Most were white women of pnme working-age.

2y ' '
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Thee charactenstics of thuse referred directly to jubs 18 corroburated b')
the ¢rums of 1976 (E1A participants. Adults recening direct placement
vnly were generally vlder (and presumably mure expenenced) than those
referred to employability development activities. They were more likely
to be men. with a high ychool educauon®or more. white. and not
economically disadvantaged.

3 Cummunity influences. In decentraizing the control of manpower
prugrams. CETA has also shifted the point of pressure from regional and
national offices of the federal government tu more accessible local
offiuials. Congress requires that clients be represgnted on local advisory
councils. and many counuls nuw have members representing women'’s
organizations. Indians., blacks. Spanish-speaking. and other munonties.
Ata mimmum. this representation reinfurces sponsor awareness of chent
needs. For example. two mimisters in Lorain County who charged the
county with being insedsiuve to the needs of minorities were awarded
contracts for outreach and job development.

Media pressure 1s not uncommon. The Sania Ana Register 1n Orange
County attacked CETA on the grounds that the poor and espetially the
Spanish-surname population were fiut being served as effectively as they
had been .under pre-CETA categoncal programs. In Lansing, The State
Journal repurted cntis as saying that public service employment funds
were not being used to senve the hard-tore unemployed. (ETA officials
denied both charges. Even where accusations are ill-foygpded. adverse
publicity 1s a threat that public' pfficials are anxious to gvoid. The
tendency to spread resources to newly identified client groups.
parucularly in -areas receiving more funds than in the past. 1s often a
response to imphied or open cnticism. -

The growing proporton of females in Title | activities 1s partly related
to the mcreased activism of women' in local manpower planming
councils Women as a Jient group were represented on 10 planning
councils in the sample. usually by the League of Women Voters, now. or
local groups concerned with the status of women. Changes 1n program
iy, less un-the-job traiming. and preferentes of service deliverers are
?0 factors in the greater proportioin(&' women. ,

4. Planming for priority groups. I theory. the selection of groups to be
served was 1 reflect local needs. Supply and demand foregs were to be
compared. groups in need of services 1Wlentified. and the segments of the
population to recene services hsted m the plan. In practice. thé
_relationship groups identified in plans and those served s
tenuOUs. . .

Sponsurs described significant segments 1n widely differing ternis.
there 15 nu commOB nomendature. Nevertheless, it was clear tha!

Q
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210 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

TABLE 37 Significant Segments b%¥ Rank Qrder in CETA Tutle I, {1, and
VI Plans, Sample Prime Sponsors, Fiscal | 976 ’ .

Rank? Tuiet Tutle It Tatle Vit

! Household heads Household heads Unemployed
2 Youth ! Women . Veterans

3 Women Veterans Women

4 Cconomically disadsantaged Economically disadvantaged UL Exhaustees
5 Minonities Minotites Ul tnehgibles

‘*Ranked by Trequency of Listing 3Mong tep thr¥e Mgm‘flcant SEEMNTs '

.
.

prionties were percened quite differently by different sponsors in the

sample. There were also sharp differences between the” Title VI hsts
. - featuning the unemployed. veterans. and L1 exhaustees and those for
Title |. The latter more frequently’ give top billing to “heads of -
households.” youth, women, and the economnically disadvantaged (see
Table 37} Prioritees for Tutle 11 are more similar 10 Tatle | than to Title |
VI a fact that may reflect a difference 1n emphasis in the early days of
CETA that has since become obscured. .

Under Title I 1 partcular, there 15 4 tendency to-serve those who
apply rather than to seck out those most in need. Under Titles 11 and V1,
the preferences of employing agencies are ofterr the determming factor.
In a number of plans. hsts of significant segments were treated
perfunctonly to fulfill grant applicaton requirements. They were drawn
up to respond to groups mentioned in the legislation and regulations. In
other areas more efforts were made, including objective point systems
used to select those who most nearly conform with preferences listed 1n
the act.

5 Chorce of service deliverers. The type of clientele 15 affected by the
chowe of delivery agencies. particularly those responsible for intaké and
referral. The control that sponsors exercise over the client selection
/ process varies considerably. depending on the degree to which the

manpower system is integrated. But even in a comprehensive system. the
dynamics of the labor market, pressure from individuals in need of
service, and preferences of orgamzafions furmshing service inflpence the
selection process. '

Typically. sponsors inherted a number of service deliverers, many of
‘whom were committed to one or another client group. To the extent that
sponsors contimued to rely on them for intake. the kehihood of radical
change in chentele was mimmized. Modificatiofls were more Lkely to
occur where changes were made in assigning intpke responsibihties. In

§
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Kansas City. for example. the sponsor contracted with two cdrnmuml)-f

based orgamzauons for core services of intake, assessment, onientation,
counseling, job development, and placement. In'1977, howevef, one
operator (the Economic Opportumty Foundation) was assigned this
_responsibthity 1n order to streamhine the delivery system. By contrast,
Philadelphia has a typial independent delivery system with little control
over selection by the pnme spansor. Except for the 1¢k Center, whose
intake s done through the employment service, all service deliverers do
their own ntake, and there is little coordination.

The effect of the ethmc orientaon of program operators un the
selection of manpower trainees van be Jemonstrated by the ’\Iew York
Cny ceTa structure The <eTa admumstrator there contratts with
numerous private and public organizations within speaific ethnic and
ractal communities. The O1¢ 15 the largest, but a number of other
agencies arrange for traimng within the black, Puerto Rican. Jewish, or
other community groups. A

In several junsdictions studied. changes (n service deliverers sige
mficantly affected the profile of clients..In Raleigh, the entry of the oxc.
with 115 emphasis on Iow-1income. black. and female trainees, has had an
effect on the composition of chents In the San Joaguin consortium, the
chaice of the Fihpins Bayamhan and E1 Conalio, two community-based
organizativns. for vutreach services 10 rural sections of the county 1s
bringing m more males. adults. high schoul dropouts, migrant and
seasonal farm workers. and Spanish-speaking persoris. In Topeka. a
decrease it minonty partcapants in 1976 was associated with a shuft of
respunblblllt} for intake from commumty-based orgamzations to the
employment service. -

The locabon of service centers and the allucation ofgfunds to spec;ﬁc
commumites within a pnme sponsor’s jurisdiction also heavily affect
selection of hents. Cook County’s high proportion of blacks 1n Tatle |
activities an fiscal 1975 (60 percentj compared to the low proportion of
blacks 1n the: pupulation (4 percent) was attributed to the location of
intake and service offices in black ommumties. In the Orange County
wonsortium, where the allueation of funds and services within the county
15 determined by a “"far share” formula hased on the number of
unemployed in eath of the consutuent communities, program operators
cwmplained that they must turn away apphcants in some wnimunities
with large minurity and poverty populatiuns while traiming opportunties
are unused elsewhere -

5. Admnustraivve effect. Pressure on local spunsors o meet goals,
wumpetiion among program operaturs for contracts, and emphasis on
perfurmance evaluation encuurage selection of the appheants most hikely

.

.
.

-
g
>
-
-

Q v

N
L

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: w -

‘ L]

¥

N

e ———




-

212 CETA MANPOWER PROGRA‘MS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

are remforc.e‘d by the cl,ifﬁcully tn ﬁndmgjobs -
for manpower trainegs¢'who compete with better qualified candidates’ in
a loose labor m Program operalors prefer trainees who have some
chance of bemg placed father than those whose employabllny is
’ minimal.

- T The economic effect. The recession brought in a class of participants
who would normally be expecied to make theirr own way in the labor
market. In some areas, the number of applicants was so much greter
than available, openlngs for tramung or employment that 1t was, '
impossible 1o adhere 1o plans, Congcern for the receatly unemployed has
led to the practice of refernng the more disadvantaged and less educated
to remedial programs under Title 1, while those with better preparation

. ' é are placed in Titles [T and Vi slots. - A

CHJ\NGE‘S IN CLIENTELE IN THE AREAS STLDIED

-

1

_ Reports from the sample show considerable vanauon in chemele from
' * area to area, but generally reflect national trends between fiscal 1975 and
fiscal 1976 (fiscal 1974 data not avahable} In 26 areas for which data
were available for fiscal 1975 and fiscal 1976, there was a trend toward -
serving a smaller propottion of youth (20 of 26 areas) and, associated,
with that, a greater proportton of persons of higher educational
attathment (21 of 26). There was a less distinct trend with respect o
serving economically disadvantaged persons. 14 of the 26 areas reported
a higher percentage in the second year than in the first, 12 reported a
lower proportion. Most of the areas also reposted fewer blacks during the
second year.
The availabiity of public service ernplo_yrnem options, changes n
woutreach gnd intake actvaties. and chafiges in program were noled a3
reasons foTthese trends. The availability of more money in nearly all of
the dreas studied 1n fiscal 1976 {including carrydvers from the previous
year) made it possible 1o serve more persons anfl 1o expand (o grouﬁ's
that had, not been served before. Ths, 100, affected the proﬁ}e of the
. CETA participants. Y
* The Federal Supplemental Benefits prog?'am :mplememed in fiscal
1976 had an insigaficant effect on selectish of clients in the sample. That
program made extended U1 benefits conditional on willigigness b accept#
Teferral to trammg where appropriate. Referrals were fegv and only a
fracon of those referred were enrolled i programs. Despne the
cothmument gsehe Departmem of Labor, the program faded, due t6
+ complicated procedures, delays in 1mplememanon LOMMUNKCALON gaps,
hetween the employment service agencjes andgponsors, compettion for

By .
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" available opemings. and, in many,cases, a lack of enthusiasm on the part

of unemploymént insurance Fecipients,

/
TITLE 11 AND VI PARTICIPANTS )

In designing the Comprehensive Employment and Traiming Act, the
Senate proposed that it incorporate provisions of .the Emergency
Employment Act. with a sharper focus on Vietnam veterans (50 percent
of opening® and on the economically disadvantaged unemployed and

" underemployed.!’? However, the less ngoraus House version prevailed.

with “special consideration™ for Vietnam-era veterans, the most-severely
disadvantaged n terms of length of unemployment who have poor
prospects for competing successfully 1n the labor market, and “due
consideration” for former manpower tramees. Tule VI larer added

“preferred consideration™ for unemploymerit insurance exhalilgmgs, those
not ehgible for L, and persons unemployed for 15 weeks or more. Thus
the act itself did,not clearly give top pnonty for public service
employment to the disadvantaged. except for the exhortation to treat
signiftcant segments equitably “to the extent practicable” —an apparent
-reference to minuries and vther vulnerable groups. Moreover, emphasis
on transition of participants to regular jobs in the public and pnivate
sectofgave added mcentive to select those most likely to succeed rather
than the unskilled and the dlsad»anlaged Despite later relaxation of
transttion from a “requirement” to “goal.” public service employment
programs continued tS be dcmand-or:emed Employers preferred to fill
essential public service Jobs, even on a temporar)r basis, with well-
qualified appheants.

Tidle If and V1 participants as a whole are a dlﬁ'erent group than those
in Title T (see Table 33). Title I programs enrolled a much hgher
proportion of participants with charactenstics associated with 2
«disadvantaged status than did Ttles II and Vi Public service
employment participants n fiscal 1976 were predommaftl) adult, white,
nondisadvantaged men who were high school graduates at least.
Differences are partly due tv the concentration of programs for school-
age youth n Title I. The higher proportion of Vietnam veterans under
Titles i and VI compared with Tutle T 1s explamed by the emphasis of

the act. This emphasis may have resu]led in a smaller proportion of

females in PSE programs, +

¥ ’

" S, Congress. Senale. Commuttee o0 l.abqr and Pubhe Wdﬁm&w:ge layment
Amendmenis of 1973, Senate report no'93 303, July 6, 197, P;,z
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214 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

Table 33 also shows a higher proportion of disadvantaged, minonties,
and welfare recipients and a lower proportion of persons who were
unemployed prior to entey under Title II than under Title VI n fiscal
1976 This 1s due 1 part to the start of Title IT in areas of substantial
unemployment before the flood of new apphcants under Title V1. (A
marked change occurred in fiscal 1977 with the strcter elgibility
requirements under Title VI.) Relauvely more public service employ-
ment participants were reported to be unemployed prior to entry 1IN CETA
than enrollees under Title 1. Labor Department statisucs for fiscal 1976
show about 80 percent of Title IT and Tule VI participapts to have been
unemployed prior to enrollment in 1976, comparedﬁ.«uh 70 percent
under Tatle 1. About 16 percent of Tutle 11 and 12 percent of Title VI
participahts were reported to have been out of the labor, force or
employed These figures are questioned by the cLMs, showmg that 35
percent of thuse enrolled in cETA public service employment in 1976 had
been emPloyed just before emtry. 17 percent had been out of the labor
force. and only 48 percent had-been uncmployed 1

”~

COMPARISION ‘WITH PEP PARTICIPANTS

Chents selected for Title If and VI public service employment programs
are generally similar to.those 1n the PEP program in fiscal 1974 (see Table
33) This fact ss not surpnsgig. since PEP was the first manpower program
operated directly by state~and local governrhents and many pnime
sponsors and program agents use former PEP administrative staff to
operate the CETa program. There are.g however, some significant
differences. the most important being a trade-off between veterans and
the disadvantaged. Pep emphasized Vietnam-era and other veterans
. whose joblessness was more in* the public consciousness at that tme,
-under CETA. the proportion of veterans is smaller and the proportion of
disadvantaged and former welfare recipients is hugher. Seco& under
CETA. relatively fewer enrollees are unemployed and more are either out
of the labor Torce or employed prior to entry. A third difference is the
larger share of (ETa enrollégs that formerly were unemployment
msurance recipsents. a reflection of the emphasis that (£va places on the
long-term unemployed and persons who have exhausted L1 benefits.

U S Department of Labor, Employment and Tramng Admunistration. ‘Charactenstics
of Enrolless in CETA Programs Dunng Fiscal Year 19767 Table 6-1. p 6-3. S¢c alse
Chapter 7, Footnote 13

1
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TABLE 38 Pelcentage Disinbution of CETA Tdle 1} and V1 Participants
by Selecied Characlenstics, Compared wnh Long Term Unemployed
Frscal 1976

.

- b
Percent of CETA
2 . Ef;::{:lzyrei'%“s "« Pasucipants " Turgenng Ratios?
Charactersstics 15 Weeks or More Tule I Tile VI,  Tule I Title VI
Sex Female 44 ' 3% . 35 082 0 30
Race Black 18 - - 42 23 144 128
Age ", " .
16421 26y 22 22 . 035 o83
1244 52 64 , 6d : 123 123
45 yearsand over 12 . fa . 14 " o0ed 664
Educatton . L »
B yeais of less 15 B 8 . 53 . 053
910 11 years 24 . 18 18 n7s
12 and over - 8] .M 74 £21- § 121

-

sHU RLE Computed from Bureay of Labur Stamm.s. Work Expenens e of The opu!a
figh 1h 1976, Spevial Labor Forte Report 201, and Educafional Atta:ﬁme;nr of Workers,
March 1976 and Employment and Trashing Admfimstraton data .
"Pen;gnt of CETA pariipants, fiscal 1976, to pergent of persons unemploye fm' 15 -
weeks or more 1n U 8. labor foree. calendar '976 l

- %
-

%A

CETA PSE PARTICIPK.N‘TS AND THE IDNG-TERM UN’EMPI.OYED

CETA fequIres prime sponsors to give consider;tio?l to ,the l
unemployed 1n selecting participants for, Title 11. and “Title,
charactenstics of the long-term unemploxed—those out Qf' g
weeks or longer —differs from short-term jobless s two r they
tend to be oider and less educ@ted Table 38 shows that CETA had a
muxed record in selecung those groups who have the poorest prospec!s of
obtaining employment in the private sector. The targctmg ranos —the
percentage of CETA participants compared with thg percentage among
the long-term unemployed —are lotv for persozs wnth less thas a, high
school education, for persons less.than 22 ‘or more than 45 ears of age.
and for females. On the other hand.the peréén;age 6f blacks on the CETA
PSE rolls ts higher than their pwporuun among the long wrm unem-

played. , oL, N
L] ' ’ .-nﬂ . -
;4 . ! Fl * :v (: "
DIFFERENCES BY -TYPE OF SPONSOR . ) r ‘

As in Title 1, the charactenstivs of p:xhl:c serviéé smployees vary by type-
of sponsor. with differences between cities d‘nd counties partlcu!arl)
marked (see Table 39), ‘L

' . 550
$. o A~ob

ERIC J

.
L

3




"

. L
.

TABLE 39 Percentage Distribution of CETA Title Il and VI Participants by Selected Characterssiics and Type of .

Sponsor. Fiscdl 1976 (cumulative to third guarter) ‘ : .
City County¥ Consortiem Balance of State
. «Charactensucs =~ - Titte I Thle VI Title 1T Tatle VI Tatle I} Tatle VI Tule It Tiie VI
Sex: Female 39 -~ 36 .36 37 39 36 34 13
Age. -
Lessthan 22 # o 20 24 2t 2 21 19
2244 66 67 . 63 63 ’ 66 66 62 64
Education ) ) N
Less than 12 years 27 26 20 N1 . 20 22 3 29
‘- 12 years or over \‘73 74 g0 79 80 78 69 |
Etonomically disadvantaged 4 43 v18 37, 46 43 49 a8
AFDC or publlc' asgistance 20 17 14 " 13 10 13 12 12
Rave - Black : 52, 4%, =19 19 M 24 1 13 '
Spanush-speaking N 14 13- 10 8 13 11 3 1
Foll-tme student 2 I ' 3 3 . 2 2 2 i
VietRam vetesan 11 | 10 9 I )] 10 9 8 ’
Unemployed pror to CETA 85 - ?3 B2 76 8} B4 9 82 -
Recering unemploymen! msurance ,, 0~ 12 15 14 i3 4 14 15

SOURCE Employment and Training Administration. US DePartment of Labor {unpublished data)
¢y oyt *
2\) i
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The &ifferences in pattern by types of sp«}nsors are related to the
characienstics of the apphicant pool and the nature and requirements of
Jobs established by spunsors. Not surprisingly. counties,. which include

_suburban areas. have better educated and less disad®antaged partic)-

pants. The proportion of minonties s also much lowef 1n counties that
are prime sponsors 1n their own nght and in cons&nia, which include
counties as well as cities. /

A comparison of balante-of-state sponsors (largely rural countes)
with other types of sponsors also shuws a significant difference more
men. more older workers (43 and above). more persons with less than
high school educauon, and jnore economically disadvantaged. but a
smaller proportidn of mimorities

In the study sample. togzéaractensucs of participants vanied within
each category of sponsor {(see Appendix D. Table 8). Thus fact indicates
that local considerajions —prionies. types of openings, procedures for
selecting apphcants, the extent o which nonprofit agencies recene
enrollees, and relationships with progtam agents and other subjurisdic-
tons —have more 10 do with the kinds of clents than the type of
SPONSOr o

For example. among cwmes in the sample. the percentage of
economically disadvantaged persons in Tutle VI rapged from 25 percent
in Long Beach to 99 percent in Gary. These two cities were also at
opposite extremes 1n terms of educativnal attainment of parucipants — 89
percent with 12 years or more of education in Long Beach. compared
with 63 percent in Gary. Among counties, the range of economically
disadvantaged was simlarly wide. from 24 percent in Middlesex to 71
percentin Calhoun.

Sponsurs confirm thal a major basis for the selection of qualified
participants for Titles 1 afid V1 1y the preference of employers. One
reason for the low proporuun of economically disadvantaged paruci-

‘pants in some places 1s a policy of referring apphicants who are likely to

meet employer requirements for public senice jobs, while those
considered tv be in need of remedial education or skill tramming are
referred tu Title | openings. Several pnme spobsors reported that their
concern over the transiion of Psk workers (0 permanent jobs implled
them to refer the more skilled and expenenced applicants to employing
agencies About half the pnme sponsors indicated that Titles [T and VI
were handled as une program. resutting 1n little difference 1n the kinds of
chents served. .

In some areas. the existence of civil semace. literacy requirements. and
job specifications tended te favor the best qualified applicants. giving the
employing agency a puul of fully qualified persons to draw from in filling

- o . X
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vacaricies’ For example. RSan Joaquin. although applicants have been
raled at intake by a polMk systern that gives weight to veteran status,
length of unemployment. exhaustion of LU benefits. and low family
mcome. the emploving agencies have ~the last word. Selection of
appheants from those referred takes into accolint merit service standards
and rmimmal education requrements Thus. the ¢eTa office rates
applicants basi on categones expressed (n the ‘act. but the employing
agencies selectthe best qualified from among thuse referred. In Phoems.
the personnel office draws up requirements and supulates standards of
selectton In 5t Paul. during fiscal 1975 local government umits made a
particular effort to attract recent’college graduates with an eye towag
eveniual integrauon into therr staff.

SUMMARY

The major objective of manpower policy has been w0 improve
emplovabthity of those segments of the labor force who cannot
successfully compete. because of tack of appropriale education and skills
or because of aruficial bar:;w employment. Rising joblessness in the
970 gengrated an.additOnal thrust to manpower policy and “pro-
grams—the use of pubbc service employment as a countercyciical
measure (Ffa nOw incorporates a combinalion of these two objectives.
implemented within a framework of local rather than national determ-
nation of the groups and tndividuals to be served With these dual
objectives. there Is growing concern over the balance bgtween services to
the poor and disadvantaged and assistanc: for the moré recently
unemployed However. until the amendments of 1977. the legislation did
not exphcilly prescribe the groups to be served. After 2 years of
experience. Cnngress refined its position on the chentele 10 bg served (at
least 1n public service programs) and n this process moved toward more
categoncal consiramms atiached to additional funds.

The record of the first Years of managing manpower programs under
local conteol ndicates the following devefopments with respect to the
people in the program

* The number of mdwviduals served by marpower programs {under
Titles L 1. and V1) 1s significantly greater than before. However. with
about 40 percent of participants in public service employment. there has
been a marked relative change in &e composttion of the ghoups served
compared with earlier programs Partiopants under all three titles

(combined are older better educated. and less disadvantaged than those

in fiscat 19747
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* Tule 1 programs. which more closely represent traiming and
employability programs traditionally directed toward the disadvantaged.
are primanly onented tv the YOung. minontes. and the dlsadxantaged
Howeyver. there has been a shift toward a broader geonomic group of
clients, first noted in Ascdl 1975 and renforced by Jata for fiscal 1976
and by related studies Factors associated with these changes are the
spread of programs to the suburbs. changes 1n the mix and content of
programs. consuuus decisions to broaden the chent base in responsg,tv
community pressure, emphasis on selecting thuse most capable of
succeeding, and a shift wward_enrollment of heads of households in
response to the economiu accline On the other hand. institutional
facturs —the continuance of pre-CEra programs delnerers with commut-
'ment to the disadvantaged and minunities and the purposeful decisions
of some sponsors—have tended 1o restrict changes.

* On the whole, public senvice employees. influenced by employer
requirements. are more lihely to be male. better educated. white. and less
disadvantaged than those enrolled under Title |. Chents enrolled in
public service emplos ment are sumulas to those under pep, although CETa
enrollees include 4 higher percentage of economically disads antaged and
welfare recipients and ¥fuwer percentage of veterans More of the CETA
participants formerfy received unemployment msurance. reflecting the
.emphasis on th gruup under Title VI Although st is intended for
persons who are “wgempluyed. a significant prupurtion were either
employed or out of the labor furce pior to enrollment. (Some of these
were transfers among CETA htles )

With new amendments to Title V1. a three-tier system seems 1o bec
evolung (a) employabilty programs (Title 1) largely for the severely
disadsantaged. (by public service employment for thuse higher on the
souoceconomic ladder, and (v) project-type public service employment
for the fung-term unemployed in families above the posverty level but
below the luw-imcome level. The possibility of a fourth uer for welfare
clientele at the minimum wage s under considerauon, This trend will
have implications in public service empluy ment if CETA 15 extended fora
number of years. It may lead tu a secondary labor market in the pubhc
sectur for empluyees who do not qualify for employment in the regular
civil service structure

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -




&

Program”
.Effectiveness

* ‘ . \__..-—-""—r

Durmg the ea} years of CETA. emphasis undersianddbly has been on
developing the’ necessary organizational structure to handle manpower
programs at the local level and 10 absorb new programs that have been

‘?added n rapid succession. Less attention has been paid to the broader

question of whether manpower programs. as admimstered by jocal
sponsors. have aceomphshed the underlying objectives bf the act. .

Common to all utles of cera 1 the objecuve of enhancing the
employabaltty of clients and casing their adjustment in the labor market.
Basically. the programs are aimed at mcreasing the abihty of the
unemployed and underemployed to obtan suitable employment. The
central questtont 1s: Has CETA made a difference for those it has served
and is thrs difference sufficient to jusufy the costs?

Some of the information needed for assessing the long-term effects of
cETA on mdividuals served 15 expected from the continuous longitudinal
marfpower survey (cLms) being conducted for the Employment and
Traimng Admimistration. Other studies of CETA have concentrated on
interorganizational relationshtps and processes rather than teswts. The
kinds of evaluative research that accumulated under categoncal
programs. based on lohg-term analysis of costs and benfits. have not
begun 10 emerge for CETA,

This chapter 1s concerned with the immediate postprogram expenence
of those enrolled in Titles . 11, and VI. CETA's premuse is that g locally
designed system serves clients more effectively than a federally run

. program because of the greater flexibthity of local sponsors to adapt

zzg
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programs to local circumstances. The validity of this assumption s
examined by companng short-tefm vutcomes with those of pre-(ETa
programs.

It1s important (cm_g:e. howeser. that the placement expenence 1s vnly
une measure of prugram outcume Some sponsors are more cuncerned
with strategies for emplovability development that may not necessanly
vield immediate pavuffs Youth programs. for example. are designed
mainly {0 keep youngsters in school and provide some potentially useful

expenience as well as support. rather than to launch them immediately

tnto the job market. '

The record of cEva programs compared with those of pre-CETa
programs s disappuinung More peuple have been senved. but the rate at
which persons obtain unsubsidized jobs has fallen below expéciahions
This study raises questions as to whether the lower jub entny raleiunder
C 14 are attnbutable to the economic downturn or whether other fa
such as the inexpenence uf spunsurs, Jecreases in prugram services mosd
itkely 1o lead to jobs. and the downgrading of the transition objective by
Congress. are also responable

LIMITATIONS OF MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

.
Quantitative measdrement uf program results ts sencushy hampered by
limitativns 10 the CETa reporting system The Employment and Trammg
Adminustration restructured and unified the system (o streamline and
reconcile the separaté repurung systems of a number of mdividual
programs As a result 1t 15 1mpossible tw 1solate ¢£74 data with sufficient
dewl 10 make compansons with pre -CETA programs ur even to fully
agah ze CETA ouicomes :

(ETa data are aggregated by funcuon rather than by program.
Programs for vouth and adults of the same.general nature are combined
as one reporung stem, Since the objective of most youth programs s to
provide sume wurk expenence while strengtheming the attachment to
school and the objectine of adult programs 1s 1o ympart skills necessary
for oblaiming employment. the combining of youth and adult data
obscures rmpostant differencesand makes outcgme analysis difficult.
Onher reporting problems are A .

* The loose defimuion ©of “partucipants.” which includes persons who
receive only mimimal senvices. may result in duplications in counts
Participants routed from one service compunent to another may be
cvunted mure than unce. making 1 impossibie (o compare the sege
load from 1 year 1 another The wholesale shifting of parucipants back

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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and forth between Title Il and Title ¥1 for admumistrative reasons
affected the validity of enrollment and terminauon figures. A person who
15 shifted from one ttle to another was counted as a “termunation” and
as 2 "new eprollment.” although there was no substantive chafige
status.? ,

* Lack of data on préference groups hsted under vanous titles of the
act. There 1s no way of tracking the enrollment. services provided, or
Tesults for such categones as former manpower trainees. L1 exhaustees.
s'rsons not ehgible for L1. long-term. low-income chentsbor Federal

pplemental Benefit referrals.

* Lack of separate.data on terminations and placements b) aclivity f[
15 not possible 1o determine from the standard reporting system which
Tule | program components yield best results . ;

* The questtonable validury of outcome data—placements. expetted
duration of jobs.-and wage changes from before to after ce1a. The
repotumg system does not require validation of placement figures
{particularly for those whe obtain employment un their own or through
outside channels) Moreover. there 15 po Mformation on whether Jobs
obtamned by parucipants are traiming-related. and nv data are reported
on Jobr reterdion

* Although there 15 a considerable amount of monitorng and
evaluation 1n iocal areas, most Is closely related to operations. There 15
very little overall assessment of or follow -up on trainees at the local level.
- The weakness of the regular information system is demonstraled by
the findings of the cLMs that reported decidedly different figures from
those reported by ETa for such items as labor force and economic status
of enrollees prior to entry into programs? But even «f the dawa were
completely rehable and valid. operaung staustics are not detarled enough
for useful analysis Given the low prionty assigned to the data function
and the many pressures on prime sponsors in Jaunching and maintaining
programs. it 1s not surpnsing that there gre reporing problems.

in summary, the present data system. bwit up from pnme sponsor
reports on a hmued number of items. has advantages for simplifying

'Reparting resisions cffective in fiscal 1978 are designed™rserrecl for double counting b)
indicating the number who terminate from one utle and wransfer 1o another

IS Department of Labor, Employmenl and Trastung Admunistration, “Charactenstics of
New Enrollecs in ceya Programs Dunng Fiscal Year 1976, Report no 6 of the
Conunuous Longiudinal Manpower Survey, PB-272 950.ST. Prepared by Westat. Inc.,
Rockville. Md ., 1977 favailablc from »ms), Table 5-17. p 548 The report shows that 38,
percent of new enrolices under Tides 1. 11, and Y| were economucally duadvantaged.

compared wuh 66 pefoent reported by the Employment and Training Adminisieation i
fiscal 1976,
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program admunstration. but 1t has gaps in essential data. a lack of
flexibibty for making cross-tabulations. and poor quality control.
Conversion tp a reporting system based on cenlral or reglonal dajd
processing of individual clhent records would relieve local program
operaturs and spofsors uf tedious reporting. would make the entire
system more flexible for analytical and management purposes.,and

* would elimnate duplication. .

Anuther quantitatine appruach tu assessment would compare perfor-
mance agamst slandards of what mught reasonably be expected The
Employment and Traming Admmistratiun 1ssued guidelines for resiew-
ing grant applications that would be convement If the standards were
aceeptable ' Although these guidelines. based on experiente in the first
18 months of ¢ETA. were |ntended 1o be used flexibly. they have been
severely cnticized because {(a) They represented broad averages that,
were not apphicable to individual areas. especially since there :s wide
sariativn In program content. (b) they did not include some basic
measures that. though difficult to quanufy. are important. 1.e.. improve-
ment in the earnings potential of clients and 1n job stabity, and (c) the
indicaturs tended tu favor programs that produce immed: cement
results rather than raise the employability of clients. These guidelmes
have been replaced mlh more flexible measures for the review of 1978
grants
. Quanutatne methods do not tefl the whole story. Less measurable
benefits include such vonsiderations as the range of options for enrollees.
the qualiy of traming and work experience programs. and the adequacy
of counseling and other senvices provided. Programs can also be judged
by how well they reach targeted groups. their effect in removing barners
to employment, and their inks 1o the private sector. For lack of better
data. the remainder of this chapter relies mamly on quantitative
measures and on the judgment of informed local observers.

TITLE | JOB ENTRY. EXPERIENCE

In the second year of ¢efa. |7 milhor individuals were in Title |
programs. Of these, 1 6 mullion were enrolled in some specific program
activity * The rest were persons who recenved only mimmal services or

Pnmary indnaturs were entered employment rale, indirect placement. ~nunpositse”
terminaton raie. and upassigned partwipant rate Secundary imdicators were wost per
participant n JJassroom laining, un-the-pob tramng. and work expenence. wost per
tndividual enrolled th program actmvties. and turmover rate

*Peak enrubllment ot March §976 was 574.000 Tule | enroliments 1n 1507 were reporied as
E 4 milhon, of whom | 1 mullion were enrolled in program activaties
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“’TABLE 40 Individuals Served. Termmauons and Job Entries, CETA Tutles [, II and VI, Fiscal 1975-1977

(numbe:s n thousands)

N ' Title 1 Tutle If Title v1 *
T b fr—
& 1temn FY 1975 FY1976 FY 1977 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 377 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 19797 .

Total indmiduals served? 1,126.0 P k3 - 14156 227.1 Y557 3529 570 495.2 5929
Total vesmina tions 5533 1.226.7 1,048.4 v 709 1612 2606 338 2893 1617
Entered employment 176.0 3804 403.6 16.6 « 277 46.2 98 s 550
Percent of termnations 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100,60 1000
‘ Enteted emplo¥Yment 318 1.0 39.0 23.4 17.2 17.7 290 26.8 34.0
- Direct placements? 14 91 6.5 1.4 07 0.4 10° 1.3 06

Indsrect placements® 153 16,2 M5 13.7 11.2 12.0 12.3 153 193

L Obtained employ mentd 5.2 57 7.9 8.3 53 5.4 15.7 10.2 14.2

O!her posttive le:mmauofs 09 370 3.3 309 586 65.8 16.6 4.6 204

Nonpositive temminations 3?3_L a2 0 29.7 457 24.3 16.5 544 386 455
SOURCE Computed from EmploYment and Training Admlnisa:ion. 8. Dept. of Labor data

Figures for fiscal 1976 and fisca) 1977 include cartyover from previous Years

dIndividuals placed after receiving only intake, assessment, and/or job referral service.

€Individualy placed after participation In trajping. employment, or supportive services.

“ln figcal 1975 this figure was seif platemen®.in fiscal 1976 and fiscal 1977 It ancluded persens obtaiming empio¥ment through means other than place-
ment of sponson.

Sindividusls not ptaced i jobs but who left 10 attend school, to participate n other manpower pfograms, or to Join the armed Forces

Individuals who left for reasons unrelated to obtaining employment ot training.

. » -
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* were in"a holding status. Although these totals inclade some duplication,

A

&

‘the number of persons served is substantially higher than the 800,000

enrolled in cOmparable activities before CETA. The increase 1s due to a 50
percent rise (n funding levels.

Turnover in manpower programs 1s fairly quick. Seventy pen:ent of
the 1976 participants were reported to have termunated dunng that year,
including both persons who completed a program unit and those wha
qun before completion. Many were youth who were counted as

“terminees” when the program ended, although most returned to school
and might hav e been reerirolled and counted again. Others wgre enrolled
in short-term tramning or orientaton courses, while stil! others may have
received only counsehitg and onentation services. The average length of
stay in a Title 1 program has been esumated*at 4.5 months (compared
with &1 mgnths in a publit”service employment program).’ Differences
in length of siay are sigmificant n terms of costs and the charactensuch of
clients served. CETa spends more on the less disadvantaged puhc service
program participants than on the most disadyaniaged served under
Tigle L.

About 29 percent of those who lermmaled from Titles 1. II, and VI n
fiscal 1976 were reported to.have entered employment, the rate chmbed
fo 35 percent of termineesyn fiscal 1977 (see Table 40). Job entry ratgs
und€r CETA are low compared with rates of 50 to 60 percent of terminces
for MDTA and other pre-cLTA catégoncal programs {see Table 41). To a
significant ‘degree, this difference 15 due to the inclusion of CETA
programs that are not aimed at immediate job placement (ie.. in- -scheol
youth programs). If programs for school youth were ehmmated from
both cera and pre-CETa programs, the respective placement rates wdhld
be 42 percent for Title | and 57 percent for the adull-onemed catego rcal
programs (see Table 42).5

Only 16 percent of the Title I termisations (or about |1 pereent of all
T le I enrollees) were listed as “indirect’ J)la,cemenls in fiscal 1976. The

ifect job entry rate rose to 235 percent of terminees in fiscal 1977, or
about 18 percent of enrollees. This is the rate. of partiaipants placed 1n
jobs by the sponsor after being enrolled n traming, work, €xperience, or
other substantive acuvity or recen ing support services. It 1s considered

., "Employment and Tramng Admunistration data for 1976 (unpubiished).
. ®The estimdie of 57 percem for fiscal 1974 s a composite figute calculated from
terminauons and placements for the folluwing Prugrams MDIa " institutivnal, MDTA-fUR:
sobs, Public Service Careers, Comprehensive Manpowser Programs (M), and CEP. The
CETs, eshimate of 42 percent 13 calculated frofm fiscal 1976 (first three quarters) Title 1
termunations and placements for the 79 pnme sponsurs wsth fewer then 10 percent uf
enrollees reported as full-ume students.

n
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TABLE 41 *Enrollments, Termmations, and Plalements, Selected Department
of Labor Manpower Brograms, Fiscal 1974

« e Ptacements? —
v . Percent of
- ] ~Total
Program Enrollees Termihations  Number Termmations
MDTA Institutional . 152 80!3 106,800 65,100 61 U
MDTA On-the-Job Traming . ¢ '
JOP) 152,500 37,100 20,400 55
Job Opportunities in the . . ‘
. BusinessSector {JOBS) 42,200 32,200 18,400 57

Pubhic Servive Careers (PS(, Ty 00 4600 * 15,600 63

* Comprehensive Manpdwer , & - .
" (CMP) . 44.900 16.900 " 9,800  58. '
E Concentrated Employment - T -
‘ {CEP) 95.800 = 72400 37,100 52 .
. . TOTAL - 417,900 290.000 166400 57 4
i " SOURCE Employment and Traimng Administration, U'S Deparﬁ'tent of Labar -
" Iprasements in CEP are defined a5 those participants who entered unsubsidized jobs
% prior to completion or termunation In Iob, JOBS, and PSC, Placements and complex
tions are the same. In MDTA institutional. placemenls were rewrded-at the t,tme ol’
Placement or w1thm 30 days . .
- “ . ’i‘“
.o , Ty
; - L3 ‘
. ‘ -
_’ L

TABLE42 CETA Tule I Job Entry Rates b '

) Students and Percentage of EcofiomicallyPfsivantaged, Fiscal 1976
. (oygoulauye to third quarter) J ]
* . R : 5 T <L Priwe Sponsors by Per-
e rlrpc Sponsors Igy Percenit  cent of Economically
' ~ § Full-Fume Students Dhsadvantaged
) . LessThan B0t . LessThan  90% 01,
. Rates i g 10% Mére 60% . More
Percent of terminationg . : + *
Entered employmest 42 LT . 39 29 T
i Bucct placement 7 RN 16 W8
Induect placement 19 ¢ .. 861 % ?. 17
Obtainéd egploy ment - TN ,’Wﬁ v 4
; Other pasitive terumations 8 66 + 26 7 44 .
. Nonpositive terminatiogs 40 T s . 35 s B

*

SOURCY Computed from E.mploo ment and Traiming Adounisfation, U S IJepartmenl

. of Labor. urwubhshed data " =
R _ " a i
.. , N ' ‘o, . -
Q - A ‘ o
FRIC  + 24,7 O
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to be a more significant measure Of program performance than the gross
“placement rate. The low indirect rates are influenced by such factors as
the selection of trainees. duraton of training. and types of courses
offered. as well as the effent te which jobs are available. -
The dirgct placement rate. 9.1 percent of Tutle | terminatiods 1n fiscal
¢~ 1976 and’ 6.5 percent 1n 1977. is more controversial. Direct placements

referral. Since spunsors.are un®®r pressure (d achievé planned phcement

“and cust esimales. lhere 1s a tendency to concentrate en direct

placements  the easier and more economical foute to success. Reserwa-

tons with regard to diréct placement are that it ténds to dvert at

from the more fundamental task of enhancing the capabilin
wmost defficultto’place. encourages selection of the most job-r
and tempts sponsors lo place participants (n lowswage. unsfiPle Jobs
_Spénsors. on ‘therother hand. maintain_ that direct ‘placements ate
necessary because many of their chents aR¥ job-ready. but, as members
of minority groups. lhe) need all the help they can get 10 make their way
in the job market n several of the areas studied. a high direct-placement
yrate was attmbuted 10 the tiesin with the employmentgservice, which
22F statiyns employees in CEFA manpower centess These sponsors believe
= that far from being a problem.-direct placements fulfill a necessary

*funcuon. - :
.y Asmall percentage of Tyle | parlic‘panls ublau;employ ment on their
own or through other agdcies shortly after terminating. One sponsor
stated that this rate should be regarded as the most important, as an
(ndication of the degree to which the objective of &ncouraging self-
sufficiency 1s realized. There 4 hitle information about this group. Ttas
not known whether they obtain suntablesand stable emPtoyment leadmg
) o permanent Jobs® or w hether “they dnft into low-wage. intermittent
employment .o ]
t . & - P

- -

- +
-POSITIVE A&@'d\?ﬂ%lrwk TERMINEES S

A large proportion of terminees are listed as “other positive.” These are
mainly yuuth who termmate from an in-school program bit imtend to
continue therr education. Others may leave for the armed forces or for
other traping. They may also be persons who transfer to another service
component and are not in a real sense exther “terminees” or completions.
Interutle trdnsfers tend to distort the Iermmalnon and placement rates.’

‘Reuscd repurilng 1nstrucbuns effevtive 1n ﬁ@al I'}‘JS separate “transfers (o other tues”

from "other posifive™ ierminees
. ' . n

E \‘l " ’ I ’
s MC al ’ . - -

. :

require’ no service to the client other than intake, assessment. and job-
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Close to one-third of thosé. leaving Thtle 1 programs were “nonposi-
tve™ terminees —persons who either dropped out of programs or
completed them but entered neither employment, traming, nor the
armed forces Some undoubtedly left the labor force. A high nonposiuve
rate may indicate poor plannsg and selection of participants, inappro-
priate trainmg. lack of supervision. or the need for better counseling or
supportive services. It may also’be dug to participant withdrawats.for
unrelated reasons. In one electronics course. for exathple which faled
because of the divgrse bachground of enrollees. 16 of 24 enrollees were
nonpositive terminations .

L
VARIATIONS IN TITLE 1 PLACEMENT RATES -
The wide varation n job entry rates among individual areas ts dye to’
many circumstances. The employment situation 1n an area obvious!y has
some mfluence on decisions on whom to serve and what Iypés of services
or programs to stress. and these factors are more directly assoctated with
program ouicomes. '

Adult-oriented programs had higher job ety rates than those whose
clientele are largely made up of full-ime students. Sponsors with less
than 10 percent full-time students had rates that were more than twice as
high as 3ponsors whose clientele consists mainly of school yQuth. since
students normally return_to school (see Table 42). .

Similarly. there is a striking difference n the expenence of sponsors
with large percentages of economucally disadvantaged participants

. compared with sponsors with relafively few. Where fewer than 60

percent of Tutle I partygpants were disadvantaged, job entry rates
averaged 39 percent. Where 90 percent or more of the participants were
economically disadvantaged, the average placement rate was 29
percent * Sponsors with high proportions of youth are commonly those
with high proportions of economically disadvantaged persons, since

.programs for youth have traditionally been almost exclusively onented

to the disadvantaged.

There 1s a strong assotiation between job entry results and the type of
progrim-activity offered (see Table 43). Rates were highest for on-the-job
tratning. which 1s understandable, since the employer often commuts
himself m advance to hire the trainees. As expected, rates for work
expengnce programs were lowest (pnmanly because of the preponder-
ance of school-age youth). Classroom training rates varted from area to
atea The classroom traming category 1s @ mixture of many different

*The placement expersence of the economically disadvantaged 15 lower than for other
clients Three fourths of Tutle 1 terminees but unly twu-thurds of those +ho got jobs were
economically disadvantaged in fiscal 1976
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'{AﬁLE,43 CETA "l:nle | Job Entry Rates,by Type 0f Activity, Sample Local
Prime Sponsors, Fiscal 1976 (cumulative to second quarter) (V=18)

» :
Program Effecttveness :

= % 2

Classtoom On-the-Job Work
T, Training Training preﬂenceJ
Total enrolled . ]3.%“ 3585 .. 19.795
Termunations ’ 6,484 2078 ¢ P 2.046
Percefit of termnationsth - .
Entlyed employment kY| 3 T 9
Darece placement [ . . -
Indirect p_lacemem 25 48 . 6
Obtained employment 5 3 2
Qther postive tefmnations L 19 57 .
Nonpositive terminationy 49 18 4 -
SOURCE Phime sPonsor records - ' S |
NOTE Detads may not add to totals due to rounding

a t
kinds of courses. 1t ncludes everything from skill tramng to general
education and Enghish as a second language. which 1n theshselves do not
lead to mmmediate job placement. Among the spensorsh the study
sample. those with the highest proportions of enrollees 10 work
expenence programs had significantly lower overall placement and
indrrect placement Jates than those with smaller proportians m work
experience. The highest placement rates are found among those
parucipants who are not enrolled in any activity but-are placed directly
1n jobs. ' o

Among the vanious Lypes of sponsors, the Jowest overall ,Bb entry rates |

as well as the lowest indirect placement rates were found 1 cities:. the
highest were found 18 counties (see Table 44). The higher proportion of
minonty enrollees 1n cities has a bedring on lower plagement rates.
Surprisingly. balance-of-state areas had "higher placement rates_than
cities and higher indirect piacement rates than other types of sponsdrs” -
This 1s contrary to what one might expect. smnce a I'?rgh proportidn of
balance-of-stale funds are expended on work-experfence programs '
Unemployment rates dunng 1975 and 1976 were high 1n most areds; -
22 of the 28 sample areas had rates of 7 percent or more. ranging 0p to
I3 percent. Contrary to expectations, however, there was little correla-
uon between placement rates and unemployment rates. Even 1n areas
with less than 6 percent unemployment, the relationship between the
unemployment rate and placement rate was not clear, indicauhg that
otffer factors had a beanng on job entry rates. Nevertheless, about one-
third of the sponsors interviewgd belteved that the lack of employment
opportumties had,an important effect on outcomes. In some cases.
emphasis was placed oitrammg the most disadvantaged or giving them

] '
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230 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

TABLE#4 CETA Title I Job Entry Rates by Type of Sponsor. Fiscal 1976
(cumulative to third Quarter)

Balance of
Rates Cny County Consoruum State
Percent of terminantons .
Entezed emploYment 26 Ly i o 3
¢ Duect 11} 12 12 . 4
Indirect 13 18 4 21
Obtained emp!oymmt . 3 7 6 6
. %  Other posv termipations 56 9 33 40
- NORpositve terminanons H 34 38 29
oo ‘ SOURCE, Cotnputsd from Employment and Tramung Admsnstration. b 5. Departfoent
M © of Lavor, unpublished data .
- - ‘ ) v
. ap oppor mty to acquire a work record rg;her than on attempting to
‘ . find jobs [
4
SEETRN Some - respo ents regard placements as decidedly secondary in a

.o~ generally 100se labor.market. The short-run objective in their view is to
<. atwact participants and improve thesr ‘employability. In St. Paul, mayor
. stress 1s placed on improving the employability of parucipants rather
+ . than finding. jobs for them. Other spensors stated that 1t 15 more
.~ 1mportant for the present to establish viable CETA institutions than to
. buld'upa good placement record.
When sponsors i the samiple compared their placement rates with
. goals set forth in therr own plans. most acknowledged that they had not
acheved their Job placement goals. Even sponsors svith the highest job
. entry rates wefe often dissatisfied. becaus¢ judgments are based on thewr
self-umposed standards as expressed in grant applications and not on an
. *absolute criterion. In addition to economic conditions, sponsors offered
. a vanety of reasons for low placement rates: the mix of programs,
emphasis on youth or on the hard-core unemployed, selection. of
- participants poorly quahfied for jobs, reluctaneg to refer clients to jow-
paytng temporary or seasonal jobs, and dsseriminatory hiring practices.
., In.one consoruum, there was virtually no Tllle I placement associated
. with any -of the substantive inanpower programs’mn the first half of fiscal
" 7197601 3.000 tefminated from classrdom and on- -the-job training, work .
; expertence, or publi®service employment—only about {20 (4 percenty
* were able to get jobs, and almost .all of these found jobs on thewr own. .
About one-half wére listed as “nonpositive” 1grmnees. After allowing for
- youth and lhe hard-core unemployed among parkcipants and for poor
tabor mgrkel -_condmons. ‘lhere 1s stifl. a® qugsuon as to whether the
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strategies and efforts to find suitable empioy ment for partiipants in that
‘consor ium were adequate, N .

Discussion of placement achivities with sponsors and other sunvey
respondents brought out conflicung views on thg appropriate measures
of effectiveness for Title I. While there was general accepiapge ofe
placement rates L5 a comement indicator. respondents viewed #m as
only one aspect of performance. They pointed to retention of ‘jobs.
increased earnings opportunities. enhancement of skitls. and mouvatiqn
as 1mportant considerations. -

Sponsors also disagreed on the ments of direct versus mdirect
placement. In nine sunvey areas. direct placement rates were mgher than
ifthrect (see  Appendix b Table 9). Topekaw with relatively fow

. unemployment. had a Title.T job entry rate of 53 percent but an indirect
- «rate of only 14 percent. T¥w participants were placed a5 a resubt of

tratning or employ ment programs. In another area. the job developient
and placement funcion has been shifted from the 01C and stk to another
community-based organization because of a disagreement on placement
emphasis The sponsor believed that inidirect placements here a bettes
imidication of effectivgness. those placed duectly might well have beert
able to obtain employment without CeTA assistance.

TITLE Il AND VI JOB ENTRY EXPERIENCE

As origrnally enacted. one of CETA’s key features was a requiremeny that
public service jobs lead tu unsubsidized employment. The regulations
stressed that sponsors should take definuite steps to ensure that those
hired for Title 1 would recerve an opporiunity for eniploy me{ﬁ either 1n
the public or private sector. Concern over, this transition reguirement
was one of the reasons for the slow progress in filling Title'II openings in,
the first half of 1975. Sponsors were doubtful of then™abilify toplace
CETA participants and wary about hiring the disadvantaged.for fear they
would have to absorb them nto the regular public servite structure.
When' Tatle VI was passed the following year. transiuon was dowpgraded
to a goal and wanvers of the goal were authonzed when jusufied by
stringent budget sitwations. _

- Department of Labor reports show that only 17 percent of Title il
terminees and 27 perdent of those who left Tatte VI programs entered
employment 1n fiscal 1976. But placement rates are riot feliable for that
year because the termmination figure, which 1s the denominator in
calculating the rate. 15 overstated due to intertstle transfers of partici-
pants The effect of this 15 to lower the job enry rate.As many as one-
fourth of the Title i tepfhunees did not leave the program. but merely

)i en
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232 EETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS LNDER [LOCAL CONTROL

jransferred 1o Title VI positions. Sinularly. there was some shifting back |
from Title V1 to Tutle Il Adjusting for these transfers. placement rates
for both tiles were approximately 30 percent. [n fiscal 1977, the poL
reported job entry ratey of 18 percem for Title IT and 34 percent for Title
Vi

The placement record of Titles 11 and V[ of cETA does not measure up
to pre-CETa pep experience. Under the prp program. trapsiion of
enroflees to unstibsidized public or private pusitions had been given top
priortty Whether because of pressure from Washington or because the
economy had begun to ymprove in 1972 and 1973, 4 high percentage of
. former partiipants found employment. More than half of eee enrollees

transferred directly from PEP jobs te other pubhc or pmate seclor jobsn

" fisal years 1972.and 1973 A follow-up study of a national sample
showed that. | month after they had left pEp. 71 percent were employed.
A sample study of persons who enrolled in (ETA public service

" employment programs frum January to June 1975 showed that.’of those

who terminated. 58 percent were employed after 1'month, 28 percent
were unemployed. and 15 percent were out of the labor forcg—either in
school. tfaming, or some othet Fhvity.

The lower placement rate fur pubhc service employment under CETA &
partly due to changes in uverall labor market conditions but also to the
relaxanon of emphasis un transition It seems vdd that job entry rates for -
Titles Il and V1 are lower than for Title 1. although public service
employment participants are better educated. less disadvantaged, and
more Jjob-ready than those In Title 1. Nearly all sponsors intemewed
acknowledged that thg placement of enroflees enther in the pnvate or the
public sector 1s & primary ubjective but thought that. in the unfavorable
economic climate. 1t was impracuieal to expect them to find Jobs for st
parucipants in the private or public sector. Sume junsdications had
imposed hiring freezes or were layi&g off regular local government
workers. they found it hard to justify moving CETA partiipants into
regular public service sluts..Others avoided the commiiment by putting
CETa employees in less essenty activities that could more readily be

“terminated without, affecting ( nbrmal government operations or by

assigning them to private nonprofit organizatwns or stale government
jobs

“ptp data from U S Departmemt of Labor, Employment and Trainng Admunstration.
Longinudinal Ewaluation of the Publn Employment Program and } alidanon of the rep Date
Bank. PB-242 779-SET.ST. Prepated by Westat, Inc.. Rockville, Md. and ated 1
Monrpower Repurt of the President. April 1974, p [55 cETA public service empioyment data
fram,the Continuows Longitudinal Manpower Survey, prepared by Westal, Inc, “Post-
Prugram I’ ‘p.rlcncc ad Pre-Post Cumparssons for 1erminces Whe Entered €174
in Januan <June 1975°
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Seldom were there placernent strategies or mechanisms. such as
resening a portion of regular vacancies for ¢ ¢1a participants, giving the
participants training for regular jobs. or prepanng individual employa-
bihity plans. According to DOL réports. prime sponsors spent only a
neglgible amount for trainag and supportive senices to enhance the
employability b PSE pgrucipants ‘

Only a third of the sponsors in the sample were 1aking posiuse job
development steps In une wwunty. the sponsor required municipahties tu
sign an agreement 1o absorb (ETA parucipants as 2 condition for
acqunng them. Pnme sponsurs often do not directly conirol what
happens 10 participants When pggitiuns are assigned {o program agenis
within the sponsor's junsdictiun, therr transiuon responsibilities are
delegated to that level,

. In addition to economi and budgelany constrasnts, there are formal
and nformal barriers that hinder the transfer of CEva participants to
regular pubhc semace jubs. In a munorty of junsdicuons. cnil service
tests are required for sume (usuaitygpolice or fire fighters) or all positions.
only those who qualify may transfer to regular posts In other cases.
mor2 subtle barmiers tend to keep out those sho do-not have the
education ot Fatning to meet custornary standards '

The percentage of terminees who obtain jobs 15 stnkingly low for city
sponsurs compared with other types uf sponsors (see Table 45) The
lower placement rates 1n ciuies may be due tu greater fiscal stnngencies in
aties. which affect empluyment oppurtunities i the public sector. Fur
example, m New York City. only a handful of the approximately 20.000
(ETA public service workers entered unsubsidized employment 1n fiscal

. 1976 Counties. which have less fiscal pressure. tend to have hgher
placement rates The ity <ounty differeatial 1n placentent rates 15 also
related to the higher propurtions 1n cittes of blacks. persons with less

5 *
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TABLE 45 CETA Tide VI Job Entry Rates by Type uf Sponsor, Fiscal 1976
fcumulative to third quarter)

Bdld;‘lu.' of
,«/ e Ciny Caunty (afisortigm State
Perwent of termmastions ’

I ntered employmen! Ny ¥ 338 343
Mhtect plaiement i 14 13 il
Indirec t placement ¥ 65 R 19 44 179
Obtaned emplyy menr 62 129 12 153

sl RCE € ymPuted from Fmplosvment and Traning Admitistralion, b S {jePartment
af Lahor, Unpublshed data
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TABLE 46 Pre-Enroliment and Post-Enrollment Median Wage of CETA
Termimees Who Entered Employment. Fiscal 1976 1977 {amounts

in dollars)
Medwn Hourly \\3:29 Median Hourly Wage
Pre-Faroliment Pout-Enrottment Percent Wage Gain
. Title Iy 9% FY 1977 FY 1976 Ty 1977 FY 197 FY 1977
Tede 166 273 284 Iy i 14
Tulell 295 296 339 163 1% 23
Turle vl 294 in 334 378 17 23

S ECE ComPuted from Emplooment and Tramng Adminestration, L 5 [ePartment
of Labor da1a

“than twelfth grade education. and the economucally disadvantaged —
groups that have fewer opportumties to get unsubsidized jobs

u

THE QUALITY OF PLACEMENTS

There & very Httle informatiun on the kind of empw)ment:ol:-rtamed by
those terminating from ¢kta. In the areas in the survey. few sponsors
pard serous attention 1o the quahty or duration of jobs obtained, wages.
Job secunty. the work environment. or prospects for upward mobihty.
Several spunsors indicatedthat they planned to follow up on enrollees to
find out more about the nalure andstability of jobs, but hittle actual
follow-up has occurred.

Dot staustcs record the expected duration of employment for
enrollees placed by sponsors. but these data are incomplete and of
dubious vahdity. They show that about 90 percent of jobs obtained by
CETA participants were expected 10 last 150 days or more. J

Another measure of the quahty of placement 15 the wage level of
enrolfees who enter emplo)ment poi. nauonal summanes show only &
margmal increase in average hour!y wages compared with pre-(E¥a
earnmngs for those moving nto jobs from Title I, and a substanually
larger gan for those who terminated from Titles I and VI {see Table
46).

It s fairly ubvious that wage gains aqf enrollge; are influenced by the
general upward dnft in wage levels from year th year and the normal®
incremental wage nises over tme of young workers, Differences in-
placement policies among (ETa sponsors alsu have an effect, wage

-

™In computing median %ages. the Depaniment of Labur umsts the ulass of workers whose
wages were less than $1 00 per howr befute and after earuilment Thus the medians reflect
wage change for only those workers who had jobs before and after cera -

T
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changes are likely to be murumal if participants are placed in low-wage.
secondary labor market jobs and greater if employment vccurs tn the
pnimary labor market.

Wage changes alone are not a sansfactory measure of increased
eamings capacity unless accompamed by informauon on durauon of
employment But studies of lung-term benefits are not available yet.

JOB ENTRY EXPERIENCE BY CHARACTERISTICS OF
CLIENTS

ihe differential results by type of clients are important 1n assessing CET4

or all cETa programs._persons with post-high-school educaton and
those who are white have the best upportumity to obtain employment To
a lesser degree. those of prnime working age and those who are not
economically disadvantaged have beter job prospects than other
enroliees Title | data are difficult 10 analyze because of the large
percentage of people who are school youth not available for placement,
but the pattern 1s clear for Title 1l and Title VI (see Table 47). Blacks
were about one-fourth of Title V¥enrollees in fiscal 1977 and about one-
fifth of those who terminated. but only one-sixth of those who obtained
Jobs  Sumilagly. 21 percent of Title VI parucpants who entered
employment had 1 years or less of schooling. compared with 27 percent
of those who terminated duning the year

There were vanations among the areas studied. but for the most part
the pattern was the same a better placement record for those clients who
were white. had good education. were of prime working age. and were
not 1n the poverty class. Vanatons depended in part on the chent
selected and services offered For example. in one county. a high
proportion of placements were smade for females because the Title 1
courses offered were m occupations in which female workers predomi-’
nate Among the reasons given by sponsors b explain differences in
hinng patterns were employer preferences for persons with good
education and stable work histories and differences among participants
In motivahion and imhative in seeking jobs.

One of the groups singled out by Congress for preferred consideration
1in public senvice jobs 1s Vietnam veterans. But there is hittle evidence
from officaal statistics that sponsors were making a special effort to place.
velerans The percentage of those placed wds about in line with the
proporuon of Vietnam veterans in all thrge utles in fiscal years 1976 and
1977 With the present reporting system. there 1s no way to tell whether
other groups designated by Congress for special considerauon are n fact
betng given extra consideration m terms of job placements




Titles I and V1, Fiscal 1977

£l

TAB(E 47 Percentage Distnbution of Individuals Served. Termunations. and Job Entries by Selected Charactensuss, CETA

o :
& » , Tule i Titiz VI ’
Ratio Job Ratwo Job
Indmd uals Jot Entres to Indmiduals Job ~ Entnes to
Charactenstics Served Terminations  En,les  Termin®uons  Served Terwnons Entnigs  Terminations
Age . v
21 and under 20 il 19 H95 0 24 19 679
2244 . 64 65 68 165 65 64 69 108
45 and over 16 15 13 087 i5 12 12 09
‘ Educdtion . . -
11 years of less 23 23 - 19 083 27 27 21 18
— 127eass 43 44 44 1 60 a2 42 a4 1 05
Orver 12 years 34 33 37 112 31 it 35 113 -
Econotnically disadvantaged 49 47 45 096 67 62 55 Q 89
, Race i .
Whie 7 72 77 . 107 66 70 B Y
Black 23 73 18 078 % "2 16 1076

ERIC

!

SOURCE Compuled from Employment and Traiming Adm:m&a{lon. U.S Departmeat of Labor data
f ’ h
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TABLE 48 Comparnison of Man-Year Cost, CETA Tule I
Fiscal 1976, and Pre-CETA Programs, Piscal 1974 (dollars)

, Program and Activity 1Y 1976 FY 1974¢

Tule b indmadudls served 3252

Trle L enrolled tn activities 37s . 3498
Qlassioom training 4 851 s.614
Qa-the-job traimng 4 20% 3662
Public servicx eMpluyment %236 LYY
Work expenence 3299 2211
Other actvities P02 A -

SIURCE Employment and Trame, Admenstration. U5 DePart

ment of Labor (unpublished data)

%includes MDT 4 unstitutional, JOP/OIT, ‘n Cin-schonl OPeration -
sMamnstream. CEP, and JOBS

.. “UNIT COSTS °

Omutting 1975 as a start-up year. estimated costs per man-year for fiscal
1976 were $3,300 for Tatle 1, $7.200 for Tile 11, and $3.100 for Title V1.,
. according to the Department of Labor These estimates are generally
comparable with pre-CETa programs if changes in salary levels-and n_
ptogram components are taken 1nto account (see Table 48)

The man-year cost of 33,300 for Title I enroliees in ﬁscal 1976 15 lower
than the estimated $3,500 for comparable programs in fiscal 1994.4but
both figures are affected by the way the estimates, were calculated. The.
Tatje I figures nclude the relatively low costs for persons who register but .
recerve only minimal services, Excludmg this group. the man-year cost
was $3,700 1n fiscal 1976 \Op the other hand, the Department of Lapor
1974 figures exclude Public Service Careers andsNyce out-of-schpo] youth
activifies. both relatively highost programs. On balance, it appears that
the costs are about y.'omparable but the blend of services offered 1s -

+ . someswhat different. with a proportion of LETa. funds going to public
service employment {not part of the pre-CBiA mix), and mappower-
servioes. ’ ‘ v -

The emphaSJs on meelmg costs and outcome standards ungder CETA
. has several side effects. Sponsors may select combinations of programs =
with a view toward keeping costs low, thereby giving most emphasis to
programs that contnhule the least tu impruved employabrity. The desire
W hold costs down could also lead to creamung or to the use of
meffective, low-Cost program operators.

Before CETA, there-was less stress on unit oost in asse.lsmg pe,rl'or-

a ' - 2“\
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238 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL
*TABLE 4% Man-Year Cosl, CETA Titles I, II, and VI by

. . Type of Sponsor, Fiscaj 1976 (dollars)®
- Type of Sponsor Title | Tule 11 Title VI
City e LT ] 8.614 9.393
County 3454 8,319 8,952
Consottium 1378 1.586 8683
Balance of state 1,332 6,597 1915
' TOTAL 3419 7.905 8.778

SQURCE Employment ond Traming Admimistration, U.5 Depart-

ment of Labor {(Unpubhisked data) .

@ Man-year costs comPuled from cumubated data for July 1975 '
thiough March 1976 SL

- 2

mance. and 1t 1s impossible to say from cost data whethet or not the
public 15 gettng more for its dollar under CETA programs than previously
without considering the appropriateness of the services provided and the
results. 1n terms of employability as well as in finding employment for
participants. For example. the decline in the man-year cost of the
classroom training component of Title I, compared with MDA classroom’
traming, may reflect shorter duration of courses under Ce1a and greater
rehance on indpvidual referral rather than class-size training, ft 1s not
apparent from the cost figures alone whether the lower man-year cost
means more efficiency under CETa or lower quality of service.

The average man-year cost of $7,900 1n fiscal 1976 for Tutles IT and VI
combned is lower than the corresponding figure of about $8,100 per
man-year for the PEP_program in 1973, but the, 1977 cost esumalte of
$8.400 15 higher. Apparently the lower wage ceiing (812,000 under pep
and $10,000 under cETA) had the effect of offsetung wage increases that
mught have resulted from upward pressure on wages. That 2 considerable .
proportion of expenditures (about 12 percent) was for work expenence

} prograins, which usually pay mmmmum wages, also tends to lower the
. man-year cosls fof CETa public service employment. Under the 1976
. amendments. umt costs for public service employees were expected lo be

kept down by emphasis on project-type jobs. -

' There ts only a shight difference in man-year costs by type of sponsor

' under Title I, with highest costs in the cities and Jowest i balance-of-

“ slale areas {see Table 49). Variations in the blend of programs could
account for the difference. The variation by type of sponsor has sharper .
focus under Titles IT and VI, public service employment costs are higher
m cimes because of higher wage structures .and more fringe benefits,

-
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SUMMARY ' .

Although there are sernious shortcomngs 1n available data. some broad
conclusions as to the short-run outcomes uf (ETa programs can be
drawn. Assessment of the long-term effects awalls the results of the
Depanmenl of Labor’s longaludmal study.

* Atotal of 2.5 million persons were served by (ETa programs i fiscal
1976 —more than twice the number reached in LOPI’CSIJOI’IdIng pre-CETA
programs. There was a simular increase m‘expend,uures fur manpower
programs. v

* The average length of stay 1s 4 months in Title 1 programs and 8
months 1n public senvice employment. according to Department of
Labor estimates.

* GEIa_poSts per man-vear are 1 line with those of earlter programs.
but the content and quality of the Title I programs may be somewhat
differeni.

* Omitung progra

s that are not expected to resultn placements. yob
entry rates were ldw under all three niles compared with pre-CETa
programs. TheComposite job eniry rate for all three utles was 28 percent
in 1976. It rofe to 35 percent in 1977. While the economic downturn 15
often cjted a9 the reasun. vther factobs~mcluding senvice strategy. may
have been equally or more significant. The deemphasis on transiion of
Title 1 and participants 1s a case In point.

* Only abody half of thuse whq entered employment from Titles |, I1,
and VI in fscah 1976 apd r-fiscal 1977 were placed after
having been enrolled ¢ither m A substantive traming or employment
program The remaindér were egher placed without having participated
1m such programs ur fuund jubs ¢n their uwn. A substantial proportion of
terminess were nonpositive, fhe .nonposiive rate may refiect the
. the quality of sesvice. or the placement

effort

* (Hla programs have bgen least successful i finding unsubsidized
Jubs for the hard-core s@mployed  minonty partiapants, persons with
less than a high s¢hol education, younger workers, and the poor.

* While Congr nified specific groups fur special consideration
eg. 1hewmx;}ed. uremployment insurance exhaustees,
ete ), hitleis known about their enroliment or pustprogram expenence
hecause of limitations in the data collection system. .

* The Dot teportmg system produces hittle mformation about the

quality of yobs obtained by <14 elfffpllees. retention of jobs. or changes
in Jungrange earnmgs \.apaul) Reports show only neghgible gams 1n

l{fC‘ 260 :
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the hourly earnfngs of pamc:pams in pOSI-L ETA jobs compared with pre-
CETA programs, .
While the record 1s mixed, there are significant benefits that should not
be overlooked cETa has provided access 10 public service jobs toHarge
numbers of munority group members and other dlsadvamagéd persons
who might not otherwise have had an opportumity for employrnem
: There are also noneconomic advantages for particpants, in terms of
improsed morale, health, and ability to function in the labor ma;k\.e( that

cannot be evaluated by daudues. L e W
- L9 . T i T a ’
. . ¥ .
- L3
. v ' . . -
& ' )
- LS ? - . a
0, ' -
' LY
. .
- I
a" ,-3"
- 2
yoon .
[ -~ l
N E
- .
. - » H ‘
L a N . ?
- s
) b o
. I
% " v . LY ,‘ .
~ | .
- ‘ . * i
“» \ .
v .:"*51:\&.” Q\ - . >
"“ ] - ¥
L]
\___/ . . L
- » .~ -
’ o
* 1
] i
[ L] !__‘# N
O ‘ * .'4?,:4
-« - - i
ERIC 2y

T -

LI




. ) N B
Findings and
V' Recommendations d

This chaptér presents the re;’ommendanons of the Commmee on
Evaluatign of Empicyment ; At Traiming Programs, which was establish-
ed to assess the impact of,¢#fa on manpower programs. The Comnmt?e y
was concerned not only with the gtent to which the congressional itent _ %
was fulfilled, but alse with broag:er social. economic, and mstuutmnal i
issues relating to manpower psograms
.= Government assistance in déveloping. human resources through &t
employment and traimng progfams is an expression of social polu'.) .
, directed 1o persons who lack skills or are otherwise 3f a disadvantage in
“the compeunve Job market. Since funds’ are hmuted, the central social
1sspe is whether the '(ETa allocation formulas, ellgabﬁlt) requirements,
and the practices of prime sponsors n selecting pamupanls are serving
people and places with the greatest needs. ¢ - .
The instiutional jssue that concerned the Committee wad~the
relationships among the federal. state. and Jocal levels,of government in
the admimistration of ce1a. The heart of thé issue 15 the locus of deaision
making and accountability. Who decides among alternative places.
programs. apd people? Inherent in this set of relauons@ps 15 the question
.of whether*cangruence can be achieved between national policies and
lo¢al prime sponsor pfactices. The decentralization of manpower .
~  Pprograms has alsg affected netwarks of insytutions that trathtionally
have pravided training and empldyment programs. The unsettled .

relationship between the Employment Sewce and pnme sponsors 1s .

m—-u"b

oy

particularly troublesome. The qu whether -Ce1A has indeed
v 241" ST .
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created a better orgamzed system fur admunmstening manpow er programs,
one of the objectives that fed lo manpuwer reform. Another 1ssue 15
phether the CETA programs are being used for local pohitical-purposes
myher than for improving employabihity or creating jobs. ’
mally. the Commttee wa¥ interested in whether cETa was achieving
its basic economic objectives. Do the structurally Jnented programs
provide the skills. experience. and services that enable the disadvantaged
to function more effectnely in a complex and imperfect labor market or
have they become a disguised form of 1acome mamtenance? Do the
countescyclical public senice employment programs reduce unemploy -
ment or substitute federal for local resources? The Committee was
cancerned with thé kinds and quality of services. the balance of
resousces between. structural and countercyclical programs, and the
placement ouicomes A crucial question s how to protect programs 10

. enhance employability dunng perwds. of high unempioynfent.

Although based on findings of the study. the recommendations also,
draw on the knowledge and experience of Commuttee members. In
addition. the Commuttee exarmfined other sources including matenals
from the National Counal on Employment Policy and the Nauohal
Commssion on Manpower Policy The specific findings and recommen-
datons that llow’ are grouped .n four categories. allocation of
resources, substantive aspects of (ETA programs. adrmmstrame process-

es. and mstitutional relatonships. >
! : A

* ° ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES . -

A -4

[ i .
' ISSLES

Funds for manpower programs, which began as a tnckie m the earI)

1960s. have grown to be a sizable share of federal and locai governmerit

budgels in recesit years. The amounts appropnated and the. distribution

~  pattern define the scope of manpower programs and set limits on the |

kinds of actnities that can be undertaken. There are four prncipal issues

associated with funding. the level of appropriatiuns necessary to deal

with manpower problkms. the appropnate balance between subsidized”

public employment and other measures.. parhicularly unemployment

© 1insurance. to alleviate” countercychcal joblessness. the proporgion of

- cETA funds that should be devoted to structural objectives vis-a-vis the

. proforuon for coumerc;chcal Job creation. and the suitability of the

alldcauon formulas for the spectfic objectives of each ttle.

T e <. 9

v . ' v ) .
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FINDINGS . '

- *

© ¢ Funds for CETa rose from $2.3 billton before C£A to %.7 b
*fiscal 1976 and to more than 38 bilhon 1n both 1977 and 1978. a\the
CETA public Service jobs program became gne of the chiel cornerston
_ of economic sumulug pohicies. But €eTa 15 only one of the measures
.deahng with cyclical unemployment. In fiscal 1976. nearly four umes as
maech was spent for unemployment insurance as fQr CETa. and: there were
aiso spevial appropriatiuns for local public works and for countercyclical
resenue-Marmg. The amount of funds devoted to manpower traming
and empluy ment cbmpared with alternative approaches for dealing with
"+ theeconomic Gowniurn has been a controversial issue.t . V|
' * CETa.ongnally emphasized human capital development (Titles 1.
I1l. and V). with. a munor job creation confponent for areas @
substannal unemployment (Title 11}, Most of the imcreases in CETA funds.
however. have been for public service employment (Title V). signifying
. a shift to countercytlical job creation. Even Title L. which was intended
to address structural problems. has been used in some areas to support
public service ot for the unempluyed The enactment of the Emergency
Jobs Programs Extension Act and the econemic stmulus appropriation
of 1977-gfeatly increased the sale of the pse’prugrams. but also targeted
them {0 the long-term. low-mcome unemploved and to welfare
recpiehts. The increasé in funds for national training programs and the
passage of a youth employment act in 1977 also represent a return to
emphasis on those uhemployed for structural reasons. :
¢ Althaugh allocating funds by formula 15 more prcdlcﬁble than
methods used befere ¢eTa. the formulas themselves have had unantic-
.~ paied results Under Title I.fhe amounts going 1o major cities.” where
« - prublems uf unérppluy ment and puverty are concentrated, haye.dechned
year by .year. despite the mmugatng effect of a “hold-harmless”
- adpstmert that maintains funds fur each area at 90 percent of the
prevtous year's level. The hold-harmless adjustpent has not been
"effective in preyenting tfe erusion of funds fur sume areay at a ime when -
infation s chipping away at the purchasing powe*ﬁ A allotments,

'See, for example. U'S -Congress, Congréssional Budget Office. Temporary Measures to
Sumulate Employment  An Evaluaiion of Seme Alternanives. Prepared by Nancy S. Barretl

and George Iden, "Washingion, DC Conggssional Budger Office, Seprember 1975,
“ipflanonand Lnemployment,” Econonu. Repurt of the Presiden: 1978, Washwngion, D C

U S Government Printing Office. 1975, Ch 4, Naygnal Commisswn for Mangfower Pob
“Commassioned Papers.” Vylume 11 of Job Creggbn Through Publ. Service Er:pfu;mecﬁl .
An Ivienm JReport 1o ®the Congress. W, on. . D.C  National Comnussion for
Mahpower Pohey, 1978 ‘ .

.
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" . Moreover. there are’ serious questons about the formula elements that

are supposed to measure economic hardship. The formula ts weighted by

the unemployment faclor and does not adequately reflect other labor

market dysfuncuions, such as low labor.force participation rates or
underemplo\ ment. that may also be important, r:-)u

*+ The SR¢ study found- deficiencies in the Tutle H formiula, which 15

designed to cha nne} funds for public service jobs to areas of substantial

unemployment. With a nauonal rate hovening around 7 percent, the

unemploy ment rate critennon for Tutle 1T areas (6.5 percent) has been too

low 1o idenufy those areas suffering the most. Using unemployment data

. for a 3-month period 1 qualify areas and to allocate funds results (n

mequities due (o seasonal and temporary factors. The allocation formula

15 based exclusnely un the number of unemployed people and does not

gne extra weight to areas with the most severe unemployment. as

reflected 1n unusually high unemployment rates:
* All of the aflocation formulas rely on unempioyment estmates f

local areas. Unemployment 1s esumated from a combination R

unemploy ment insurance data and the Census Bureau’s monthly strvey.

of the fabor force. The ather element in the Title I formula, the number

of adults in low-income fambhies. 1s also a derved figure. There are

senous measurement problems involved in esumating both unemploy-

p ment and poverty. both rely on derived techniques that are not sensiive

enough to yield precise estimates for small geographic areas—in the case

of unemployment figures, as small as peighborhoods with 10.000

populauon A more, serious question 1s™Whether the canvenuonal

measures of ur,lempljmeni and puverty are appropriate for identifying

the kinds of economic hardship and labor market disadvantage that Tatle

I'of CETA was intended to address. This problem was recognized 1 CETA

nself The act directed the Secretary of Labor io develop an. annual

_staustical measure of economic hardship in the. naton. Among the

+  factors to beconsidered, in addinon to unemployment, wereJabor force

parucipguion. involuntary part-ime employment. and full-time employ-
V\Q%ﬂ}!:ss than poverty wages. The Department of Labor has rtotas yet
developed and refined the kind of hardship measure enwvisioned by.

Congress This subject 1s being studied by the Nauonal Commussion on
Employment and Unemployment Staustics. established under a 1976
amendment to CETA
_ * Another question raised by the study relates fo the timing of
. allocations One of the most pervasive administrative problems has been
- uncertainty of funding. Since the economic g#onditions addressed by
Titles 1 and 1] tend 1o persist from year to year. i1 would be preferable to
have a longer funding cxcle to eliminate yeagsto-yedr changes.

*x
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RECOMMENDATIONS ’ \ -

|. While unemplorment insurdnce should cuntinue to be the major
means of Wealing wuth shori-term unemplyyment, the Commuitee recom:
mends thar Smphasis be given 1y more onstnative measures than income
mamrenatf:e for thetong-rerm unemployed. ‘\

The Committee believes that traning vr public senvice empldyment
programs should be the primary sehicle for asastng thuse who have
exhausted their uneniployment jnsurance and other long-term unem-
ploved people. Unemployment insurance should be used pnmanly to
provide short-term income support. CETA and. more particularly. 1ts
traming programs are geared toward retraining and employability

development [n, that sense. they may have more lasung benefits for.

persons who have liitle prospect of returning to previous jobs or who
require remnedial services.

Congress should determine the appropriate palance between the
structural and countercyclical dbjecinves of the different CETA tities. ™
Committee suggests that. for sigmficant impagh the structural compo-
nents of CETA (Tutles [ [11. 1Y, and VIII}'%'hou!d be supported at a les e}
equal to 2 percent of the labur foree Yexclusine of summer employment
programs fur youth). and tountervychical public” senvice employment
programs should be supported at a level equivalent to 25 percent of the
average number of persons unemployed 15 weeks or longer In 1975, at
the trough <0f the recession. the number of people unemployed for 15 or
more weeks averaged 2.5 million. By 1977, it had fallen to 1.9 millon
The structural and countercycheal programs of (efa would have
provided 2.5 million opporiunities. or about une-fifth of the number
need of employment or training assistance oot -

2. The formulas for allocating Foies 1, 1, and l’ﬁ:{rd summer funds

for vouth should pe revised. M,
2 Congress should discontinue the 90-percent hold-harmless

adustment under Title 1 Instead the punimiem amount for each ared should

be pegged at the amuune recensed i 1978, wath adustments whenever the
total amount of Title I funds 1s.changed. :

The hold-harmless adjustment (90 percent of pnure)ear's funds) was,

mtended to prevent major disruptions in M. fund levels. but it hls only
delayed them. Most of the major cities have receved less Title [ funds
year by year. despite the 90-perént mimimum. With more funds
availlable for Tatle I. 1t 1s anomalous that any city or other CETA pnme

sponsor should now receive less money than it did in 1974, A hold-.

harmless adjustment based vn JOO percent of the 1978 Tutle | _allotmel}t

. ‘e
.
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for each area would end the downward bparal 1y funds for major cities

and olher spensors. .

b. The Department of Labor should continue to explore the
development of an index of econmic hardship and labor marker
disuchantage on 1 local basis o replace the unempluyment and low -income |
PBctors in'the Tule I formula.

The Title | formula rehies on unemploymépt esumates. 1t does not
tonsider measures of other labor market dysfunctions—intermutient
employment. 'low income. and dficouraged jobseckers An index
reflecuing 4 combination of unemployment and low mncome may be a.

~  more appropfiate measure of econome hardship. if the data for smal.
** areas can be denved from unemployment and poverty statisucs.?2 The

* index mught also be designed tu take into account uther relevant factors.
such as the duratiun of unemployment and the educational attainment of
the unemployed A study should be made not unly of the feasibiluty of an
index of economic hardshlp but alsy of 1ts dlstnbuuonal effects. [f the
present concept of “adults 1n luw- -income families™as a proxy for vanous .,
labor market problems 1s retained. the Department of Labor showld
adjust the figures for regional and urban-rural differentials in hving
costs , .

-

¢ The 65 percent unemployment rate cnterion used 1o identyfy
areas of substantial unemplosment under Tule 1 should be changed 1o a
rate that 15 a fixed percentage above the national unemployment rate.

The 6.5 percent unemployment rate to qualfy for Title 1T funds was
adupted when the national unemployment rate was about 3 percent.
When the national rate was more than 7 percent and practially all pnme
spunsor areas quahfied for Titlé [1 funds. it was ubviously inappropnate.
A shding “tngger™ would more effectively direct funds to areas with the
must severe unemployment The local tngger. for example. might be set
at arsunemployment rate of 35 percent abuve the national unemploy-
ment rate. or ' percent. whichever 15 higher’.

- .

"y

d  Annual, rather thart 3-month averagér unemployment figures
should be wsed 1o qualify areas of subsmnnd! uncmp!u;nwm and tv gllnate
Tule I} funds ‘

A 3-month ehgibihity penod presenbed for ldenuf}mg areas of
substantial unemployment. 15 desugned for quick response to sudden

r -

1!

The Natianal Lagmmrssiof wn Employment and Unemployment Statsucs s studying
vanous aliernatives

[
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changesin unémployment levéls However. it 1s not appropnate for Title
L. which 15 meapt for areas with chronic unemployment problems
Moureover. the 3-month average creates mequrhesJn distnbiton of funds
due 1o the influence uf temporary and'seawrﬁﬂ factors. Areas wrth
volatile unempluyment fare better than those where unempluyment s
htgh but seasonal fluctuations are less sharp.
- .
e A umform method of idenfying- gbareas of subsiantal
unemploymen s haua‘%}e adupted
The geographic unit for*Tutle i1 eligibility ~an area of substantial
unemplusment - may be a relatively small section of a city or county
Such areas are someumes germmandered Sections with relatively low
unemplutment rates may become elgible fur funds by being combined
with adjuining high unempluyment neighburhoods.® The results are
funding inequities A uniform method should be adopted for delineation
of areas. based un smndard and objective data. that are not subject to

manPulation “

[ Congress should include a “severity ™ factor in the Tule H
frormuda to gue e xtra funds tv areas of high unemploy meni
The Title I furmula aliwates funds un the basis of the total number of
unempluved persuns It dues nut differentiate among eligible areas on
the basis of sevenity uf unemployment For example. If two areas have
the same number of unemployed. but une has an unempluyment ratg of

10 percent while the other has a rate uf 6 5 percent. buth receive the same.

allotment although the labur market cundstions are much worse in the
- firtarea A two-part formula should be used for Tutle Il. with the second
part ditnbuting additiunal funds tu areas of extremely hygh unemploy-
ment where prospects of ubtaiming Jobs are nut favorafle. Part of the
Tule 11 funds could be distnbuted on the basis of the number of
unempluved in each ehgible area and part un the basis of the Humber uf
unempluyed abuve 6 5 percentdor whatever rate 1s used as a criterion for
1dentifying areas of substantial unemployment).

g Tule V1 should be a standby public serice emplovment program
that becimes vperational wheq the national unemplyy ment rate reaches a
level that sigmifies the vrset of u recession and remains at that level for at
least 3 munths

To avd delay i geting 3 wun!er\.thal public service employ ment

5
¥

3Progress and Probless in Allocatng Funds gnder Titler | ond i Comprehennive
Empf(f} ment gnd T raming Act. General Accountng Office, Jan 1977

s
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program under way. Title VI should be retained on a standby basis,
actuated automatically by a national unemployment rate tngger. The
amount of funds might be graduated. based on the number o proportion
of unemploved people out of work 15 weeks or longer. In order for Tatle @
% VIto have greater effect. areas with [uw unemploy mént rates tiess than 3 -
percent) should be exciuded. ,
b The Tutle Y1 formula should be revised 1o 1ahe tnto account new
elipthii, crier f
The Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1976 changed
. ehgibiity requirements for Tude VI 1o reserve new openmngs for low-
imcome long-term unemployed persons and for welfare recipients, The
allocation formula should be reviewed to see how 1t can be made more
relevant 10 terms of these new eligibility requireisients. Factors based on
tncome and or duration of unemploy merit might be included
- ' The Depurtment of Labor should revse the form#a for the
. summer emplos ment program for wouth to include Youth unemplorment
Sfactors
The formula for the summer program fur economically disadvantaged
youth 1v essentially the same as the Tule I formula It should be made
more responsive. subject 1o the development of necgssary data. to the
,  populauon to be served. patticularly minorty youth in large cinies. The
Depariment of Labor should explore with the Census Bureau the
posstbility of denving area esumates of disadvantaged unemployed
youth from special nauonal family income surveys. The 1975 Survey of
Income and Education provides state data on the number of youth n
poverty families which may be used as a basts for dernving estimates. but
1he tnformauon does not inciude age or unemployment status .

3 Biennial apportionment should be used for Tule { funding.
¥ J Since Tule | addresses ltong-term. intractable problems. it may be |
" unnecessary to recompute the proportiohal share for each area every,
vear The Share could be estabiished every 2 years and the amoynt’
adjusted each vear according to changes (n the Tile' | appropriations. A
longer cycle would make planning rp& meansngful and contnbute to
.- more eflective administration . '

. L3

SUBSTANTIVE ASPECTS OF CETA PROGRAMS !

Whrle ¢eTa has shifted the locus nf\responslb:hl) for admimuenng \\
’ manpower programs. the underlung jpolicy remams the same—io

. .
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improve wpportumities for individualy faced with chrome barners to
employment. that 1s. those unemployed for structural reasons Duning
petinds of “ecunomie sluggishness. manpower policy objectives are
esended W thuse unemployed for cyclical reasuns Although there 1s
cofsensus as (o these general guals. there s less agreement vn the specific
guestions of who shuuld be served. what assistance should be pruvided.
and what results should be expected The Committee has resiewed these
ssues againd the backdrop of the recession. which enlarged the demand
tof sepvees and reduced the potential for successful vuteomes
- . ‘

WHO SHOU $D BE SERVED : -

Fosues
L]

The competition tor bmited resaurces between those who were the focus
of rederal assistance o the 1960« -the pous and minvnties—and the
g numbers of less dradsantaged. v élesly unemployed persons 1n
the 1970 hay emerged a~ 4 bhasic vsue affecting manpower legislation
and programoperations

Findings

* The preamble to Era that identifies persuns tu be served—the
ewunTMyeally  disadvantaged  unemplosed. and  underemployed-—1s
bruad And ambiguous The indnidual ttles are more specific Lnder
Tule I foPgample. prime sponisurs are to serve persons “most 1n need.”
muding lowgneome persony and thuse who have himited Enghsh-
speaking abiity e H requires prime spunsors o give consideration %
the long-term unemplosed. Vietnam seterans. former manpower
trainees. and tu the “agmificant «egments” of the ynemplosed populatiun
that are 1n partcular need of assistance Lnder the ongmal Tule VI
enacted in 1974, preferred consideration was tu be given to persons who
had exhauded unemplovthent insurance benefits or who were not
ehgible for tr. but thowe prefetences stupped short of beng either
pronties or ehgibuty cntenia for entrance 1ntu Title V1 pst programs
Sponsurs were free v chouse target groups. based upon thewr analyus of
the local job markets .

* Inaddition 1o the statutory language. uther factors have cuntributed
ty bresdening the client base  the alluocation formulas. which spregd
funds into relatively affluent suburbar areas. dectaonsdy local 0%113]3
N respunse o commurlity pressufe. and built-in ientives (o Select
thove most hkely to succeed

£y
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¢ Dunng the first 2:years of (E®A. there was a farge jncrease tn the
number of persons senved. due io substanually greater resources, and
there were some signficini changes in the types of clients -
. - \ . [ .

* -

‘With a Iarge,proporuon of ¢(ETx enrollees i public sector employ-
ment, the charactenstics of enrollees changed. (14 clients as a whole are
refainvely older. better educated. and less disadvantaged than those i
corresponding manpower programs in fiscal 1974

Trtle | traimng and empiovability programs conunue to be onented
pnmknly toward the young. minonties. and the economucally disadvan-
taged Howerer. the proportions of youth! of persons who .have not
finished High, school. and of poor persons are smalier than
corresponding pre-ceTa programs The dechne in the propornon of
clients who have not completed high school 15 related the déchne in
the proportion of vouth. «

Participants 1n pse programs (Titles I and V1) are better educated
l¢ss dlsad\antaged and less likely to come from minonty groups than
ifiose enrolled tn Tatle 1 actnities The percgntage of AFDC and other
pubhc welfare beneﬁcaanes was much lower n pse than in Title |
programs 13 percent under Title If and 18 percent under Title V1 in
1977, compared #ith 26 percent under Tuitle | The percentage of females
was 3lso significantly lower 40 percent for Title II and 36 percent for
Tule VI, compared with 48 percent for Title] While Titles II and VI
were not meant specifically for the disadvfntaged groups. the difference
in socioeconomic level between ther participants and those 1 Tutle |
rages a questron of social pohcy :

¢ In the 1976 extension of Tule VI. Congress direcied addiional
resources to the fow-mcome. Jong-term upemploved This change. when
added to existing programs. may resakgwn a three-part system.
employability programs largely for the g:sadxamaged under Title I,
employment in regular public senice ac®iues under Title I1.and the
ongwnal Tale VI for those higher on the socidecononuc ladders and a
new tvpe of public service employment for the low-in¢ome person in
special projects in the public sector. IPe new Tatle Vi

. ““

Recommendations . . .

b Congress should reconcde the ehgibidity requirements - among  the
various titles of the aci

Under Tiile I, an enrollee may be any uncmplo)ed underemployed.
or economically disadvantaged ﬁerwn Title [I states that gnrollees mast
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have been unemployed fur 30 dass or more and must lise 1n an area of
substantial unemployment Oriinally. Title Vi required 30+days of
unempluymént The 1976 amendments to Title VI ughtenod eligibiliny
cntena Mot new participants under Title V1 must be long-term (15
weeks ur marel. low-income unemplosed people or welfare reaprents *

" Thus eligibility slandard\, for Titie VL. & countercsilical measure. are

more stringent than fur Tide L which was u\uended to deal with
structural uncmpl.};}mcnt Thee anomalous, reguirements should be
reconcilgd 40 that the critena for participation ih 3 CET+ program are
related to lfe type of Llient 1 be served under edLh ol the- CETA ntles

The Commuttee recommends that .

* Titles 1 and [ be restricted either to the economically disadvantaged
of tis thuse in the low-inceme group Gncluding welfare recipients) '

* Tule VIbe imited to (a) economucally disadvantaged or low-income
individuals. or thy the long-term unemploved. with representauon of the
unemplosed poor Gincludid2 welfare recipients) in proportion to their
numbers among all eligible persons .

. .

These ehgibihty restrivtions would not onls result In more consistency
but. mure importantls. assure that imited résources are spent on those
must in eed  Alternative’tb would manpasn the countercyclical nature
of the psF prugram. permut some flexibility m selecting applicants for Psk
openings. but stll ensure that the unempluved poor parucipate in the

program
¢

2 Congress should establivh u Limited number uf ‘hgm groups 1 be gliegy
priorifv under Tnles I 11, and V{

The act at present rdenufies a number of groups for consideration
within ehgible categones. those “most in need.” including low-income
persons and persons of Iimited English-speaking abihity sn Title L.
Vietnam-era veterans, former manpower trainees. and the disady antaged
leng-term unempluyed (Tutles I and VD). and unempluyed persons who
have exhausted Ui benefits. persons not ehgible for v persons
‘unemploved for 15 or more weeks, and welfare reuiprents (Tule \'IJ
Mureaver. spunsurs are 1o yene equitably the “significant segments™ of
the unempluyed populgtion in Pse programs. This patchwork system of
priorities needs tu be reconciled. The attamment of une ubjective 15 uften
‘Eeonumically disadeantaged persons are defined as membens of famulies whose annual
10LOmE s less than the poverty cntena 35800 for an urban family of four in §976 A luw-

intome persen is one whose family ipvome i Jess than 70 peseent of the Bureau of Labor
Stausties hower income family budger  abuout $6,700 fur a family f fourin 1976
¥

s
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made at the expense of others. The problem arises 1n particular between
Vietnam veterans and the Jow- 1ncome pupulation, since velerans do not
necessarily fall i the low-income category. A simular problem exists n
trying te reconcile the prioniies between persons who have exhausted Ul
or those not eligible for Ut with the income criterion. The Commuttee

» believes that the famuly ingome criterion should take precedence.

3 Prime sponsors should exercise more control over the chent selection
Pprocess to ensure that priorities set forth in the act are observed.

Selectton of parucipants for public service employment 1s typically left
to employing agencies. which tend (0 choose those whom they consider
the most qualified from among the applicants referred rather than those
most 1n need Moreover. sponsors exercise little control over the
selectron process of Title | programs. Sponsors should tighten control
over intake and selection systems either by direct vperation of manpower
centers or. where other agencies do the selection, by requining that
applicants be rated by a point system related 10 the ehgibility and
preference criteria in the act

TITLE T PROGRAM MIX

fssues

Two major types of program changes were anticipaled with the
decategorization of Title I. The distribution of funds among major
programs was expected to change as sponsors began o adapt categoncal
programs to the specific needs of their chents and their labor markels.
And 1t was expected that the einunation of calegoncal restraints would
generate 1deas that would refashion program design. The 1ssue 1s the~y
extent 10 which local program changes have been made and the
implication of such changes for chients. ,

\
P

* Depariment of Labor (DoL) reports indicate a relatwe shift from
programs that stress preparation for econornme self-sufficiency to those
providing temporary employ ment. Although the absolute amount spent
for classroom and on-the-job traimng has nsen under® ceta. the
proporuon of Title I funds spent for these activities declined irom 60
percent in fiscal 1974 to 42 percentin.fiscal 1976 and 50 percentin 1977,
There have been relative increages 1n public sector employment and 1n
manpower services lo parbicipants ncluding assessment. counseling,

Y
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and supportite sérvices. More than 80 percent of combined expendutures
under Tites I, IL and VI in fiscal 1976 were for work experence or
public service jobs.

* Although the balance among programs has changeds there has been
Isttle change 1n basic program Jesign. Sponsors were inclined to continue
the kinds of programs they inhenited. Few of the sponsors had the
necessar) experlise (0 umprove exgting mudels. Moreover, dunng the
first 2 years of cEfa. both the Department of Labor and the sponsors
were occ.upled with adl;mmblratnc malters and presSures ansing from the
recession.

* There are indications that the quahity of Title T services has been
diluted. Sume sponsors pursued strategies nvolving low-cost. shurt-
duration courses and began 1o emphasize Jdirect placement of persons
who are ready for jobs.

Findings and Recomme

" Recommendations

' The ype and quality of iruiming programs should be upgraded and
made more relevant 1o demands of the labor market

Approval of plans for training shoudd rest upon evidence of specific
standards for skill acquisiion thgt are relevant to occupational
requirements and that contnbute tv 4 significant improvement ini the
employabulity of enroliees. Insofar as practicable. traming should be
directed to occupahions that offer stable employment.

Do regonat offices and prime sponsours shuuld emphasize greater
involvement of private employers 1n the trawning process 1n order to
talur skidl trayming to the G#mand for_workers They should foster
employer univn advisory groups to contribute to the design, implemen-
tation. and evaluauon of classroom training in_ specific occupations. as
well as tv agsist 1n the placement of trainees. Greater efforts should be
made v develop on-the-wb traiming programs and apprenticeship

_ opemngs tn the private sector. L

Pl

»*

2 The Départment of Laber should emphasize more strongly substaniive
manpuner programs that conirnibule 1o the enhancement of human capital.

Title 1 resources should be focused more heavily on education and
skill traiming for clients who need assistance to beceme readily
employable. A higher propurtion of Title 1 funds sholild be devoted to
classroom “and on-the-job training and a smaller proportion to work
experience (unless accumpanied by substantive basic educaton and
skills traiming) and (v job markct services that result in short-term
employment in secondary labor markets.

< . 2:‘;
ERI
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254 ' CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDmAL'CONTROI:
# 3. The Deparfmem of Labor should do more to enwurage sponsors (o
develop creative progiam approaches. .
Y The Department recently set -aside funds for skl tramng and

:mprme?ﬁem projects and has encouraged l$.|:»enrnv:nlaudn- with new
. -approache under the Youth Employment and Traming Act of 1977,
- . Con;m*:;;ham should be.given (o such experimenis and to zhe'
: dﬁ"elopme models for both youth and adults thar combine work
7 experiegce with traming to improve the skills and employability of
. clients” For example, work’and traming projects leading to ocgupauonal
credentials should be des eloped 1n cooperauon with cotmug Yy tolleges.
ngnbmmg work experience i the ‘public or pmate sector with formal -
. . trainmg might be eonsidered as a means of enrichmg work experience
and makmg wmore'relevant to the'job market. The Department should
«alfso encourage mnosation by ‘offering incentive funds or by subsidizing
some or the nsk. State manpowef serviges, funds might also be @pd ©
foster n‘&w approaches. .
- -

v

il

o . .
PROGRAM RESCLTS o .t
y . : \

Issnes” ’ Lo

"The prime measure of CELA’s effectiveness is the extentsto which persons’
compléting fnanpower - programs are sucéessful m obtaining and,
fetayning jobs both m the short and long term’. The NRC study considered
only the short-range effects, although 1t 18 recogmzed that enhancement
o — of employability and long-rm earmngs potential'are jmportant
‘ ' “objectves.? The issde 1s whether CETA programs are effecuye uQ)btalmrrg
P unsubstdszed cmplovnerit.for paruupams afier tcrrnma't'on

_., . . . - T g
Fndmgs w ! : et

. ‘g . 't‘e :

‘_ R n fiscal 1976, 0;q mdhion of The 1.7 million persons who, lel:mmaled,

’ from Tltlc I, I1. and Vi pregrams found tmpivyment (see.table below),
Kn@veven des m; some tendency’ (o, enroll those mpst bikely to succeed,: ‘
the ratio of peréans who Gbianed jobs to the’ numbbr who termunated -
was lower than for aorrcspondmg pre-CETA traming and public SETviges

i employment programs, ‘Lowei placément’ ratios ,are partly due to -
generally looser labor market conditions, but oiher factors, including
plac*emem 5lraleg)ﬁmd decmph,a:sls on transiuon of Title It and Tile VI.

L~ A Iong;iudmal stud) condugied by the Censé Rureau and by Westat, Inc, for the
-0, Deparlmeat of 'Labor will have urman%’ on the long-range effect of the camnings
pownual of en:oﬂw _ R -8 .
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4
pattiupants to unsubbldlzed employment. may be equally 51gn|ﬁv..dnt
Placement rates rose frum 29° pgrcem 0 1976.1435 percent.n fiscal 1977,

-

. bY 19?6 1Y 1977
Vs . o d "
" . wunber Number
, « in thfllands? Pereents o 1housands) Pcru‘l(l. -
Farolled in Tutdes 1L IL and V1 2482 2.361 , ! F
Termimated . 1677 11 147] 16461 .
F atered emplosmens 486 29 510 35,
Direct plasements? R R k) 7 il 5 .
Indires ¢ placemunscd VR 16 320 22
Qbtained employ ment 10% 6 ¢ 120 R
(Rhet poutive terminations® 648 9, * 533 ‘ 36 '
N’unpoutlu termitationsd 542 12 128 29
Y

* 500URCE Compored frum l“mphnmrul wnd 1 rammg Adminestration b 5 Ilepariment
of Labor dara L t
NCMTE  Dxetards may not 3dd to totaks due to rounding :

Undividuals Plaved gftet res erving witly intabe ssessment. and,ue b, referral servie
Pindioduasls plaved after PartiviPabion in beatning empld ment o suppurtige servives

Fl

© T Entered srmed forves or enratfed @ svhool®or v other MmN Power Programs -~
dll)g,ud not obtan emPloyment enrer .m-w.f Torces, er enrull i wheal uran athet mam
H
P er Programs . . .

1
L3
-

. . * About une-half of thise who entered emplogmenl went through a
LFTA lr.umng course of ather » %ﬁslarﬂne activity tindirect placemenls).
the rest were placed direcfly. wilhout'partigpating 1n a program. or Ihe\r
found jubs on t &Pen Joh uppurlunmc) were better for white than for
noRwhite per rsons with o high school or post-high-schovl

- education and these who were not economucally disadvantaged appeared

. (0 have herterjob opportunities. | s YN

* About one-thirdgefl the terfinations were nonpostlne, that s,
CETs participants who didRot énter empluyment o fgturn o school, this !
"high percentage is.indicative of und.crl)ln%pmhftms euhei 1h selection
of enrollets or 11 progr-am activies. L

-
L]

p!ace}nenleub Jdurgtdm® or' lung-term earnings gaips. Information on

. the ?(econumn. henefits of (tra 1 terms of the human resource -
slevelopment s no beger Finally, hittle 15 known about puss:ble negative
effects of the CETA expertence. *

¥ ——

Remmmeﬂdarmm‘# -, .

o
Fl
¢

1 Plucement uf pamupams n unsubsidized employmunt 'shoufd be
recognized d the. primary ubfet. tive and should recene mure atiennon at aﬂ
Ieveis of CEfA aa‘mm:sfmrmn - .

) . +
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Mlhough the po@g,lblhues for enrollees to obtain jobs are Liffuted in a
loose lgbor market. the study findythal the dedline in placement ratios
Y compared with preXgTa programs 1s 1n part related te less effective yob
developrent efforts under CET4. Assignment of more resources to job
development and. stafl traiming m thas funcuon should improve the
Y employment prugpects of enruﬁees However. increased Job placement
rates should not be accomplished through placements 1n low-wage.
¢ temperary jobs. the goal should be placements n long-lerm stable
emptoyment,
The ongmr;} CET4 legulation émphasized the need le find upenings for
PSE proglam parwcipants (n regular unsubsidized employment. but
vCongress explicitly downgraded this ubjective 1n an effort to haslcn(lﬁl}é”
implementation og.‘thei‘)rugram A 1974 ci1a amendment stipuiated
placement should not be required as a condition for receiving funds. but
considered a goal’ and that waners would be pertitted-when the goal
was |nfea51b|e Itas recommended that Congress restore the transition
., objecuve for Titles IT and V1. Quotas or-othgr administrative measures !
shou!d\b:fn_%sﬁdlo spur effurts to place paruupams 10 nonsubsidized jobs.
' For exartple. employing agencies should be required to fill a specified
percentage of their regular vacancies with (ETA employees
~Muosewves, Congress should liswi-the duration of employment of any- - --
partiapant 1o [ year Under the Emergency Jobs Programs Exiension
- y  Act.projects are lunited to 2 year, but a participant may be kept on the
tolls indefiritely  Limiting tenure would create pressure 1o find
unsubsidized JObS Sponsors should be urged tu use either Tatle II or Title
V1 admuinisiranve. funds or Tutle’ T funds for auxibary traming that wdl
enable parllclpan.ls to quahfy for unsuhsidized cmp[o>m‘eul

’ . 2 Reseurchs should be undertahen fis Uss€ss the econumuc and nunecfﬁvo’?)
© o wgeffects of (g, .
‘ . "The natonal tongitudinal study sponsored by the Department of
- " Labor 1s expected t6 provide insights 1nto the effect of CE1A’ on
: subsequel earnings b participants. Huie\er SPONSUTS should also
o &chl follow-up tudies on terrminated arugipants 10 ascertam the
' ds uf emplo)mem obtained. earamgs. stability of employment. and
relgtionshgp bfjobs 1o training of experience 1N CETA Programs. Special
- efforts should bepmade tH determune the reasons for termmations 10
obtain clues Y9 improve program design and efgcliveness
Resea.rc RREYR underlaken to measure the off¥bgin savjngs of
FETy pngrams (Rg¥fellare and unemp!u)mem nsurancédfaymentsrand \

: tax r&enues from Barnings..as well‘as the nuneconomic effects of CETA In

.o lermsuflmp.-ov.mg morale, flmllg, stability. etc, Rossible counterprodue-
T : o " S
o IS \.’. s 4')’: B, Ry
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five asper of (,E TA. such as dlsmcenm es to ,wek nonsubsidized .’
semployment. development of poor, work "habuisiin (11a programs. and
any negative effecss of (£Th un the quality of pubhic serice should also
be ekplored Further research 1s needed on the effect of targeting. project
requirements, and mited duration of projects on the effécun eness uf PSE
In Meelng £eonomic objectives | | ¢

- . - /& -
PUBLIC SERPICE FMPLOYMERT .
< ; ” -
o [ssues | - ;

The vbjectine of Tutle 11 in the onginal <e1a fegislation was 1o pros ide
federally subsidized public sector jubs 1n areas of substanual unemplos -

ment \M(h the onset of the recession, Congress eaacted Tigle VI which

provided “for public <erice employmept programs in all areas and
authorized 2 sixfold increase -in rcson‘#
associated with public ser ice ®mpluyment programs are substitution.,
the” use of <xTa funds fu support Jubs that would otherwise be financed
from local resources, and the targeting of publiv service employment to °
specific client groups Other matters of concern are the regl’onshlp
s between the Tule. I and Tytle VI programs. the usefulnedk of pSE
actinsties, and the placement t;ff‘pdrllupam\ m ugsubsdized jobs
: ) X =0

- A N
b « -

Findings .. Lo ., A - .

L
. '

> #SE prugrams changed radically  Although Congress intéhdegl that Titles *

d"!lerms uf geoaraphu. coverage. eligibilty. and zarget grups were soon

* obytured” Must areas quahﬁud for both programs. and participants were

Sfien switchedifrom one uitle 10 the'other  * a

* Most pst, Jubs were 1n pubhc wotks transporlauon, parks and

* recreating. law _enfor(ement. educaton. and sotial services. It was the

opthiun i most respondents that .Pst workers were engaged 1 useful

public service acuvitiessIn fiscal 1976, Title 1T and Tule VI employees

represented 2 3'perr.x11 of all 1ate dnd lucal gu» ernment employees. {By

" early 1978, with the expanven under the ecohumic stipulus program.

Tides 11 and VI accounted for over 5 percenl of all state and local

employees } In sume areas the pcn.enluge was much.higher. 'md SPURSLTS

. . were becomihg Jependent vn CeIa emplo‘)ees fu pruwdé esscnua]
\ervices ) .

~
« * The common ubjeu..lwe of Tatles 11 and VI s lu rcdm.e unemplo)
! L4 b -
. N L 4
' » .
' ' ':' i * . Ty P -
Q , !'i,_‘ - L
ERIC ey S Sy
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1

ces Two of the flarge issues .

* & Wih the authurizauon of Title ¥1. the’ foiuy as well as the scale of ¢

L

Il and VI hive diffdrent abjecll\.es the differences betw een the two mf

L
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258 . CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS LNDER LOCAL CONTROL .

ment by c.reaung"ﬁubhc seclor jo'bé that would not oiﬁem:se have
existed. Experience under the Emergency Enqgoy ment Act and other
f'ederal grant programs indicated that there 1s a s!‘bnéjcenme for local
por ernments o substitute, federal for local funds. Congress sought to
prevent subsiitution by requinng sponsors 1o maintain the level of pubhc
service empldyment they wouldghave had without CET .

Tius study classified prime Sponsors acwrdmg to the exterit of job
creation with Title I} and Title V1 fends from July 1974 10 October 1975,
The clasaficaions were based on observations of local field dssocidtes.

*trends 10 local government employment. the fiscal posihon of the

prmeipal governmental units. “perceptions of local officials as to the

, objectves *of (ETA public service employ.nent programs. types of

positions held by participants. exten: tu which nonprofit agencies were
the employifg units. and overt instances of maintenance-of-effort
solatons

Bised on this information. 14 of the 24 lecal prime sp%n&ors were
found to have had substantal job creation 1n ke first six quarters of
¢eTA. 5 had moderate’ Job gains. and 5#ad litle gamn. Most of the areas
with substanual gains Jere small--or medium-sized areas with moderate
or httle fiscal pressure Larger urban areas”fuere difficult to classify
because they may hasve used some ¢ ETA posltlons 10 prevent c:uibacks n
em ploy ment.

* Based on an econometric model. Ihe net job.creation ratio
nationally was estimated to have ranged frum 0.82 sn the second quarter
after’the program béan to 0.54 after 10 quarters, averaging 0.65. Thass.
for every 100 cETA posiiunse 65 represented positions that would not
.therwise have existed. and 35 may have been subsmuted for tegular

'jobs Economists have noted. however. that even where subst:iuuon

urs. federal grants for ‘pubthic senvicg empldyment. like other federal-
grants. are I:ke1) 10 have stimulative effecty,un local econOmies either
through, public or private spending. A selective st pregram has the
added advaritage of being able tu addresy slru\.tral prub ems by largeting
assistance to specific groups
C Congress addressed substitutton 1n the 1976 (£1A amendments by
requinng that new enrollees above the number necessary 10 sustain
exisng levels of 243 empluyment must be'in hmited-duration projects
and that mest new pst.enfullees must have been unemployed for 15
weeks or more and musy, be from 1ow-Income or welfare families. By.,
flimiting the expabston of pse to speaial projects outuude of regular
governmental functions. it was antiapated that subsutution would be
held down Indeed, the briginal poL mlerprelanun of the statute did
preclude prQ]er.ls that weré merely incremental ty unguing gos ernmenwl

»
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acinﬁxes But 1p the face of prime sponsoLspposition and 40 ghe interegt o

of sgieedy mmplementation of the enlarged psE \?rugram prujects were
.+ defined very loosely m the final DOL regulations.

| The Commmee recommends u three. part public serviceqemployment
"« program aimed al both structural and courtercy clical objectives.
’ Public service employment profgrams can embrace several objectives.

opeming employment opportunitiey for the disadvantaged. providing,
) aﬂlonal Assistance .ty chronically depressed areas. a%combatmg

Remmmendauonr

cfiiycal unemploymem A design incorporaung these by esshould
de: d v ’ o

* A cofunuing pst program restrited to the -income, long- Ie
unemplO)ed ang welfare recipients This program $hould include a buﬁ% .
N traimng wompunent Yo increase the employability of parln:lpams while
ghving them an opportunity (o acquire useful experiende ’
* Supplemental funds for areas of substantial uncmployment. also .7
himited to those unemployed for structural reasons
* Countercychical funds that would tnigger on automatically as the
national unemp10) ment fate nses. The vuuntercyclicalcomponentcould . |
either be targeted to the disadvantaged or paruall) targeted. for 2ample
by, setinggmide an amount for the d|sad\anlaged n proportion o their
number among the ehgible group in the prime sponsor 5 area.
.
fn all Ihree of the dbuve. areas with fow unemplfl)rl'lenl ratés should be
. exeluddd on the g;%unds that the -unemployed there have a better. | .
oppurtupityto be absorbed in the private sector tp areas with a favorable .
labortharket. The adv antage of the above three-part formulaton s lhaz
1t "establishes the prmcxple.that the. ginernmerdt has a responsibility t
. create jobs i the public secfor. as an alternative to wélfare, for the hard- +
to-employ It alsv retains the principle thatspecial efforts ate needed to
stumulate the economy m areas of hugh unémiployment. (See Appendx C,
which sumfianzes the recom mendativns of the NatunakComimission for

Manpower Policy on job creation inthe pubhc sector ) - Lo
. Al
1 ©2. ¢ angress und the Department of Labor should ensure that Tule 11 and-
Aile. VI funds are used for net job creation ]
Several methods are recommended: ) ‘. .

L]

"o Cong;e.ss 5h;;uld continug to pM\la.'

Rounc
cﬁn tercychcal revenue-
) ..
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sharing funds as needed to pustain the regular public service work force,
Tutle 11 of the Public Works Emplosment Act of 1976 authonzed-fupds
for state and lucal gosernments to mamntam publu services and prevent
layuffs despate fiscal diffitulties Cungress should extend this legislation |
m sume form bevund the present termunatiun date of September 1978 of
the ecpnumy has®not recovered suffiviently by then This wil indirectly
help tv avuid subBstutution by giving hard-pressed local governments
alternating support ~ .

* The likehhowd ui substitution would be reduced "by estabhshing
useful prujects utilside the regular-actiities of loval government Bui the
Department uf-Labor should retise its regulations to preciude projects
. ¥ ~that are merely an extension of existing services The, development of

such propects may be hindered by lack of equipment and supplies.

particularty 10 jurisdictions that are hard-pressed financially Sponsors
should. therefure. attempt tu Jevelop projects Iinked with economic

Jevelopment .or ofher subwidized programs tu obtain the nevessary

vapial frpm other sources ) .

* The Department of Labor shoul continue tu require-that a

proportion uf all Tatle V1 projeut funds be used for Jobs in the prvate

. nonprofit ~ecdor &s an addivenal means of creating new empluyment
e oo - 4 . OPPREMILES, - e - - - -

* Congress should smend ¢Kia to permit the setung of quotas on
rehired staff. This would permit therDepariment of Labor 10 restnict the
- pereentage uf lawd-offlocal publyifervice emplusees rehired under CET4

It would tend t constraip overt substityiun and would allow®other
‘usemployed people to have the same opportunity as former jucal
« government emploveesto fill ¢ F1a openings

'f-‘; + [ThesDepartment of Labor review and auditing capabifits shoudd be

L, .. 0, swengthened 1o assare comphance with ‘maimtenance of effort rules
) ' (engral Acwounting Office reparts indicate that detailed studies of local:
"L gni.:::m‘ncni tax efforts and employment patterns are necessary tfo*

awxr)dy the extent of «uMggtution por auditing shduld be meensified to

Mke the ssstematereviewsthat are needed A speufic pefentage of PSE
funds «hould be éarmarked for audiung and momitoring. . S

* The ot hould set up 2 task furce ty, review andgstablish metiods

. W déal with mantenance-of-effort problems The“'gsk force should

/ develup methods for identdy ing direct and indirect substitution. devise

means of ensurng compliunce of program agents, nonprofit istitutions,

AP RN ' - . . . N
[ ', and “subgursdictioRs ‘of prme \pomsor areds. examine the relatonship
between the Lgpauity of loval governments to expand ther work Torce in
preductive activities and the substifution problem. and explure .the
relationship ielween length of stay of participant. and substitution
\ . l ) - P
’ ' ' ' . % .
. \ * - ' -
- - -* \ p" ) , “:‘.. - . . -
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The task force should conﬂder other administrative means of ensuring

“ that local governments' malntain normal hinng as¥g condivon for
, Obtaiung pse participants. One proposal would be to establish & rauo of
*CcETA employees to regular employegs fur each pnime s rtor for gach
employing agency within 2 sponsor’s junsdlcnom and requue the
SpONsor to matntain the same 210 in hinng replacements.

Findings amd Recopvnenza!wm ‘ .

\ ' .

pr

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSES

* When the management of manpower programs was decentralized. it was
assumed that local officials would develop a comprehensive plan in
consultation with local advisory groups and _would be able 10 p#t
together a program taior-made for the local 1afor market This section
deals with the planning. adminstration. and organization of a.,cjp.cal
delivery system The central quesiion s how well did local officrals. most

#
. of v«rhom had hyle or no expenience with manpower activities. assume |

and carry out these nesw respunsibalines duning the first 2 vears of CETA
-
. ? -

- mmr— -

PLANNING

" Isviies _ T
Decepralization was expected to result in planmng for the distnbution
and* use of federal resources that would be more responsive t0
community needs than was the case under the earhier centralized.
categoncal manpower svstem The issue is whether the c.onceﬁ‘l.s of

. planmng are being apphed uf whether planning is merely a nituat ‘for
obtainng federal grants
“

+ - N 1 ‘
Findmgs ‘

., In fiscal 1976, prime sponsat planning wasv'in transition. from a pusely '

mec hamicalgxerase t a useful krategie process On the whole. sponsors
weré betier able to anahze therr needs and to prepaﬂ planning
documents than 1 fiscal 1975, the first year of ¢ ETa. but weaknessed
. remam Some are rooted in federal pravuces. such as prevceuftion with
wprocedure imnstead of prugram substance Othep problems. sdch as

" perfunclurv attenlion to the planmﬁg process. are local in <haracter,
“~

Decentralizanon has not yet resultéd in a lear percepuon of the

ature of fucal planning. few local spunsots have develuped long-range”

goals as a framework for year-tunkar planning. There 15 still a need to
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‘ imprive management information systems to provide a basis for
© . analysis. to upgrade planaing shall. dnd e de\elup effectine e»a]uatlun
Iet.hmques- : .
* Planning for Tatles Il an8l V1 15 not mlegrd]h related 1o that fus Tutle
I " or do plam adequatels take into cOnsideration other “related -
. programs<n the community.

*-Few \pBnsors have 1gmd
planmng process Yet hinks to
objecirg of (113 employvment ihronsubsidized jobs.

* Balanie-or-state sponsors &onyortia. and  large counties that
encompass smaller units of government tend to Jdecentralize planming’
respensiiits Wher  the suhuml,\ are ~mall  opportumnés for Job
placement muv he amited ha?nwd rlapning may also lead To
unperesseny dupliation ¢ frodie facfuiies und other manpower
ACIAS RO - : T :

| . o '

Rere comvirmtendeation:

ed prvate industry effectivels’ in the
¢ pryale sector are vital to the central

b oL%al pran howld e oewde moere comiprenenyie by unleggiiing
. . piunnmg pe Jitie t 1D ouna 20 und o neewrpor s pbe rmghion on '
refaied PROFrani-dd e . oPIRGiLL, . L e —— e
Department of Tuher som ra thoes s fiseem nate sptermatior °
’ on CRia natong programis e HHT s ther nanpower programs to
Mot €. Rdve @ Thoft CoOMPrersfané Picture of achiviies tn
reds Sporsors shold otam nfogmenon or ther feleral
inal arc avatlable "o ol gosernments (o mmun.t deselop-
- ment houd ng health [F emorcgment s lal SerILes el b ansiat mn-
heiang c1re with programs e coule proside’ related semices or
. €ppiovment Oppotiumites State and bl clecied Officiale should
' anish mecnanems T coordinate planming of “Mese relaged acuvites
The Depariment of Labor Jhouild prnde planming gr anls lor expen-
‘ménta medelgof Logrdinateg  planning
Mine plannwlg dnder cr14e for <mal geograpnic areas Even m

> Sonsortia and halence of states thesie v a tendenay te deventralize and
- \‘ fragmen( pian. The Department of Labor should endodrage planning on
’ 1ghor mdrkeT ares basin whereser it 1s feasible 10 ¢ w0 This.would .
K provide a broader analisis - of occupatiohal dem.nd and traming
oppgriunities within commubhg range In vonsortia amd halance of
) stafes conuderation should be given lu muluwunu planning to make
' _ thelplans more compreliensive . 5 .
K g ¥ Sy 2 Th&?paﬂ&;&m of Labor should reguire nadem: of particpation of
Coea SR ' : -
. L
o
oot o PR : " i
O ‘ N L . 7 w "t . .
~ : . ’ .
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@ ate emplyvers in fm't I plunning ;.Ls & condition for approval of T.'ffe
egrams ¥
. It' v amportant that private emplovers be drawn it the plannung
pruvess al an early stage 1o ensure thal traming programs are relevant 1o
« ®Cupationai demand and 1o advie on spedtfic elements of skill traiming
prugrams Private emplovers can be particulasls helpiul 1 planning for
on-the-job tra:nm@NSimue almost all (r1a participants mu.t eventually
» ¥ find employment 1o the private sector. local planners should alsv consult
priv ate emploers about job deyelopment

»
Ll

Lot Al AN OREMENT . 3
e} .
. P _
. {ssuees
& . ' 4

Decentrahzatipn conferred on tate and locdl gnernments the responsi-
bility for managing « vomplex array of manpuwer pregrams. The
L&pdbllll\. of local governments to handle’ thewe program. efficiently s 2

tentralelement 1n assessing the ¢ £La block-grant appruach Of pamcular
CONeern, af¢ Management problems in wounties. vonsortia. and balance of
siates w here sponsors must deal with other \ubunits of government The
extenl to shih admintration, of publie erviee empleyment ..
mtegmlcd’ with Tade | programs presents anothenmanagement 1ssue

Y
v
+

fmdings K .
Prior o (Fra.employ ment and traning programs were nfanaged by the
*. Manpower Adminstraton dlre:.tl\ of through state emplos ment service
and education agenuies One of the munt thtable achievements of « ET
+has been tie wecewful tranver of this responsibility (o state and local
urits of gosrnment. most of which had nnl_\. minumal prior contact with
manpnwearugrams Now! for the first ume. the admmistration of
manpnv.er programs is an accepted responsibility of local government.

5y -

o _The first vear of ¢ETA was spent (n setuing up the admunsstrative
machitery for pi.mnm& budgetmg SUPEMVISIME Lontracts, Feporiihg. and
establlshmg fiscal eontrul Considerable progress wasmade in the second
year. some expgruse was dev e]upcd and man. of the problems of
Inte grattng manpower p; rams it the structure of Iocal gorernment
were resofved ch. lofal «taffs <bll jack technical knowledge of the
“uBstance of manpu T4MTS 4 verlousw eakness that alsu applies Iu.
federal «tafl awg,ncd to supems»e Iocal programs

* The framer\ of (1 14 conternplated® close relabonship between pat

1
L
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264 CETS MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

programs and the em pluyabihity Jevelopment acuvities of Title I. Tatles
If and VI require that furmer manpower trainees be given consideration
for pSE sluts The “R¢ sjudy found that admunpsiratihve unyts handlmg PsE
are indeed generally lodged in the same urgamzativnal office that
handles Title I. but functional coufdination is usually minimal. Planning.
grant management. subcontracung. and supenision are handled sepa-
rately. and there 1s httle interchange among clients

s Consortia and balance-of-state areas must grapple with adminustra-
tive probiems inherent in juint ventures. Defegation of responsibilities to
consttuent Jurisdicttons often means less control by the sponsor and
fragmentauon of admimstration Balance-of-stale spunsols admimisters
g programs pver broad. gevgraphic dreﬂ’ﬁkﬁv’é unigue problems.
especially where administraun e suhslruclures are {acking. Courtails of
government and vther multicounty structures that are now administenng
CETa were nitially planming organizations without experience 1n
program management There 15 still 2 need for developing admunistrative
capabihty In subareas of balanrce of states 3

.
Recommendanon

! The Department uf Labor 5hgu!d en({':trage tniegration of pub?tc
senice emplay ment and traingrg-RIOZT NS

The planning. admmistrahon. 2qd evaluation of Trtle 1. 11. and Vi
programs ‘should be coordifialed \ Bringing these programs closer
together should make 1t pussible tu inlegrate the procedures for selecting
participants. to expose clients to a broad range of program opuons. to
artange cumbinations oftfaining and employment. and te improve the
effectivengss of job development and placement

&

4 ’ -
2 Management studies should be undertahen 10 explore adminisiraine

problems that occur among overlapping jurisdictions.

More information 15 needed vn administrative relationships betweer
sponsors and subunits In cuunlies.consorta. and balance o) states. The
Department of Labor should inttiate siudies of a.iministrative problems
such as the effecis of adamslrame layers on processes. divided
accountability. and the trade*offs between centralized and deeeniralized
contracung and supenisiuon of upgrativns. Problems of fragmented
admimustratron and the effects of dsng planning organizations to

“administer progrants in balance of states also need further exploration.

-~
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MANAGEMESNT DATA ‘

Iysues

4

Iin implementing CETa. the Employment and Traiming Admnsstration
restructured (is reporung system to umfy the data s\r‘étﬁans of numerous
separate programs While this resulted n integrated reporung, 1t does
rarse several questions Does the new system serve the program and
informauion needs at all levels uf goy ernment —local as well as national”
* Does 1t provide Congress and policymakers with information necessary
to determine whether ¢ £14's objectives have been met” Is 1t respansive to
information needs ansing frum the Emergency Jubs Programst Extension
Act?

& ’

Findings

The study finds that the data system does not provide adequate
information for nauonal policy purposes or for local management

* One of the most serous gaps 1n the data system that himats its
usefulness for program evaluaton at the national and local fevels 15 the
lack of an accurate count of individuals enrolled. A parucipant may be
counted more than once if he ur she 1s wransferred among programs or
terminates and reenrolls Anuther problem results from aggregation of

ta for south and adults. ‘which makes it difficult 1o assess program
Lesults. snce the expected and actual yutcomes for youth are quite

ifferent from those for adults In addition. the CETA data system has not
yet been expanded to \,mer the new target groups that have been added
bv the CETA amend -

* There are also ps (n the information peeded for planning. Hata on
the number and charactentstics of persons n need of assistance.
occupations in demand. and alternative services in the community are
generally unavadable in sufficient geographic detail of on a current basis

* Some sponsors have gone beyond the pot data requirements and
have established local management infurmation systems flexible enpugh
to generate iformation for lucgl program planning and evaluatwn. For ‘

.the most parl. howevgr. sponsors do not have satisfactory systems for
¢valuaung the performance of subcontractors or fur assessing the relattve
costs and effectneness uf prugram activities. As a consequence the data
system cannol adequately serve the needs of the sponsors themselves.

* Information about public service employment programs s sparse.
particylarly with respect to occupations and earnmngs. activity of the

—
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266 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

employing unil. duration of employment. and the number of former
public-service workers rehired under CETA.

Recommendations

1. The Department of Labur should establish a tash force of federal and
loeidl pgrsonnel tu design a more wseful data buse for plannming, management.

and evaluation .
The task force should consider revisions (n dala elements and
processing to° " .

Differentivte daa for youth and adults. The high incidence of youths 10
many (ETA programs tends to obscure information gbout services tv
adults. particularly their placement rates, R

Relate data to the requiremints of the ags. For program control and
accountability t Congress. the reporting system should include service
and oulcome data vn targe! groups histed in the act—those who have
exhausted 1 benefits. persuns not ehgible for L1, those unemployed for
15 weeks or morgg the lorfg-term low-income unemployed.. former
manpower (rainees, eic

Befine data elements Data itemns that need (o be defined more clearly
and vahdated 1o be useful include the count of partcipants, the
wdentification of the economically disadvantaged. the [abor force status
of participants priof to entry 1n the program. and “direct™ versus
“ndirect™ placemerits. .

Deselop evaluanon daiv Loval management information systems
reguire, at a mimmum. outeume A:la by tvpe of program and by
program vpgrator, nformation on targeting. costs by service compao-
nents, and more flexibility 10 cross-tabulation of program and taegetng
daia. r

Derelop better follow up dura. For evaluation pusposes. the datf system
should furmish more information on pust-program labor furce experi-
ence’ retention in Jobs. duration of employment, earnings. and whether
employment s ina traimig-r¢lated accupation.

These suggestions may increase the reporting workload. but offsetting
savings could be achieved by other_means. such as a regional
computenized system with coded entnes ffom individual record cards.
This could reduce processing time. provide needed flexibuty, and free
locakstaff for vahdation of reports and for analysis of data. T
. Afternative approaches o the present reporting system that might be

"considered dre. peniodw surveys of a natonally representative sample of

#
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spuhsuly to obtain mere dq,a:led information. e.peual repurts from all
sponsors on_a less fifiguent basis than the normal guarterly <vele

vering selected itemsMoliiNthe regular repurting system. or expansion
@!he ]unguud:nal sughey bemng cunducted for the Department of Labur .
0 include speutfic 1tems that could be extracted yuickly and fed back tu
sponsors and the national ()ﬁi{_‘e

> The ﬂrpartmem uf Ldbur AAAstate, governments should dssist prime
spfm sy in Destalling management ingrinaton s ste.

Efforts of the Department of M aber prove management’
. lm[l;rm%\:ﬂem» should be 1ncreased Exu..hange of informaten

amung piitsers and assistance from spectalists tramed in/operatiuns

research would angthn loeal information and evaluatibn systems-

Such exchanges would be an appropriate activity foMate gbyernments

tu undertake with the state manpower seryices fud The states could

arrange tur consultants, training of local Stafls. or for a central

muanagement ipfurmation system to serve all prime spunsors withinghe~
-« stale . - P
Technial assistance i espevially neue,sar) v make the evg¥gton
provess more comprehensive Broadly conceived. evaldation should deal
with program results m relation o needs and the relaine effectiveness of
alternatise program slmty;e\ and sarious deliveters of service

3 Methads uf measuring the qualits of programs should be studied™

One of the most serious gaps s the lack of mﬂmalwmon the gquality.
of the senvices offered under Title [of €1 14 yvadohal and state fechnical -
saff should explere methods of systematically measuring the quiahty -af
tramngand work expenence programs This would 1hcdude assessing
currivulum. the duration of wours® proficiendy standards. and the \,
adequacy of the equipment for shill training. as well gy the traimin
supenvision componer ts of wouth work expeneme prugrifns tSee 1

L

albop 257 . . o)
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Dssue ) .. \\
: L re ' * D

The fragmented nature of the delivery ‘tem was_one of the most
heavily crntiized aspects of pre-cira @grg‘ms e purpose
of <Fispas to bring abolit « bettyr inte fapuus pr p/?)gram;s for
tramming and employment dnd a Joser courdination among agencies
praviding those services At assue 15 the extent to which local delvery

at
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268 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS' UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

systems are being made rhore rahonal and whether this results 11 better
semce to clients. T ..
‘ .

Flna'ings

The RRe study noted a trend toward conselidation of services to enhance
employability. Of the local sponsors surveyed, abeut 33 percent have -

adopted a comprehensive delivery system fol Thtle | programs—one.in -

which intake is coordinafed, a wide range of services is available
according to individuel need. and each chent is followgd through a
sequence of achivities from tritial assessment to tramng and eventually
to placement. Forty percent retained a categoncal delivery system, and
the remaining sponsors in the study sample had mixed systems.

In a number of places manpower centers are bemng established as a
focal point for bringing clients and services together. There has also been -
some movement toward centralized exit activittes, particularly job
development and‘iJim:cmenl The frend towatd a comprehensive system
1s more evident in smaller areas than in large cihies and consortia, which
tend to use established program deliverers.

Although there is a trend toward comprehensive delivery of employa-

‘bility services (Title 1), there is lutle indication that pse pmgrams ‘are

being integrated with them.

-
]

Recommendations .

1" Prime sponsors should arrange for vombinatiors uf traimung and pubhc
service employment programs leading to career opportumiies.

Participants i structurally onented. programs should have access to
pubhc service jobs, particularly those that offer cafeer potenual Title 11
or Title V] openings could proude useful expenenge for chents tramed |
mmally under Title I. This neglected concept of CETA should be
implemented. Congress should provide #ditional Title I funds spe-
cifically to encourage combinations with PSE traiming.

. The Department of Labor should arrangs for research to determine -

hou dtenr comemen.e and quahity of services dre re!ated to vanous Tule T
dllivery patterns.

Studies should analyze the chent flow and a\«allabﬂlt) of program
options undér comprehensive. mixed, and categoncal systems. Central- =
1z¢d versus decentralized Arrangements for service  balance-of-state
programs should be comfpared. Delivery models should be developed

- " :

C esu .
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that expose chents to a spectrum of services and ensure con(mr.ut) o['
responslb:hty as cllents move ['rom intake 1o placemem TN ™

N
’ - N I' . ’ L]

) ' 4 !
CONTINUING RESEARCH AND EvALUATION . ¥ ;

* L3

, [Issues , : : j .

The growth and complexaty of CE1a makes it mcreasmg!) 1mportant (o
asseys the degree to which the purposes of the legislation are met. Theact
J/ provides for research and evaluation activity and the passage of . 'the *
Youth Employment and Trammg Act adds a signtficant new experinjen-
tal and demonstration dimension. At 1ssue s the need for g,reatef n- 4
house and independent research and evaluation capabilities to promde to
Congress and government agencies information necessary for ' the
_dcvelopment of national policy and to provide experimental modeld for .
local programs. > . . ’

. Findings* - ' : - |

- The NR¢ stud) as well as other résearch actml) has identlﬁed numefous
,rub!efp; requiring further exploratiun. experimentation, and evalua
- Thege is a clear need for further stud) of the content and qu

programs, alternative patlems for delivery of manpower servi .
intergovermmental roles. the Emplu}mem Service ‘CETA relationship, .
- inkages betweeh eL14 and utlrer manpuwer prog;rams. and. in pamcd?ar '

, the effects of CETA on chenls .

i.
.. . . - ) .; 1 . * F
o . [ K
Remmmendarwm .o .

L

"t N
l. Congre&s should provide for a commuous research, ﬂaﬁfaflﬂﬂ. Jﬂd . ..
. demunstranon pregram buth within. guverament agencies and by putsi; )
wdependent reseqrch organizations. Approximately | percent of CETA fu

- should be’earmarked for this purpose. /-
The Comnhittee 15 aware of the valuable rescﬁrch actwltles of

Statistics. State and local governments and ﬁvale nonprofit résearch -
orgamzauons have also undertaken useful” studies. However., the oo
magnitude and complexities of the problems associated with CET '

' 3 v . . 2{)() . \ A .\
- \‘ (‘\‘ ' . ) i '
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270 CETA MANPOWFR PROGRAMS UNDER LOGAL “CONTROL +

prograss. m 1 vhanging euonumlc enyvironme nl are sQ preal thai.a more -
systematic and comprehensive program should be underwniten by
Congress. The Commuttee beheves that this would be a wite mvestment
that would pay diidends inf.contributions to natgouai polu:) and
improvement of local programs. An allotrgent of | percent of Federal
appropniations for this purpose would not be excessive, considenng that
much of the money would be used fur payment of allowances in
experimental and demunstraton prug,rams In elementary and secondary -
_educauon research. approximately 5 perent of ihe federal education .
budgcl 15 devoted to research (this does not mclude a]lowances for -

student support). SR

. .‘ . . -
. INSTITUTIONAL RELATIONSHIPS - a

The onginal (LT legislation enacted nyt su much a_new program asa

new set of relatwnships A system of chedks and balances among “federah

L] state. and local units of gusernment was designed W perrit local
fleubility wihima framework uf patonal vbjectives Sponsor au'tonomy. «

was to* be balanced by federal uversight States were made responsible

for conducting programs in the balance:of-State areas ani for providing

. assistance, 1o all sponsurs within 4 state Within the sponsors_}unsdlc-

. * o, diverse elements in" the cummuml) were 1o participate 'in the

der:mon-—makmg pru(.%b Spunsugy were free 10 chooseri fipstitutions 1o

deliver semices, sub_peu to gnﬁ}g Jdue .;.unlmderanon w eslabhshed

programs of "demonsirated effectiveness.” | -
THE FEDE Raji ROVE. B 'l\ * _‘ \[I ST

. dssues

1
-

The rela!mn\hlp between #ederal and local’ umtﬂ of gmernmen! lies at -
“the heart of des.emrfhzalmn L} TA-TEpresgnts ‘an uneasy| compromse -
" hetween a commitment tv Jual détermunation angd a recogninen of the
_need for Tederal vsersight’ in the furtherance of-natonal objectives. The,
A act s ambiguous 1o defining the-Tederal role. 11 leaves the bounds of the
. federal presence~tp be worked uvut)m*the mteracton between the -
Department of La bl:r and primg sponsars v '

3 , : ' T
Findings ' \ . /

* (LA assigns to 1!.he Dcpmmcnt of L.;lbur reSpunubllny for ma(kmg
. sure {hat the rcqu:rerhcnla of the lcglsldl\un are met, hut at the samg ime

[y 3
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viendations -‘y: P V27I ’ o
~ it calitgns the DAL Kot to second.guess decisians of local officials on )
program. Since the origmal act, Congress has added several categorical
- programs —pblid service employment, summeg actrvites for youth, amd
,- - youth employment demonstration projects— th'al tend to circumscnbe
- local aufofiomy, but lh: ba.qc federal-local relallonshlp has nol be.en

1qn of funds. establishment of nallonal' objecmes,
pnorities, and dards, provision of technical assistance, revigw and ' ,
approval of plasis, and adsessment of prime sponsor performance AZRIMS! .

», Plans. Dunng the first year there was a general feeling of uncertainty in v
|, federal-lodal r lations, reflectinig the gray arei between local autonomy
and federal oversight. Federal involvement increased the second yearas
a consequence.of the demandf. of new leg,lslanon and the awareness’ of
weaknesses in program implementation.’ d

* DoL reponal office review of pame sponsor plans has focused
largely on progedure. Assessments emphasized meeting goals”in plans,”
Jhe rate at which funds were spént, adminjstrative costs, financial .
‘managemem, nd reporing. Regional office staff mtervened froni time to.”
time 10 such pfogram matters as placement polities and maintenance-of-
effort and rehife problems, but not on aregular: basis.

¢ Tension between regronal offices and sponsors centéred around
repealted reguests for modifying plans, lack of umformuty in mierpr:tmg y
regulatons, regufar and unpredictablg fundmg, and the use of ngd ~
performance standards. Spqnsors felt that the performance standards |, .
tended to constram the kinds of programs alil}d services they could chw
and placed a premium on low-cbst strategies. The) also resented’
r press ure to use the employment service agehcles

1Y

-
-

‘1. The Departmam of Labor should mrerprer natanal pohcres and issue

. annugl statemenis of priorities, for prime sponsor guidance. v
The Department of Labor has responsibility to interpret the objectives
of the act, In addition, 1t should have explicit authonty to set national
goals and pnorities. These could bé 1ssued 1n an annual statement of
current objectives and prionties pror to the plannmg cycle. The
statement should deal with such matters as types of chientele to be
servéd. mix of programs, and patterns of delivery. To achieve_harmony
of local programs with natonal policies, the regional offices of the
Department 6f Labor should then )nterpref evolving national objectyyes
“and goals in the context of local social and economic condihons The

Recommendauons , . . . -
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',purposens not to replace local }nh national goals but to. prowde
_ additional and broader perspeciive to local p}an.ners. N

. Federal oversight should emphasize progmm confent and ‘T‘“ﬂu) in
addmon to placement goals and other quahtitagive measures. *

Program assessment should be broa.d¢ned 10 encompass the content
and quahty of work experiencé.and (raming programs. Technical
assistance has tended to focys on procedure, but 1t 1s.equally important
to help local staff gam an ynderstanding of the substantive aspects of

. training and employment programs so that they “can supervise and
o monitor the performance of program contractors. Regional offices
sheuld have a core of frained specialists to as&xst field representam es 1.
working with sponsors. ‘ .

[3

3. The Department uf Labor should promute intergovernmental coopera-
tion 10 assist local sponsors. ' ' .

. The Department of Labor should reinforce present- interagency
agreements or establish new ones with agencies that have manpower-
telated responsibiliies (tke Departments of Health, Educatidn, and.
Welfare and of Housing and, Urban Bewelupm\ﬁnt and the Ecénomuc
Development Administration, of the Department of Commerae) to foster
cooperation at the local ley el. Concerted action can improve the quality
and relevance of Jocal traming and open up.new poss:b:hues t’or
unsubsidized jobs.

N .

THE STATE ROLE

.

Jssues . .

CETA has giten state governments muluple responsibilities. In addition to
sponsoning balance-of-state programs. they are responsible for masniaim-
: mg a manpower services council. admimistering the state manpower
services fund and the state vocational education fund, and coordinating
. " the servives of state agencies with lucal prime sponsors. State manpower
services councily {(sMs¢s) are cha.rgeli with reviewiny local plans and
mu.toring local programs. There are questions. however, as to whether
the state rule 1y properly defined tn the Iegxslauun, as well as o whether
the current role 15 being carried out effectively.

EMC _ 23;3
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Findings and”Recommendations
Findings 7

® During the first year of CETA, the NRC survey found that sMSCs had
wirtually no impacl on local manpower programsé. Some céuncils wer
nol organized in time (o review plans, and there was httle monitoring of
1 activities. In the second year, plan review was still perfunclory,
therg Mas some momutoring, but for the most part s&sCs still had hitle
influence on local programs.

¢ Although there were some attempts at the state level o coordinate
the services of varous agencies wilh CETA. most stales did nol
systematically establish such arfangements.

* The acl iniended™hal the state manpower sénices fund (4 percent of
the Tule ! aPpmpnauoﬁ each year) would enable states 'lo provide
sery ices f0 areas and groups not adequately covered by local programs
and would ensure the support- of stat¢ agencies. The NRC study found
that these funds are being used mainly for miscellaneous projects rather
than for supportive services Lo local sponsers. such as labor market

information and program evaluation.
L]

Recommendan'oris . RN

1. Congress shom’d strengthen the cuordmafmg responsibilrties of the
Srare Manpower Services Councils.

Congress should give the sMscs respunslbllit) for the comprehensive
state manpower, plan. increase their authunty &nd responsibihty for
coordinauing manpower-related activities at the state level, and end their
responsibility to monitor local programs

A sMsC s 100 uawieldy an orgamzation fo monitor local programs.
Moreover. 1n a federal-local sy$tem. state momitonng 1s redundant,
especially swnce the slate’s authonty to influence local programs is
minimal, $Mscs should continug, o review local plans with a view to
idenufying areas n which the state can be helpful to local sponsors.

The state may be most helpful 1n coerdinating state social services,
vocational education, employment services. and economic development

. activiies with the' CETA programs. The governor 1s in an advantageous

position to accomphish this coordination through the use of the state
grant funds, authonty over state governmental units, and the overall
mfluence of the office.

vy
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2. State manpower senvices grants should be used primarily to support
acttvittes beneficial to all prime sponsors.

In adduon 1o funding projects. the state should use 1ts manpower
services funds for actvites that assist local sponsors and promote
coordinauon. The state could. use the fund tw provide current data on
labor supply and demand for sponsut planning. 1o establish résidenual
traming faciliies beyond the capability of individual spdnsors. to
organize statewifte un-the-jub training programs with major employers,
or to arrange with unmversiies or research vrganizauons o provide
technical assistance 1o lucal sponsurs in installing manzagement informa-
uion and evaluation systems,

r

TLOC AL PLANNENG COUNCHS [, RN

. . .
fssues . L

L3

In an effurt tu ensure community paruupauun in decisions affecting

Joval plograms. Cungresb mdniated the establishment of local advisory
.. -counuly Membership was to#indude thuse who delivered manpower
services, those who regeived them. and others who might be directly
.affected by the guality and “ubstance of programs offered. It was
presumed that suppliers and éunsumers would perate as a check on
each vther and that members of the general public would exercise a
moderating“influence L nder the recent extension of Tule VI. the
purview of the planmng counuls, was extended  include review of
publiv service empluyment projegts Atissue 15 whether ady 1501y, councily
Have played the aciive role contemplated by the legislation

L
E

Findings ) . . .. -

* The advisory councils ingthe first }\ear of (1A fell short of fulfilipg

the legislative intent There was o quichening of (nterest 1n manpower

. planning un the part of local offigals. but the community was not drawn
into the devision-making process’to any significant extent. Lack of time
was_ partly responsible. cuunals were being established as Title I
LI&LISLUI’]\ were being made By the second year. about a third "of the
planning counuils in the <k sample were rated as having a significant
. influence 1n ditle | planming. usually thruugh 4 subcommuttee structure.

. * Influence on the qounals from the vanois secturs of the community

' has been uneven. (hent graups and private employers have had the least
weight Secuning adequate particpation by employers has been difficult,

) although that link i entieal for efftctive planming. Commumity

ERIC o | | '
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orgamzaligns, as program operalors, have interests that do not a.lwa}s
coincide with those of the client groups whom they represent.

¢ Conflict of interest continues to be a problem where program
operators participale in decisions affecting contract awards.” Té avod
such conflicts, some prime sponsors exclude service dehverers from
council membership althgugh permutung thein to form a techmcal -
counct to advase the CETA admumistrator. Others permut service deliverers
to be members of planning councils but do not allow them to vote on
renewal of their own contracts. | .

L3

L3

Recommendations . ‘

* .
L. The prime sponsors, wuh the support of the Department of Labor,
should increase the effectivencss and independence }f lvcal planning councils.
If planning councils are (o be effective their members need (o be well
informed and capable of taking independent positions. Prime sponsors
should assign staff to ensure that the council is fully iformed. Councils
should be drawn nto the planming process for Tities II and VI and for
youph, programs. as well ‘as for Tatle I. (The act calls fos separate local
counails for yolith employment.) pol regional offices and pnme sponsors
should arfange for peniodic traming of council members. Councils
should actively parucipate m the evaluation process through special-
" subcommuttees or other means. - )
The legislaton should réquire that alt Title [ program proposals be
« subject to council cunsideration and recommendations. Prime sponsor
decisions that are contrary to council recommendations should be
explained 1n wrnitng.

2. Service deliverers that are members of planpung or techmeal Councis
* should be prohbuited from votmg on contracts.

The parucipation of senvive deliverers 1s desirable to keep councils
infarmed of 1ssues and practical prubi&m'? m service delivery, but theyr
presence may lead to vonflicts uf Il'lLel'éSL Present regulations do not
permit them o vole on their vwn contretts, but do permit them to voté -

+_on other contracts. It s recommended that service deliverers work with
lahmng councils. but not vote on any contract decisions.

3. The Department of Labor should encuurage prime sponsors fo broaden o
council representation and public awareness of CETa. &

The Dol should foster mcreased representation and participation of
employers. chent representatives. and citizen groups on local councils
and in related planning and monitoring acpvities.

L3
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- .
REALIGNMENT, OF SERVICE DELIVERERS N .
F

N

Issues

The ambiguity of CETA with respect to the selection of local drganmau'ons
to provide manpower programs and services has been a source of
: concern. Respecting the decentralization objective, .CETA gave prime
. sponsors the option of using existing program delrverers or selecting new
, ones. Yet in deference to established mshlulmns. CETA stipulated that
existing agencies of demonstrated effectiveness must be considered to the
extent feasible. The 1ssue s how to reconcile these tho principles and,
more importantly, whether the orgamzations selected are the best
available to serve the needs of chents, particularly minonty groups and
the poor. formerly.served by ethnic-onented. community-based orgami-
zatons, Y - -

The emiployment service prime sponsor relattonship 1s particularlly
troublesome. In 1t5 effort to elifmnate duphcation among manpower
3 programs. Congress created. through CE1a. a.federal-local manpower
system that parallels in many respects the Wagner-Peyser network of
local employmem service oﬂ‘ices At issue 15 the structunng of a
selatonship between the two s_w,stems that identifies {or merges) the

separate roles of each and uses the strengths of each.

Findings

The selecion of service deliverers has been accompamed by a struggle
over turf. Pre-CETa agencies sought 1o retain their influence and their,
funding: others sought entry nto the system.

* ® Congress expected that prime sponsors wayld choose the best
program deljverers. However. with new respongibilities facing them,

there was neither the time nor the capabihity flo assess the relative

performance of competing agencies in the first year. Decisions were
based largely on general impressions., political considerauions, agency
influence. and vost. Imtially. existing program deliverers were continued,
although 1in many cases therr activiies were changed to fit sponsors’
plans. - e
* One of the must striking and unexpected results of decentralizaton
Wranrx &f pnme sponsors as direct dehverers of services.
Within the NRC sample, 17 of 24 local sponsors were directly opetattng

o some programs. This development has far-reaching implications for the

ERIC R o
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relationship between the prime sponsor and qther agéncies providing
manpower services and Hleeds further study. ~
Commumty-based organizations such as the Opportunities industri-

ahzation Centers (01Cs), Jobs for Progress (sER}, and the Urban League
have been receiving more funds than previously, but their roles and their
autonomy have diminished. The rise of these kinds of community
organizationg in the 1960s was part of the “Great Society” thrus#'to
ensure attention and service to minontes. They are now concerned
about whether the service and attention they were able to gain for their
constituencies will continue under the decentralized CETa system.

¢ Under CETA, the proportion of funds going to public educational
msttutions  has' been sustained, but their. influence has declined.
Sponsors are using larger numbers of training agencies and have shifted
to the use of individual referrals of enrollees to established skill-training
programs rather than organizing clasfes of CETA particpants.

¢ The Employment Service (Es}, which had a leading role under the
Manpower Development and Training Act and other pre-CETa pro-
grams. lost its key position as well as funds and staff in the first year of
CETA. Its responsibilities in many areas, particularly large metropolitan
cihies, were taken over by prime sponsors or other agencies, These losses
were attnbuted by sponsors to cost considerations, effectiveness, and
degree of rapport with the disadvantaged. There was some recovery in
the second year as the Employment Service was used more extensively in
implementing the Title ITand V1 programs.

The Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act and the expansion of

pse programs resulted in a larger role for the es. The idpact was felt in
several ways. First, the legislation specified Ui beneficiaries and welfare
chents as people elgible for Title VI programs. This fostered the use of

" the Es 1n developing pools of applicants since these groups are already

registered 1 local Es offices. In addition, the policy of the poL to relieve
prime sponsars OF responsibility for enrolling neligible particigants,
provided the ehigibility determination 15 made by the £s, encouraged the
use of that agency. Finally, the large and rapid expansion of Pse

programs led sponsors to rely mote heavily on the gs.
A

§

Recommendations 3 . .

. ’ : ¢
1. Obyective standards should be established by prime sponsors for rating

program deliverers.
Sponsors now have suffictent experience to enable them lo assess
“demonstrated effectiveness™ 1n selecting program operators. The critena

L]
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"« for selecting Title I contractors should be stipulated.and the ratings of .

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

competmg organizations should be available to the planning councils.

2. Severaf aff'ernarfve;, for structuring £5.CETA respou.wbthnes should be

considered. .

{ " Earmarked funds for ES One alternative 1s to earmark a proportion of
Title I ceTA funds, for state &S agencies 10 be used to provide services 1o
prime Sponsors. This would parallgl the exising 5 percent fund for state
vocational education agencies. The employment service and prime
sponsors would negotiate nonﬁnanmal agreements stipulating the
services to be provided. : .

* “Laissez fairé "Under this approach each sponsor and &s local ofﬁce

would ‘work out their own arrangemernts, based on local needs,

capabilities, and relationships. The present effort of the DOL to
experiment with flifferent types of ES.CETA relatmnshlps 15 a step in this
direction.

A two-part system. s altegnative would differentiate between job-
ready clients and those needing sérviceS to develop employabihty. .The
employment service woul responsible for the job-ready.and cEra
would concentrate dn supp mg de\«elopmenlal services and PSE
prograis. . :

Employ ment Service as presumprive deliverer. ¢ ETA-. could be amended to
reintroduce the employment service as the extlusive.deliverer of all
manpawer functions sttpulated in the Wagner-Peyser Act. These
services could be provided to the prime sponsor without cost if provision
were-made to defray the ES cost.

Merger The most fundamental (and the most difficult) resolution
would combine the Wagner—lbeyser and the CETa systems through
Jlegislation and create a smgle super™ manpower system. This altérnative
would require a reexaffination of the state role in the manpower system
and the restructuring of federal-state-local relationships.

L

’

Congress should mandate an wndependent study thdat would exarune the
manpower functions now being performed by both the €S and CETA
organizations, assess exisung ES CETA relations, and explore the'merits ahd .
problems associated with each of the alternatives. Basic legrslative cha ges
should be based upon the findings of'such a report,

SUMMARY » / o

Durtng the 4 years smce (¥Ta bécame operational. employment and
tramning programs have become mstilutionalized as an integral par: of

29.;
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local and staté government actvties and structures. Federally funded  °

manpowes programs; previously administesed by the federal establish-

ment, are now ghe “responsibility of local units of government and are .
_ conducted under the direction of state and local officials. i

The N study has focustd both on the Pocesses and the psoduct of H}

manpower programs. It has found that locai control of programs has

resulted 1n tighter program management, greater accountability. and.

mor¢ rational delivery systems. Local manpower planning, though still ‘

weak, 15 more mearungful than 1n the pre-CETa penod. and grass soots,

parficipation n the planning process is greater. However the shift of '

program control sceambled the relationships among goverment jurisdic-

tions and among the focal institutions that deliver manpower services

The role of the Employment Service was particularly affected.

The study 1dentified several mayor areas of concern,<including: the
choice of participants to be served, the protesses for providing services,
A the kind and quahty of programs, and {mr outcomes 1n lerms Of the
adjustment of chents to the labor market. There are also senoug
questions as to the extent of new job creauon under pubhe service -
employ ment programs— now the bulk of manpower activities. .
The recommendauons of the Commutt§e on Evaluation of Employ- |
#  ment and Traimng Psograms are disected o these 1ssues and are
summarized below under two, categones processes and institutional

aspects of CETa, and program substance and ovtcomes. \

. ¥

~.  PROCESSES AND INSTITUTIONAL ASPECTS 'OF CETA

¢ Revise formulas for allocatmg Tide {. {1, VI, and summer youth
employment funds so ihat resources are distnibuted among areas on the
basis of the specific groups 1q be served under each ude.,
¢ Integrate Tule . ii, and VI plans and mcorporale information on
related programs in, the commumty. . .
* Require evidence of private sector paricipation i Title I planning
as a condwuon for the approval of plans.
. ¢ Increase the effecuveness and mdependence of loca) advisory
gouncils, strengthen the coordinatilg authonty of State Manpower
Services Councils and eliminate their monitoring responsibilities.”
¢ Estabhish 3 federal-lgcal task force o deslgn a mote useful data base
for, planning, management, and evaluation, proyide assistance o prime
sponsors n developing management iformation systems.
¢ Conduct research to iflummate such issues as: the. Employment
* Service/(Era relauonship. hinkages between CETA and other manpower
programs. and the effecuveness of various systems for deliverng client

il
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-

L3

' Q - ' . .
. . 4




1

-

T ' iy

280 * CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

|
~ ! .

_ PROGRAM 'SUBSTANGE AND GUTCOMES,

® Rely on unemployment insurance as/jhe major means of deallng
with short-term unemployment, but rely¥n training and public service
employment programs as the pnmary \aehicles for ashisting the long-term
unemployed. ¢

* Restrict Titles [ and 11 to persons who are economically disadvan-
taged or members of low-incqme families. Limut Title VI to the same
groups or, alternatively, to-the long-term unemployed, with represeita-
tion of the economically disadvantaged in proportion to their numbers
among all cllglble persons.

* Siress, gréater conlirol by prime sponsors over client selection (o
assure that the pridrities in the act are observed. :

* Give priority to Tille I programs that enhance human capital over
th al are primarily income maintenance programs.

e greater emphasis, ei‘ t afl levels of administration, on upg,radmg

lhe. pr0gram conlent and quality. of tgaining programs. . )
¢ Greater emphasis shopid be given to ) b develophfent and’
placement of program participants in unsubsidized, empl, gent; with
~more follow-up to delermine whether CETA parump\h‘Ls%re able to
obtain stable employment. t :

* Integrale PSE and ehlployablhl) de\,elopmem programs (o Improve
the effectiveness of both training and placement outcomes.

* RedeSign the PSE program to provide a three- -part system armed 3t
both structurai-and counter¢yclical objectives. {a} continwmng program
for low-income, long-term unemployed and welfare recipients; (b).
supplemental funds for areas of substantial and chrontc unemployment,
also limited to those uremployed for structurai reasons;.and (c)

- countercyclical program trggered aulomau-:all)f by changes in the

national unemploymentrate. | * -

* Constrain the sybstitution of PSE funds for local resources by: (a)
‘providing countercychical revenue-sharing funds 10 substain -the regular
work force of state and local governments, {b) hmit Pse projects to those
lhagare outside of the regular activities of lgcal government? (c) require

that a praportion of all Title VI projects be used for n the private

& nonprofit sector; (d) amend CETA to permit hmM&ations ires, and (e)

strengthen the DOL review and auditing capabilities..
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LEGISLATION

AFDC Aid to Pamihes with Dependenl'Chﬂdren\:
CETA. . Comprehensive Employment and Traming Act of 1973 '

EEA Emergency Employment Actof 1971 .
© EJPEA Emergency Jobs Programs ExtenSion Actof 1976
puan . Emergency Jobs and Ungmployment Assistance Act of 1974
EOA Ecoroimic Opportumity Afct of 1964 .
MDTA Manpower Developmen and Tramning Act of 1962 .

‘PWEA Public Works Empleyment Act of 1976
pwepA  Public Works aml Economic Development Act of 1965
_YEDPA Youth Employment’and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977

+  ‘PLANNING SYSTEMS ‘ -

AMPB Ancillary Man.p-)wcr Planning Board (pre-cETa)
B0S/MPC  Balance of State Manpower Planning Council -
¢aMps  Cooperative Area Manpower Planning System (pre-cETa)

MAPC Manpower Area Planning Council {pre-CETA)
. % MPC \\ Local Mangower Planning Council . )
v, SMPC State M.an]&we_r PlanningCouncil {pre-CETa) ‘
" ®susc.  State Manpower Services Coueil ; -
C281 : o ‘
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PROGRAMS i
: CEP Concentrated Employment Program
FSB Federal Supplemental Benefits (extended ui) .
108S Job Opportunities in the Business Secior—National Alliance
of Businessmen R S
JOP Jobs Optional Program (MDTA-0IT) . S
- Nye  * Neighborhood Youth Carps ;
- OIT On-the-Job Training * . .
PEP Public Employment Progiam (EEA) | ’
PSC Public Service Careers Prdgram (mcludes New Career's)
PSE Public Service Employmett (CETA of EEA)
SUA . Special UnemploymentAskistance Program ¢
. ul ‘Unemployment Insurance :
' WE Work Experience
WIN Work Incentive Program (fdr welfarc rempnems)
OR.GAN!ZATJONS AND AGENCIES;. . AN
BOS + Balance of Siate
CAA Community Action Agency _
CBO Community Based Organization :
coG Council of Governments ;
CSA - Community Services Admunistration .
PHEW U.S. Depdrtment of Health, Education and We}fare
) DOL * U.S. Department of Labor
. E8 - Employment Service (slate agenty) '
JETA Employment and Training Adminsstration (DOL) (l'ormerly
L / ‘ManpowWBr-Administration)
\.f_‘__; Nro - Monprofit Organization .
- OF0 Office of Economic Opportunity (now Commumty Services
- Adn‘hmstratlon)
oIC Opportunities Industrialization Center
SEX Serviceg. Employment, Redevelopment (also Job®or Pro-
gress)
SESA Qaw Employment Secunty Agency (includes Es, ul, and wm)
s nemployment Insurance Service (state agency)
~ UL Urban League ’ ' L7
VOED Vocational Education Agency (state or local) -
. 1
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. A% The Calcdlation ofrthe -
. B “Job Creation Ratio

The nel job quallon ralm ﬁ\(ru was calculated as the level of actual

state and local government employmenY minus the level of employmem

predicted n the absence of C£1a, divided by the number of State and

localtsm employee$
. Py Mo . . -
- ‘ Actual State and Logg) Goverament Employment

+ .~ Predicted State-and Local Gov.grnmenl Employmen!

NicR = the Absence of CETA .
- Number of CETA State and Locél Govemment Employees .

This ratio will take oh a value of 1if all (ETa employees represent net
additions to the aggregate siate and Jocal government work force: If will
equal 01f all cEra employees are substituted for employees that would
have Been funded by state and local governmentsuf CETA funds had not
been avariable. Thus. the rate ofsubstitution 15 measured as, 1 minus the
net job creation rano:

o, . S=1—NJCR¥ ’

.

The primary l}lfﬁcull){,m eslumalmg the net job creation rate arises
from the necessity to predict what State and lotal government
employmem wouﬁl have bieen 1n the absence of (ETa’Fhe approach used

. was 1o esimate the assucration belween apgrégate state and local
gcwernmem employment apd a number of varnables thought to

- = £ " ‘ ¥ . ’j\: . v
) . :3,)‘;
ﬁ “h '
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dele;m;r;c the level of that empIU) ment; A regression equation pronded
a seies of parameiera that descnibed the historical relationship between
lhe detéminants. or explanatory vanables, and employment. The actual
values of the explanatory varrables during the (e1a program veere used
. - in this regression equationt v ubtan a predicted level of employment in
. , the absence of CETA. The model used” to obtam thes¢ predictions is.

L] . . I

: ¢ ‘ E=HRW.)
The dependenl vanable. Et 15 aggrepate state and local gOvernment
.. employmegt minys instructional personnel in the education sector mnus
net new jobs under pp, Instructional personnel were removeq from
- aggregate emgfloyment fur, two reasons. (1) relatively few CETa personnel

Substitunion Was not rele\.anl 1o these Jobs. and (2) by removing

al employment .due to shifts m demographic charactenstics 9!' the
popuiation were! javorded. -

€7 o MET new jubs under pEP was subtracted from aggregate

employment tu xemove the effect of PEP durmg the estymatign penod. Ih

making this adjustment, the level of dlsp!acemcm und® PEP was

— vassumed ta be 05, a rate consstent with the mid-duration finding$ of

Johnson and Tomola. Huwever. alternative rates, ranging from 0.3 to

" 07 were tested These changes i the assumed level of displacement

. under PEP had an insgnificant effect un the job creation rate esttmated

under CeTa {In general. an increase of 0.2 in the assumed displacement

rate under PEP lowered the estimated jub creation effect of cETa by 0.02).

The model unlized three explanatory vanables. R represents state and

local guvernmeni receipts. It measures thé resources from all sources

. {including federal granis) that state and local governments have

avalable to purchase labor and indirectly reflects society’s taste for

public sector goods any services The page variable in the model, W, 15

- the average compensatun of guveggment empluyees. The early 1970s
) “saw fairly lagge increases in wompensation Jpad to governme

emplo)ees This vanidble was incuded to pick up whatever dampensfig

effects these wage shanges may have had vn state and local gove

employment The final vanable. t. takes on the value of the okse
number and was included due tu the strong upward trend n

local government employ ment. In additiun, it helps tu capture (He effect

of any variables omuted from the model.

) The revenue and wage vanables were measyred in real terms (deflated

by the impha gruys national product price deflator for state and local

§

\4

§

b .
¢

wére empIO)ed in an msqug;uonal capacity. thus the possibility~ of

“instrictiunal pel‘Sol‘ll‘IE] theé problcms of modeling changes m education- |

il
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/purchases of goods and services) and the equation was spec:ﬁed in log
linear form. The log linear form was found 1o fitsthe data better than ¢he
finear equation. Moreover, a log linear equation is a firsi-order
approxtmationste any functional form and hence mote general than’
linearequation.

Time 15 measured by its log, since we have assurned that the ta for

governmental goods and services has increased at a decreasing rafe over

the esttmation period. This might be expected, since the rapid rate of

- expansion of the pubhc sector that occurred 1n the 1960s should continue
al a decreasing rate in the early 1970s. If Yime were megsured’in units, the .
umplicit assumption would be that the taste for state ang local services
was growing at a4 constant rate. This Jatter asspinplion sgemed
unreasonable given some of the institutional readings jn recent years,
€g., tax revolts, defeats of bond issues, iax referefidums, etc. Table |
provides -an indicatron of the magnitudes of thé variables amldhéir-

components over the estimation penod. LA TR
. Themodel was esumated for 54 Quarters frofn. 1961 110 1974 1

the Cochrane~Orcutt techmque for adjusting for Aatitocorrelated res:du-' -

als. Predictions were ther' made from’ 197 11 'to 1976 I¥. The ﬂesults

were: -

A

. InE = 7851 + 0032 I3R-/0.237 1nw,+ 0366 Int

(0.230) (0.044y ~ (0.119) (0.020; :
| ., ¢
; R? 20.9994 & Fo. 50)-2.4641
tho=08281 DW.=192

standard error of the reg

’ /

sion = 0,0043
k) Y

x

The net job creation r:{t based on the predictions obtamned from this
equalion appear mn Tab’I 2.1n every quapter, the job creation ‘estimates
fall between G and 1, ayd in the itenth quarter it was 0.54. Furthermore,
this result is obtagned prthout constraints or widg confidence intervals
We can be 95 percem ure that in the tenth Quarter the job creauon riio
will fall between 0.28/and 0.78. .

There are two mafor hmitations to this approach Prrst, the results are
influenced by the yay the trend 15 measured. Thls‘)mstab;hty may stem

#from the omussion of a vanable measuring the cost of nonlabor inputs
into the state and local production funciion. Also, the model requires
that the taste fof government services. and hepice government employ-

39
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«, TABLE 1 Changesin State and Local Government Employment, Recerpis. dnd Compensation, 1961-1976
& G
- Number of T -
. , Number of # Stateand Local ™° - ’ - .
. State and Local - Government .+ Stateand Local G Average
. Governmemt Instruciional i:—’ Govemment % Compensation o
- Employees Personnel 4 Recepte of Emplogees '
Year ~ Quarter -  {thousands) : {thousands) ($ billions} {$ thousands}
1961 - Ist . , 6,439 . h8ys 9nl * 7,280
1966 2nd 8.247 T 2432 1234 1,732 .
1971 ded 10,196 - | o298 ) 6290 , B.192
F 197 4th - 12,295 .% 3.565 8 197 2 7677

SOURCE Ceomputed from U S Department of Commerce Survey of Corrent Business and Publie Employment, Gk Sertes No. 1.

NOTE Stale and ocal government receipts and average <umpensation of employces sre seasonelly adiusted annual rates, expressed 10 constant
dollars €1972 = 100) Kumber of state ahd local government employees 1s seasonally adjusted. A\rerage anhual Percer(l chinge 1 employment
gnd n ritelpls covers the period frorn the precedlngidate 'ﬁ; Y a, \
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TABLE 2 _job Creation Rhau;) of CETA Public Service Employment, Unnted States,

Jung 1974 through December 1976

§ n L Ll B
k ro - v State and Local Government Emplayment L -
& UL (Legs Instructional Personnel) Actual Minus  ~ CEfa PSE Job Creation Ratia
Year ' Quarer Actual Estimated? ' Estimated; { Nonprofit) {Column 3 = Column 4)
. 1)) (2) ¢ 3 %)
E974  3d * 7 TBUA2E Y 8110 n T 0.27
: o 4th *8,236 8.5 78 58 r , 082
o IR :
TLr1975 . 1 ¢ 8400 3.23'3 167 ) 0.81 »
R Y 8,496 8.288 208 076
. 3 8532 . 8.342 190 . 0.70 .
P T4t v 85TM 8393 ¢ 178 . 059 .
1996 < 15t 8612 8443 169 055 -
2nd 8,661 8.490 173 - 0.57 )
0T 3, 8685 8.540 145 0.55 '
e ¥ 4th 87310 8,598 132 - 034

SOURCE Computed from U.S. Buresu or L.abor Siatistics and Employ ment and Tratming Admenistration daral  «
AEsuymate of state and local government employ ment, less instruc fional perwnnel em.ludmg ETA employment, derived from regresslon

analysiy. *
' " "?f; ' A
»
- = ;/1. . .
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ment, increase at a decreasing rate. As noted earher, thls-ds not an
.+ _ -unreasonable assumption.
SecondI) if CETA had an effect pn state and local gmemment revenue
or wages, then predicted employment will reflect this effect, because
. these vaniables are intluded vn the explanatory side of. lhe rnodel For
. ‘examnple, if CETA causes state and local governmert[sfto piit off tax
increases because needed services can, be provided through subsutution,
then the revenue vanable will be luweY than it would, hdve been in the
absence of (ETA. This would lead to a predicted em'ymem figure lower
N than what acfually would have occurred 1n the absgnce of CETA. As a
: Jesult. the job creaton ratio would be overstated. >
While these hnutations «all for caution in the |riierprefataon of the job
creation estimates, there are several factors that suggest that the
estimates are rehable First. the confidence 1me1‘~a]s are narfow, as
< mentioned above. Second, en alternative mudei\'demgned to avoid the
Ilmuanons of the above procedure resulted 1A a simular long-run ob
creation estimate of 0.44. This model took the form:

E = f(YnW.PSE)

where E 15 total aggregate stale and lucal government employment minus
the number of pst slots under PEP and (£Ta, As suggested by Roger
Bolton in hus studies of tha Broukings Model. net income, Yn, 15 defined
as persunal ;ncome plus indirect state and local business taxes minus
federal personal taxes In additon. federal grants-in-aid to state and
local guvernments were added hecause these grants are becoming an

< ncreasingly large portion of state and local government resources. W is
the same wage vanable used earlier and pse 15 the sum of psE slots
created,yndef pEp and <114, adjusted fdr PEP summer youth employment
and nongovernmental C1TA pusitions. .

«  All 9f the vanables were expresse real per capita terms. This
*procedure remuves much of the trend from the vanables. reducing the
vhances of getting a good fit due merely tu growth of popufation and
inflation 1n the dependent and independent vanables. In addition, 1t
seems to be a correct procedure vn purely theoretical grounds, as state

"and local govefnment decision makers must uperdte in these terms.

This equation was estimated frum 1961 [ to 1977 IV again using the

N Cochrane Oreutt techmgue to adjust for adtocorrelated residuals. The
following results were ohtained

The parameter un the pst vanabie (0. 56} reflects the average long run

{14 quarters) rate of suhstitution. under the Pep and ¢ ETa programs. It is

simlar to the long-run (10 guarters) rate of substitution estimated from

v M

E l{llC SN
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the first model, 0.46. Furthermore, we can be 95 percent sure that the .
rate of substitution will fall between (.26 and 0.86. The esumate obtaned

E, - PSE = 0.079 + 2686 Yn - 0004 W, — 0564 PSE

{0.005) (0.661% (0.0005) {0.155) ’
© " R? =0.99%0 F=724138
tho = 0978 . ~ _ Dw.=1287 .

,  standard error of the regression = 0.00022

from the second model, while not as slansllcal]) precise as the previous
one, does not suffer from some of the limitations of the frst model. The

_ * results are not dependent on a trend vanable or nonlnear functional ’

forms. The equation tends to exhibit a greater degree of stabihity, and by
using net income rather than revenue the second model will not be
influenced by any revenue effects CETA might have had, :
The second model appears to be relidble and correct for same of the
prob]ems In previous estimates,
S
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National Commission for .
C Manpower Policy:

Job Creation . . N
., Through Public.

Service Emp\loyment '

i

. "/ ’
The Natwnal Cummussion for Manpower Policy 1ssued an intersm report
to Congress with recommendations relating 10 the' public service
emplo;,menlﬂrograms under CETA. Because of their relevance to the

(1P recommengations, the highlights of the commussion’s proposals &nd‘

recommendations are reproduced below: .

1. That pst ‘be used as a major instrument of nattonal manpower,
poliy and programmufig primanly for the purpose of proyiding anterim
employment upportumbies for structurally unemployed persons and that
Congress adopt the amended eligibility cntena established n the

. Emergeney Jobs Programs Extension Act (PL 94-444) for all pse

positions,
2, The estabhshment of a-pulicy of automalic increases and decreases

1n the number of PSL Jobs in response to changes in the nauonal'level of
unemployment but with the same ehgibihity cntena enumerated 1n
recommendali bove. )

3, That Congress fund the recently expanded pse, program at the level
fo 725,000 Jdbs through fiscal 1979, which will provide additional time
for assessing the optimal sizé of such a program under the CETA systém.

4. That local sponsors be required to provide remedial education aid
skill training to enrollees in need of such assistance, and that they be
directed 10 invulve local employers more actively in the planning of local
PSE programs su that they can contnbute tu designs aimed, at improving
{ransition. '

290 - o

: 311

'

Fl




Appendix C S ' 291
" 5. That the wage structure emphasize tha following components.

. Wages’be set at levels which will not discourage enrollees from
seeking alternative employment or ﬁ‘ontsuﬂ'ering wage decreases whe
they move into regular jobs,

. Consnderatlon be given to providing somé wage .increases when 2
person 15 on’ PSE, especnall)f if he or she is assigned increased
responsibilities.

~ ® The cailing of 310,000 of federal subsidy for a PsE job, as in the
current legislation, to be conunued, and the scope for local supplementa-
tion above that sum bflimited to no more than 13 Flercent of all funds to
provide elasticity for adjustments where this 15 necessary to take into
account regional wage differences.

*

6. The forward funding of PSE on the ground that such action will
, ‘enable local sponsors and their program managers to improve thefr
design of BSE programs, improve therr s2ection of enrollees, and
strengthen thq'lr managernent procedures with Yhe aim of contributing to
the employability of their chients, increasing thewr productivity, and
“tontaining thefﬁsts of the pro-]ecls.
7. That Congress 3eek to 'iicrease and improve the program
. anformatiun that 15 available by stiptlaung the types of information that ™
i requires for overseeing the program and for gauging its effectiveness, *
by making.the requisite resources available tg the Department of Labor |
and to the prime sponsggs for the collection and anflysis of the required
data, by prescibing} as a condition of continued funding, that federal
grantees furnish the requirell snfurmanion, mclyding data on these-zegular
bugdget and employment, gn a "timely basis, and by establishing
edur.ﬁs for the odic review of the assessments and evaluations
prepared by the Dggnrtmem of Labor and other responsible federal +
. agencles suth as the Gengral Accoummg Ofﬁce
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TABLE 1 Appropnations and Expenditures, Department of Labot.
Manpower Development and Training Act. Economic Opportunity Act,
Emergency Employment Act, and Comprehensive Employment and Tramming
Act, Fiscal Years 1963-1978 (mﬂ}lons of doltars)

- DOL Manpower Appropnations . o - “
Fiscal Year MDTA EOaA EEA CETA Total Expenditucres
(1) ) {3 (2 5 6 .
1963 . W g99 * 699 ° 518
1964 130D ’ 1300 110.0.
1965 , 3969 1325 5294 280.3
1966 1996 5718 L 9774 754.8
1967 390.0  667.1 1.0S7.1 8576 ’
1968 ' 3985 7457 . 1.144.2 1.087.7 .
. 1969 4075 9078 13153
970" - * 7058 7537 . 1,459 5
197t ¢ % §672 7618 © e 1,6290
1972 9053 7768  1.0000 _ 26821, -
1973 7196 8316 12500 280112
1974 2500 2.0156° 22656
1975 37428 374238 3,175.0
1976 ) 57418 57413 5,045,0 '
19761Q° 5976 5976 1.577.0
1977 80528 3.0528% 58313 ,
©1978 " 8.0619° 80619 NA
\\ " . .

SOutce Fmployment and Tranng Admiassteation. U 5 Department of Labor *
! Figures for 1964 1969 include amounts For Jub €orPs. admnistered by the OLO
during those y ears, as follows (million $)-FY 1966 306 3,1977-209.2,1978 - 282.3,

1979278 4 .
. 2Combmed funds for MDTA, EOA. and Tuue 11 of CI-.TA . -
Tlansmon quarter. July-Sep1 1976 . v
Fxcludes amounts forward funded Fos fiscal 1978 0 the fiscal 1977 suPPlemental
appropriations ,
" SHous Sena gﬂfele/m approved $3.377 9 for fiscal 1978, §9.684.0 Forward .
tunded fromfiscal 1977 . , S
- - i
. \g ’ ) .
N . ,
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TABLE 2 Federal Obhigations for Work and Teaining Programs Admmstered by the Department of Labor, Selected Fiscal

' Years 1963-1974 (amounts in thousands) ,
Ma‘npower Progiams e Y1974 ° . EYI972 FY 1970 FY 1968 FY 1966 ° ° FY 1963-1964
: ~ Y] ! @ 5) " (6)
¢, Toa $2,143.613" $2.696.940 $L318 3552 $802,172 $628.407 $198.181
to  Manpower Development & Training Act 398,462 424,583 336.580 96418 339649 - 19818105
a Instllutwnal Training . 307,896 355,708 287.031 221,847 281,710 190,744 - 4
i JOF-OJI ' 20.566 . 68,845 49,549 74571 ° 57,939 . 1437
Neighborhood Youth Corps 661,712 T, 517.244 156.589 281,564 263,337 -
In School 88,570 74,897 w242 58,908 ? -
Qut of School - . - 113651 121,962, , 97923 26,279 2 . . ‘
Summer . - 459491 éa 320,385 199.424 128677 3 . v
Operation Mainstream 'Y 114 664 - . Bsled 51,043 . 22,319 - . -
Public’Service Careers 28334 | 58,301 $9,366 . 1,557 .- - ‘
. Special Impact” . . 203 ¢ -
Concentidted Employment Program 146,489% 154,602 187,592 93,057 25421 -
Jobs (Fegérally Financegl™ L, 64026 118224 148820 89,920 - - . -
Woik Incentive Program . ~ 137 174,788 78,780 9.000 : -
Job Corps LAY é‘//gg 551 202,185 169,782 - ) . -
" Public Employment Program 281.120% 961,879 . . - - -
» Sourca.. Manpower Reports of the President, 1970-75 ;
B |nr.ludes $39,127.612 ubligated fur the Migrants Plugnm aml\SlD mibliun For 'Iulie X, Natiunal Oider Workers Prugram, which are not shown
parately - t
%elmludes Iht:lubb uional Program LUF), whivh began n rmal 1371, and the MLITA wn thé ;ub 1T} program, which ended in Miscal 1970 exvept ’

OF natlonsl contracts Also InCludes Conssrucngn Cutreach |
$2Dats ale not avaitable for NYC components prios (0 fiscal i‘?o".'

’ Transfetred 1o the Office of beconomic Opp(mumly' July 1, 1969 ~
- Total includes $36,775,547 1n Cgmptehensive Manpower Program allocanions forkY 1974 only * . ,
inciudes $44.,010.000 under Tithe 1) and $237.1 10,000 under Tllle A or CETA (e xlension of Emetgency Emplo!menl Adt)
(Delpils may not add to totals due 1o roundmg) . . .
- W '
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TABLE 3 CETA Appropriations, Fiscal Years 1974-1978 (millions of dollars)

. - : : Fiscal Year 1976 '
Fiscal; , Frscal Fiscal
[ . Year, Year July 1975, Transition Fiscal Year 1977 ' Year
& Tl . 1974" 1975 June 1976 Quarter’ Imitsal . Fma® - 1978
(1 @ . ® - (5) - (6) LM
I 1,010 *~ 1,580 0 1.580 04 3954 1,880.0 1,880.0 1,880.0
il ! 3‘:"0.(}s ' 400,0 1,600,0° . 1000 4000 - SM.0 1,016.01
' T} I80.0_ 2394 268.4 584 . 2393 ' 1.600.7° 387.9
Iv 1500 s E75.0 148.0 - . A\E 197.5 274.1 4]7, 0
. VI 250.0 875.0 L6250 - 1,384.0 3,179.0 7 3,668, o’
» Summer Youth 305.6° 4734 5284 ° - 595.0 5958 693.0
- ?otal ) 22656 3,742.8 5.741.8 597.6 4:695.8 3.'052.8 8.061.9
Source: Employment and Traiming Admimisiration. U.8. Department of Labor - !
Apprornativns fur Bepartment of Labur manPower prugioms sorrespunding with Title I4 Il. and fur the Lmelgen’v Employrnent Ac,t
2 July.Sept. 1976, ‘ 2 L
3Il‘u:ll.uies supplemental approprlations as part of the Economic Sl_nmulus Acl. z
SI.‘ZOO milllon authorized under Title 1 Tor Boih Tatle 1l and V1.
H Stxcludes $91 million in summer yeuth funds and $33 mullivn v funds for national programs casned Forward from fiscal 1973,
% Includes $233.3 melliun For Ywung Adult Consdrvatien Corp., Tatle VIILof CETA. 8150 Funds for veterans programs (HIRE), sldll
;lalmng improvement (STIP), and other youlh programs.
l' 1 . . -
. Forward funded from 977 approprialion. . ) ._) 1 U .
. ¢ :
O
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TABLE 4 Federal Funds for Manpower Programs, Total and Department
of Labor, Compared with Gross Natronal Product Fiscal Years 1972-1978
(amounts.in mitlions of dollars)

Obligations G Total .
ross ota
Department of Labor Nauonal - Obligations
Total All e Percent of ¢ Product as Percent |
Fisgal Year Agencies  Amount "’Total_ {GNP) of GNP
, {1 {2) {3 - (4) (5 ’
1972 4941 2348 *67.8 1110.500 044
1973 .5.252 3432 653 ~ 1,237,500 042
1974 . 4,641 2,817 60.7 1,359,200 034
1975 6,931 4,797 69.2 1,454,600 048
1976} R 8,670 5.876 678 1.625.400 053
1977 12,628 10,393 823 1,838,000 069
197§ (est.} 10,894 . 8,613 79.1 2.043,200 053 >

Stares .

- TExclydes transion quarter.

H
O
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TABLES CETA Alloc.azions by Title, Sample Prime Sponsors, Fiscal Years 19741977 (thousands of dollars) .

T
1 .

- . : > Summer .
. v Biscal Public Service Employment —  Youth Total
Prime Sponsor ' Yer” Titlel! EEA Tite II TitleVl  Total Program®  Allocation®
4 Co . n (2) . 331 (4) (5} 6) ) (®
CITIES i - < 3
Gary.Ind. .| * 1974 56257 148 1 403.5 - 551.6 - 61773
) . . 1975° 50631 - 4317 786.6  1,224.3° -2,946.9 9,234.3
- . 1976 4558 - 1,592.8 149.0  3,0889 3,291  10874.3-
) . 1977 < 41011 - ~1.536.7 66950 82317 3,290 155618
Long BeacheCa, - 1974 . 3.0251 6900 . 9742 - 16642 - 46893
- 1975 27226 .- 10150 ¢ 22869 33019 8889 6:913.4
- CL 1976 24512 - 3.764.6 3.141.8 | 68164 10127 102863
N e 91 27863 - (29377 12,6619 155996  1,063.2  19,549.1
New Y3rk. NY 1974 70,014 111710 19,5402 - 30,7112 . - 100,856
. 1975 63,0670 B 18873.0 478447 663177 26,5195  156,364.2
1976 56.7603 - 937070 . 79,2144 729214 291249 . 1588065
. 1977°  67.5840 68,8206 3013917 3702123 '29,19%.0 4669923
il & . 4
Phiadeiphia. P3|, 1974 154796 36587 63272 - 9,985.9 - 25,465.5
. . 1975 13.9316 - . %2476 124020 18,6496 4,687 37,2684
1976 12,5385 - 16,9472 14,7889 317460 501361 494207
1977 146504 17,2926  72,069.1 893617  5,5503 109,624
St. Paul, Minin. ' 1974 25979 2944 781 . = . 1,018 - 3,610.4
A ' - v ’ . .
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1975

- 197

1977

1974
1975
1976
1977

1974
1975
1976
- 1977
1974
1975
1976
1977
.
1974
1975
1976
1937

'1974
1975
1976 °
191?

2,338
2,104 3 %
2,196.5
1.083.5
975.2
1,072.6
1,051.8

84337
517

~ " 8921
1096.7 .

1,0526 ,
10284
983,1

1,153.5

4,823.4
' 6.665.6
7.180.9
9,1324

648.0
8410
* 9924

© 14551

Tt

102

167.2

1348
118.0

1,102.2
38

509.5
421.4
1,421.2
1,502.3

752.5
9836

664.4
941.6
3418.2
7.789.6

173.4
1587
1,783.9

. 1.832.7

-

3379
§23.0
24580

7999 -
1,522.5
6,054

4113
979.8
4,781.6

37119
7.8774

2713.3
435.9
1,925.2
2,839.2

676.7
1,221.3
2,943.7
7.907.7

101.2
411.3
1,732.3
5,765.2

‘1,513.0

4,719,5

11,296.6

40,7720 _ 48,5616

-

6979
1,847.7
7,305.9

6.4
849.6
3,631.6
9,138.6

560.9

298.6
330.2

658.5

v 23305

295.1

414.6

L7
3915
473.2

" 1,535.6
1.942.7
2579.1

356.2
450.8
628.8

674.1 -
805.5"

.

4,829.3
7.936.3 -
17,2834

1,356.8"
1,729.7
13280
4,249.5

£

1,526.0
2,308.5
4,130.9
9,419.0

< 1,153.8

1,751.4
,” 3,106.9
7:392.0

6,336.4
12,920.7
20,420.2
60,572.8

9544
2,046.8
5,074.8

11,222.5

4
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"TABLE 5 (Continued) .
oo . . Summer
. \/ 4 Fiscal Publllc Service EmpIOYmei | —Youth “Total
*§ Prime Sponsor Year  Tiel'  EEA Titlell _ TideVI _JTotal Progam® _ Allocation®
(1) (2 @, @&° T ) ®
COUNTIES (continued) : - L

Middiesex, NJ 1974 2,468.0 7915 1,211.8 - 2,0153 - 44833
. 1975 29475 | - 1,420.4 35317 49521 850.0 8,149.6
. \ 1976 29704 - 49100 42678  9,17178 1,075.2 13,2234
! : N o 19 3811 - 5723.2 © 251900 30,9132 14876 361819
’ Pasco, Fla, 1974 253.6 14| .5 2223 - 393.8 - §47.4
X 1975 804 | - . - ‘3827 3827 85.2 848.3
— 1976 +523.7 - 616.6 6483  1,264.9 107.7 1,896.3
- 1977 785.5 - 1150.1, 52526 64077 " 168.2 = 13564
*Ramsey, Mian, 1974 f" 3137 71.4 - - 14y - 385.1
1975 |, 4706 - - 2535 2835 . 804 804.5

’ 1976 529.9 - . 106 691.2 14018 1017 20334 °
. 1977 6716 - 819.6 34222 42418 150.7 5.064.2
Stansslaus, Ca , L1974, 13460, 1.2466 . 1,704.6 - 29512 - 4,297.3
1975w 19724 1~ A 1,459.5 16864 . 32,1459 4767  * 5.595.0
1976 31#6.2 - 4,719.0 44489 91679 6033 119374
. : 1977 24592 - 3,767.9 17,0133 20,781.2 . 8521 24,0975

- +
*Union. N1 197  1,388.2 191.0 221.1 - A1zl - 18003
' ‘ 1975 1,590.2 - 250 1,0269  1,27L.9  368.7 3,230.84

< e
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- ) - 1976, 13030 - 2,517,2 + 248}.%; 49983 466, 7,268,0
. o . * 19733 23463 - 3325.8 1404257 174680 ' 6913 . 20,5056
. : . : - ke - - 2 ea <l ;
. . CONSORTIA , &3 b i S &
. t Augtin, Tex. LU0 . 26698 1003 - . - 1003 “in 3,770 ]
A * 1975, L. 27144 . - =3, Y 4906 +490,6 1363 93, 3 fi
. ) 1976 02,5528 . - .., "326d, 8611 11812 8806 "946
Y. . 19777 27848 - i, 102 60381  T.0652 _1.0134° 10, assw
' , . 5 N T e ‘: : + 8 w
b Cltveland, 0 - Y197 1503100 (L.738.4) 3.3211 <. 5085 - 20,0906 =
= “ 1975 15,5810 - v 3348 76086 10,8294 54936  ..31,904.0
e o - 19767 1149603 o~ L 11,2868 103773 2§6341 61184 ia27128 -
, 197 13,898 e u 4288 469887  SBAITS 87882, “FHQo88
- i v : Ty . . . e .
. " , RO - N b g [ f '
J kaussc:uy.f(‘sﬁ 1974 18043 343)  Tig2fn =Y ads - 2,017.8
: ., P . 1975 71,6239 - A 781 . 523k 601.2. 4244 2,649,7
i - 1976, ™ 14633 . - 1,346,7 13888 2,795 4653 4,662.1
, =t L el 1977 1,488 -7 1,474 57867  7,2616 - 5410 9,7906
‘- i *; P ] T s -
. ’ ‘?_ = Becy - . .
) Laas}ng.Mich t 1974 19179 1837 14519 ¢ -~ = HE3SE . - 3,553.5
(. LN 1975 2,177.8 - 1,367.6 1,647.8°  3,0154 5490 5,7422°
: 7 1976 25570 . - 3.869.8 40721 ' .7.9419 | 6938 11,1928
, 197 31082 - 3hA3Z 7 14,7007 18,1240 1,0221 232513
”~ i i i
' : . : g « |
g mx/Mancopa, At.® 197 8am4 g TS "7533 - 14879~ 9,767.3
. 1975 78,1%6 " - 792.3 5,710.8 6,503.5 2,533 + 17,2364
, 1976 7.690 - \"ﬁ,\_ 9,340.4 9,8080 19,2384 29143 29,8435 |
. 1977 5,663, - 8,387.6 35,0000 433876 21932 51,2441
x ‘n‘@' ! 'h.d Mt " '
R L] "\rx .
“ ne . -7
, . B l.".“ — .
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% : TABLE S (Continued)
' . Surnmer
X Fiscal Public Service Employment Youth Total
, Prime Sponsor Yéar  Titlel'  EEA Titlell  Tite VI Total Program® | Allocation®
‘X CONSORTIA (continued) @ o @ ) ® . O ®
- Orange Co., Ca. 56487 15039  1.769.8 - 3.27347 - . 89224 %
. 7,732.4 - 1,637,0 . #1260 87631 14569 [ 17,9524 .
8,364 9 « 10934.2 10,2343 21,1685 , 1,842,7 | 31376.1
. ’ 10.180.9 - 103220  40,3193- 50,6417 27310 | 63,5536
- ' Rajeigh, NC’ 20756  (106.7) - - 106.7 21823
' 2,234.9 - - 7710 7710 3.684.8
1,574.7 - 2.116.7 2,1044 42211 6.526:4
<. . 1,799.9 - 1,098:0 55173 66153 9,214.3
. Pinellas/St Petersbutg, Fla. 21943 153.7 183 - - 2720 2,466.3
L 2,521.0 - 32.2 1,507, 1,540.0 4,7994
. . . 3,164.7 - 3,963.9 39818 17,9457 12,044.6
, ‘ 4,717.6 - 4,390.9 19,096.7 234876 29,589.6
L
- San Joaquin, Ca. 2,5179 10288 13463 - 2,375.] 4,893.0
\ i 2.883.9 - 1,130.3 1,4013 25316 6.424.9
. ©2,7826 - 3,141.3 31749 °© 63162 10,250.1
£y 28%6.1 ¢ - 32777 14,540.5  17.8182 21,851.7
L ~f  STATES , ,
o *Maine 78790  1.500.0° - 2,771 - 42711 12,150.1
ERIC - - 20911 - 26750 47976, 74727 £ 16,405.6
)
I '
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2cummer Youth cmbloymens funds for 1974 included Tlﬂc 1 figures.
Excludes allotments from State vocational edueation. manpower services, ihd plarinmg funds.
‘Topek; becsme Topcks-Shawnee Consortium in fiscal 1976.
l.ake County withdrew (rgm Cleveland Consortium n fiscal 1976, *

Phoenlx-and Maricops Coumty dlﬂnﬁdcd consoerium ta fiscal 1977, Figures for 1977 are for Phoenix only.

Ba.lanoe af Wake County withdrew from consortium 1o fiscal 1976.

Il :

w

) 1976 4,884.8 t 1,978.9 66534 146323 21242 216413
) . 1977 46313 5350.2 23,8961 29,2463  °1,99%.8 35,8834
*Arizona 1974 5.735.5 5729 140./5 ;s - 7134 - 6,448.2
' . 1975 5.162.0 - 400.5 L8126 2,2131-  2,5363 . 9.9114
- 4976 4.645.8 - 2.952.7 J 30343 59870 ( 13733 12,0061
‘ v 1917 45079 - 48850 | 21,3222 26,2002 15714 32,2865
*Notth Catolins 1974 4544 | Na - - - - 24,524.4°
) 1975 22,108.7 - 98.7 140917 14,1904 658.1 36,9572
1976 20,1173 - 33,491.0 70473 705443  9101.2  99.762.8
d 1977 24,6620 -7 7206139 7825015 103,154  10,7}4.0- 138,494
*Texas 4 y, 1974 22,7979 NA " ‘9140 - 9140 - 22719
1975 19.76831 - 636.6 88404, 94770 66176 358689
1916 16309 3 - 5,840.8 90917 14,9325 . ®7,30L.9 38,5437
@977 158763 ~ - 59914 37,3518 43,3432 69615 66,1810
Sourtc Employment and Trsining Adminstration, U.S. Department of Labor bt ’
! fiscal Year 1974 figures are obligstions for manpowsr programs torresponding with Titlc L. S .

Lumbcrlllld and Petobscut Counnes withdiew um balan.e of s1sie i fsval 1376, kencbe. and Hancw k Counties vhthdrew in fiscal 19‘?‘?.

?Does nol include EEA funds for fiscal 1978

*Halance of county orf stale, f . * . R i_ ’

{ ) Estimsted )

Note. Details may not add 16 101als duc 1o rounding Fiscsl 1976 figures cxclude transition quarter
- . 7 = ,

O 323

s

oy
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’61(7, Ind.

. Long Beach, Ca.

New York, NY
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‘Philadeiphia, Pa,
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Vi
Total
i
Total

H

Total .

b 1262 "1.596

189 .386
43

55..
, 31 . %k

110
“110

T 11»3

212

Fl
LT

w5, ,<

"'\l’l

. ) .
9 69 o W TMADSOL

- - 214 : :ﬂ e
9 ‘68
Cores g 43,106
- -« ., 4041 6807
71,981 _dﬁska 19907
[N f'ﬁ ‘.- L ..
:1,599

1,182

2,761 .

- li&’,’l

§97
L 2493,

54;‘, ssg

AR P
Sb?

3,112
14,653

Ty 17,765

739
2,t38

T 2,8M
AT

-

\1-|

v .-:‘

67"

Yor ‘n.

'f',. ‘—Gﬁ_ N ,a— >61

l:233 a-v. 22,8

595__

. 90
4'.?5
566

2,745,
T-13,81t
16,536

" 2,808
2,808

~288'

I

. 415

2401
13,171
15,51

2,023
2,023
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2 TABLE 6 CETA Public Service. Employmem Titles 1 and VT ‘§arnple Pnrne Sponsors. ,;_ &

Fiscal Years 1975 and 1976 . s an? L

o ) ‘Flical Yéar 1976 ' ”5? _

’ , - Fiscal Year 19% ' - : ? PPNy
Prigne Sponsors Tie  Sept30 Dec.3le Mar.31 fune3p  Sept.30 Déc. 31 Mar, ¥ “mne.a‘ﬁ ;
/ m ) ) @ ®»  ® = (D @ fsif AR '(‘ro).

243

104

66

11
"-.'-;307
13,318
1,034
14,352

C 30

-

2,740

a
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St. Paul, Mil:l]n.

Topeka, Ks? .

-

COUNTIES
Calhou.n. Mich

Chester, Pa

*Cook, 100

Loram. )0

RN

n NA 14

¥I ‘- -
Totat  NA 14°
11 S K 21
V] Y - I
Total 13 21
11 32 94
VI - -
Total 32 94
1§ I - -

Vi - . -
Total - -,
t 54 117
vl - -
Total 54 .- 117
i NA 12,
Vi - . -
Tofal NA 12

- 4

362

199
293 174
492 536
60 10
64 68
124 118
191 198
56 111
247 369
33 48
33 48
330 342
395 497
725 749
64 68
63 117
127 185
0y .
iyc
. 325

129
268
397 *

NA
NA
NA

14
122
246

77
17

268
478 |
746
{87
106
163

125

. 338
463

NA
NA
NA
19
167
186

123,

£23

5

863

‘868

80
16)
241

T127
485
612

NA

NA °

NA

-

19

1325
144}

178
178
1 8

1,001
1,009

30
Ky ¥l
357

T

.

129
514

643

NA

19
299
318

142
143

1,030
1,030

25

418
443

529
529
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TABLE§ (f}ominued)

Fiscal Year 1976

' \

Fiscal Year 1975 ‘l'l‘l:arismon
,Prime Sponsors ' Title Sept 30 Dec 31 Ma. 31 June 30 Sept. 30 Dec.31. Mar.31 June 30 ' Q'.larter;ﬁ.l
COUNTIES (continued) ) 3] ' (4) (5) (6) )] 8) (L)) (10) i
Middicsex. NJ n 62 175 584 583 465 130 130 651 , 734 1}
e . VI .- - 399 427 770 747 666 + , 96 -
' Total 62 175 ° 983 1,010 935 877 796 747 734
Pasco, Fla 1 10 36 50 40 3N e 2% , 16 18 . 132
Vi - - 47 52 9% 106 119 120 © -
Total 10 36 97 92 127 ¢ 132 135 138 132
» . ’ L4 . ¥
*Ramsey. Minn. i1 - - - - - - - - -
. Vi - - 23 % 63 69 3. 9¢ 35
Total - - 23 yal 63 . 69 73 90 3s
Stanistaus, Ca. ] 88 333 2 497 160 165 150 572 582
vl - - 149 204 . 510 550 554 89 32
Total 88 333 861 * 701 . 670 715 714 661 614

a xipuaddy
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*Union, NJ
i

CONSORTIA
Austin Tex.

Clevéland, 0.

”»
Kansas City, Ks.

ot

Lansing, Mich.

Phoemx/Mancopa, Ar

§1
Vi
Total

1l
pY ]
Total

1l
¥l
Total

]
vl
Total

1t
¥l
Total

14
Vi
Total

12
72
45

45 '

10

10

596
596

18

18
245
245
142

142

NA

NA

100
100

648
364
1,012

42
49
91

. 429
56
485

224
647
871

-

97
150

. 2817

4
e

114
553
£,267

67
187

487
89
576

204
™
9715

108
198
306

226
830
1,056

105 69
295 . 461
400 530
15 - 142
156 142
245 7
1,541 1,878
1,786 _, 1,955
43 44
) 304
215N\ 348
99
521 529
620 62
337 34
1,405 1,929
1,742 2,253

63
588

135
135
98

924
1,022

11
34
445

PEE]
189
466

NA

1,311
180
1.49%

38

505

+ 505
NA

NA
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TABLE 6 (Comtinued) =~ . -
. ' Fiscal Year 1976
¢+ Fuscal Year 1975 . Trahgtion
Prime Sponsors Tute  Sept. 30 Dec.31 Mar. 31 June 30 Sept, 30 Dec.31  Mar. 31 June 30 Q Quarter'
) 2 @ @ 5) (6) )] ® © 10
CONSORTIA {continued) . ‘ v .
Orange Co , Ca. I % 278 462 536 295 291 254 433, 920
Vi - - 641 703 1,178 1,266 1,308 958 514
’ Total « 76 278 1,203 1,239 1473 1,557 1,561 - 1,391 1434 7
Raleigh, NC* I - - - - 94 89 79 355
ch Vi - - 98 121 393 . .403 429 402 4
; ‘ Total - - 98 121 393 497 518 481 359
)
t L
Pucllas/ N+ Na NA 26 47 144 164 * 183 173 967
St. Petersburg, Fla. | Vi - - 191 232 734 802 875 42 -
Total NA NA 217 21 878 966 , 1,058 918 867
- . . - .
$an Joaquin, Ca. | 63 216, 410 397 126, 208 169 156 94 -
: . . ! - - 190 17 m 192 39 264 1
Total 63 216 600 568 508 600 565, 420 49§

W

r
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) bR ) .
. » K ) .
STATES @ .
‘- *Maine® -1 147 388 1,346 1,315 1,269 NA NA 443 NA
. Vi - - . 679 783 894 . 1,600 1,268 ° Na NA
v Total 147 a8 2,025 . 2,102 2,169  NA NA NA NA
*Arizona - I 10 Moo 1% 99 70 120 1% 7 580"
vl - - | 248 305,489 . 682 441 ‘NA
To Po 44 401 - 347 375, 609 878 . 520 NA
“*North Catolina 1 ¥A NA 45 43. 137, 1L,0S8 1,308 1427 3,346
. Vi - - 5,887 4,621 5946 . 6§29  6.858. 6,095 3LM45
Total ~NA NA 5932 4664 6083 | 6327 2166 7,522 6,591
* v " 1 L .
*Texas Son. % 397 4% 461 36 1 20 2 1,196 -
* vl o~ - 9k7 1,534 2,002 360 2,446 2,190 261
v - Total - 9% ° 397 1,423 1,995 2,038 511 2,667 2407 “1.457
ree: Em. lo¥ment and Training Administration, V.S, Department of Labor - \
»* fuly-Sept. 1976 % . * \ '
' “Topeks became Topcka-Shawme Consortium in figeal 1976, :
3Lakc County withdrew from the Clayeland Consortivm in fiscal 1976, ,
4 Batence of Wake County withdrew from the Raleigh Consortium in fiscal 1976,
Cumberland and Penobscot Counties withdrew from balance of statc in fiscal 1976.
*Balance of county or state. a . ¢
. . P ‘
. # ', .
“ ' ¥ i * »
\ -
4 . )
- r N ) .
b 3 K 9~ [ .
LA
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TABLE 7 Charactenistics of CETA Participants, U.S. Tolal for Fiscal Years 1975, 1976, and 1977, Compayed with
Parlicipants in Comparable Fiscal Year 1974 Programs (Percentages)

Manpower! PEP? y . !
Progms  Progiam  CETA Title| CETA Title Hl CETA Tiile VI
Charactersstics FY 1974 FY 1974  FY 1975 2 FY I9% FY 1977 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY1977  FY1975 FY 1976 FY 1977
o 2 ) @l () ® M @) @ 0 ay
Total Number 549,00 - 66,200 1,126,000 1,731,500 1.449.400 227,000 255,700 335,200 157,000 495200 575,500
Sex. Mals * 5 66 54 54 52 66 64 80 . 70 65 64
Female g ‘42 34 44 48 43 4 3% 40 30 35 35
Age. Under 22 83 2 82 57 .52 A 2. 20 21 22 20
2244 31 67 1§ 3% 4) 63 64 64 65 64 65
45 and,over ) 1 ; 7 8 13 14 15 14 14+ 15
1 * -
Yeats of School. - 2 d .
8orless 15 2 13 12 10 .8 8 i ‘B 8 8
9.1 51 a8 43 40 . 18 18- 15 18 18 19
12and ofer ~ 34 1y 9 35 - 50 n i 78 L7 74 7
AFDC 2 10 11 . 15 18 1 [ [ [ [ 10
Public Assistance 1 1 &‘\ 9 7 8 7 8
Ecapomically » " -...../ .
Disadvantaged 8% - 3 17 % * 78 48 4 48 44 4“4 85

1
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1€

e -
Race: White . 55 69 55 . 55 57 . 65 61 "n n 68 66 —l
4 r - 23 9 37 s 22 27 2 23 23 " 26
€ L -
Spanish Speaking 15 13 l? 14 14 16 12 8 .13 10 8
3 " -
Veteran: . L 2
* Kecently Separated  NA NA NA 2 3. NA 4 5 NA s - 7
Special 15 19 5 . 4 k1 1 10 7 i3 9 6.
Other N 4 5 .05 13 1l 1- bogs 12 1
— o~
Full-Time Student NA . Na 13! n ‘28 3 2 / 3 2 2
Labor Force Status: ' . o '
Unemployed 76° 9% 62 e 74 84 77 74 88 B2 BL
Underemployed 9 10¢ 4 s 5 8 7 6 6 6 3
Other* Jed M4, 25 21 8§ 16 pi | L 12 16
Receiving Unemploy- - . L .
ment Insurance s 7. 4 [ ] 12 i3 14 15 14 16
—~Bource: Employment and Teaining Adminlsteation, U.S Depsriment of Labor ' 4.
Yineludes MDTA-Institutional, JOP-QIT, N‘I'C in-lchool. NYC oupolgchool Operstion Mainstream. CEP, snd JOBS, Excludes OIC, SER CMP, Urban
Lzague, gnd Public Service Carecrs. R . ™
Exciudes entollees In PEP (Emergency Employment Act) Summer Y outh Program. [ 2
May be duplication between recentfy sepirated and specinl (Vietnam era) veterans.
*Emsloyed or not in the fabor force,
Excludes NYC in-schoot end JOBS enrolites for whom dats were not svailable. ! '
Note: Fiscal 1976 figures exclude the transitlon quarter, July-5¢pt. 1976. .
i . i v
oA - . M * t . P \ “
L] ) '
) .
- - h‘ . -
~ . k N 3 3 1 . ‘ B
' . Y F " < s
i T
: ~ o)
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TABLE Mh(aracteﬂsucs of Parud;pﬁflts n CETA Titles 1, I, and VI Sample Prime, Sponsors Fiscal Year 1976

1
(percenmges], s ‘
Bereemt of Toial - "
) Lo v AgEY Aged3  BYeun 12 Yearn T Veteams "
- - Particapants and nd of Leof * orMore of  Economicatly, Public Spanith Spechal
Prige Sponson Title (Cumolatives’  Femabs  Under  Over School School Dusdvan Astistarce  White  Blick  Amenctn  Veten Other
i T o/ ®m W ® ) KE) ® ®  am an
Gay Ind, 17 " adss %6 T 32 70 34 [ 90 50.4 108 884, 76 21 e
1 238 M9 26 M1 % 68 £12 %1, 23 68 851 6.8 &8 64
- VI - 488 W3c 26 1B go €33 9" .20 7 83 7.8 64 28
Long Besch, Ca 1 2,388 M2 s 12 55 08 . 98y 3 63F F3s 182 43 38
N N 48 wa_ o194 93 04 928 52 9.7 581 /318 N7 202 36
V1 629 e 123 a3 14 894 %0 202 655 1 %63 119 Ng 1490
x a '
New Yotk NY I 1608 807 s2% 61 106 a1 505 257 M2 0 303 3.2 14
o i 2428 B9+ 207 K2 55 £56 4 356 08 71 167 124 109
¥ 11346 7. 194 ap2 62 ° &4 40 , 201 1.3 s66 160 148 128
Phdadelphfs, Pa (T 1Y a1 65 22 71 %0 %0 “3 125 802 6.8 28 33
LI Aags e B35 s 42 &0 113 s 79 664 50 EEN T Y 8
JRERY VI 3960 194 49 30 36 637 640 @1 27 704 &0 3.2 129
St Paut, Myan 1 512 405 364 77 29 732 65.5 190 A 190 39 43 5.2
TR TF 43 21 90 a9 %3 352 s L 857 110 42 8% 80
vi 195 1ia 258 1) 423 1.2 %1 11 88 1.3 Bl
]
Topeka, Ks 7 _ 1 559 50 36 511 187 24 518 363 90 64 5.8
: i 170 8% 1t 809 %6 15¢ 53 340 33 10é 138
L - v 2% 54 " 32 79 \{12 140 186 w2 89 *, 2]; 6t
COUNTIES]
Calipun, ¥ | mw: 79 44 630 68 1 nr- 84 as3 ;‘: 52+ 44
. u 1377 201 52 86§ 153 r % B Y BT B 15 Il
' R Vi 161 121 59 782 06 ! u3 - 492 238 40 as "3

c . |
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ook, 1L

Lorm. O.

Middiowex N1 «

Pasess, Fla

+*Ramiey, Wno

Sfannlaet, Ca
"i.lnl.on.’ 3

L

CONSORTIA
Aumn.“l'_en.\:

1 S L4

it 51
it M

] -
1 508

- 1l Tace

vt s
-

- 1 £.014
n 45
VI 5u
. %17
n )
Vi 1068
135
n o
vl 1]

1 962
u L
vt -
116D
u 260 .
i a0
1 1.962
QI 14
vi 659
1 20
n
Vi 3%

L]
b

a7
373
412

49
Hus
EL 3

%3
579
ne

M4
L)
o

£ 6
%6
2%

503
500
456

Tazs

661
03

441
ny
469

£26

1372

197
$04
03
u)
406
24
03
46
117
196
e
166

w1

67 .

15 4

£18
34
U4

‘706

141
nz?

W00

45
157

19

(L]
19¢
Wi

74
124
By

43
198
153
172
29
04
28
6
9
69
78
44
ni
132
36

10 3

9&
1%
22

74
3]
39

65
£4

63-

153
$$
54

109
16
ER]

151
L)
05

69
2
54
&7
42
24
i

86

%9
B2
W2

50
812
503
723
409
801
800
54
06
853
43
933
980
%9
912
807
409
%8
183
%3

3

639
471
423

533
31
369

627
452
538

861
7.8
13

532
141
b1

838
5o
4718

615
632
652
£LS
3.7
395
B9 8

557

33s
HI B
6.2

148
16.5
71

123
07

L 149

330
6.9
71

6
e
9s
557
1t q
253
250
93
107
3
41
U0

12.2

[Y:3]
s
[} ]

Ha
402
66 4

493
59
61.8

6
815
8.7

8.7
953
88.2

919
933
95.5

80
889
B6 §
7
nr
439
G é

829

[

15
B
Jos

44.3
598
330

1
no

37
’

%1
182
170

145

634
9.2
493
7

133

'

a3

1]

4.7
98
.1

(3
15.5
44
L8

66

~

1.8
5.7

&8
9.8
1.5

58
14
2.9

18
64
s

1.8
14.1
19.9

23
&7
6.0

3.6
8.2
B6
12

10.6
50

a3

9
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'IZLBLES (Continved) o - . 5 ¢
[ Percent of Total
y M2l AgedS E¥ens  12Yan N Yewonns
Putxipian » od | oend orteof  of Moteof Ecopomicaly Puble 4 Spanish Spocizl
Prime Spomon Tide Comuiapve)’  Fedmale  Under  Ower School School Diadvanuped  Asstince  Whitt  Blak  Ametietn  Vetenn omer®
(w r]] (%)) ) {5 s 16) M 18 (9} ae  ay an’  an
CONSORTIA {continved) s .= .
Olercland, 0° T, 15:6;*‘1 425 437" 212 60 567 459 9 H$H1O55 104 4.3 kY]
n 1 154 190 0% .68 619 339 1824 528 467 17 50 o
2100 34 194 BT 87 s 207 166 0% 87 10 E | 1
Karats Ciy. Ko I g4 %56 478 38 54 592 0 79 - %0 626 124 6.0 6.1
] 104 21 260 36 23 538 48 163 327 663 4 §7 113
. vi 497 29 271 197 19 154 321 ns 618 34 19 73 142
Latuing. Mich 1 8336 i 1 424 22 .5 551 67 39.4 660 %35 117 43 4.8
P i 87 139 3 70 13 . 927 79 8.2 By 124 26 181 1.5
vi a1 " T T Y 63 18 880 96 109 812 101 N 39 154 36
Phoenix/Maecops. Ar | 0% 481 308 56 128 410 842 180 s B4 Y91 38 42
I 703 421 + 189 18 47 i 5.0 142 856 Il 2 e 1z
! Vi 3162 413 W1 120 32 a3 462 130 s 1Ls 0 LT TR )
Onnge Co. C2 o8 . 461 M 51 a3 M4 952 6 85 %5 49 5.7 20
w* 513 N2 10 130 23 58 390 161 wef 18 184 150 1.0
vi* 1364 318 153 143 Iz L899 M ¥ 04 51 144 151 9.1
“ »
Rakuh, NC? ¥ Las 490 64 38 108 %6 803 183 303 686 02 28 30
. " 122 574 WS 139 57 ¥ B4 66 815 3%.9 00 . 49 14
vi [17] s 172 167 131 602 89 L] 519 402 [ i 31 e -
Pincllas/ I 3386 09 " 4512 B 90 izl Mo 199 526 458 0.7 4.1 5.2
St Petenybarg, [} 355 M0 141 24 5.6 77 419 16.9 637 388 on 70 144
' vt LI B4 w5 0 66 121 336 154 §90 101 68 174

0.7




. Sm.lu&ln.(‘a N 8.759 EL %1 164 ns 3B %4 ar kER] 129 6.8 24 23
* 1] 590 55.6 200 13 0?r 201 50 HEE FiE) 164 ~"288 840 183
+ M . Vi (13 “®.1 180 3, 22 LR 41.0 29.6 s 11.2 1.3 11 1%.4
. STATES 4 -
-~ Matne | 1w 428 £ 12 g3 [SX 957 F1) 9.5 04 01 61 18
. 1 2,207 352 13} 193 4 R3] wo 63 w1 02 00 T2 01
' vi 2663 M7 114 1o . %9 LR 933 &5 9L 02 00 A | 16.4
. -
*Anzoos 1 5793 476 636 67, 124 4k 2 2 7S 50 54 219 2.9/' 37
LI 363 y 386 “ f02 7 2 681 180 Bs [ 24 31 74 10.7
Vi 1332 B4 43 142 Ta ms a0y It 4 83 6.4 M2 .6 13.7
. e "Neoh Curolim I £5.285 <41 B3 51 166 e 617 01 36 537 0.2 1.3 49
b n* 189 ne ns 142 b9 610 M 57 <31 i, 04 12 16.2
~n Vi 11.157 37T 7] 146 126 2] 381 — 4.8, 65 4 £y 04 12 14,
f
5 *Texas, 1 2,231 456 610 &2 18 80 w08 198 2% Mo 8B .9 s
n 1] 361 Ml 173 Wt 5540 1T 131 B3y 89 614 64 13
! L] 5061 354 82 163 158 61 uo W18 196 1% 2 52 T 8.3
ves Quksenty 5 My of Client Chaigt Eenploymans and Trainlag Adminurafion. U3 Deparement of Laves
FThiceth June 30,1976
Receatly aperatad nol incty ded Bocw REsres Py overlap sPeul vaietans !
N 3Topeka becemss Topeia-Shawnet ConsorIUM ip zad 1576 . ! -

Lot County withdrew from the Clerelind Cant

L Charectertstics for i fourth Jueeien of fucal 1973

*Chetacrerisnics for the third quarie of face) 1574

? Balanes of Wake County withdrew from the Raleigh Consortium wn fiscel 1976

PCumbartand and Penobecot Counties wathdrew flom balsnte of taiean fucal 1976
‘ * Balance of coansy of sibne

™I 1974

e - 7 ‘
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o TABLBY Status of Terminated CETA Partcipants, Titles I, 11, and VI, S3ample Prime Sponsors, Fiscal Year 1976
' L N L) .
) . + Percentage of Terminations’ R
. . Lt Entered Employment ” ’

) — Indrviduals - Direct Indirect Obtained Other  Non-

Prime Sponsors Title Setved’ Termenated Total Placement  Placement  Employment  Positive  Positive

- n @ W @ 35) (6} ) 8)
CITIES . 4 {
* Gary, Ind. 1 4485 3,504 1721 48 12, 0.2 301 529
. : Il 235 174 18.4 4.6 13.2 0.6 72.4 ‘9.2
. ¥ 488 245 355 13 0.6 1.6 9.4 50.2
&_ *
) Long Beach. Ca. i 2,588 1.956 49,5 - 439 *5.6 a2 193
H 248 182 29.1 - 264 2.7 55.5 154
i 629 388 28.6 - 252 ‘3.3 36.3 5.0
«  New York, NY | 81,605 ’ 61,99% 21.8 7.4 123 2.1 S4.5£ 23.7
I 24,253 10,935 1] - 0.7 7.2 221
. Vi -17.946 16,912 S 44 - " 31 1.3 » 64.5 3t.o
f *
3 ? 3 O Philadelphia, Pa, I 17,194 14,958 L8 208 9.0 1.9 M3 309
Q . | 4,493 1,753 | L7 - 1.6 93.6 4,8
ERIC i 3,360 3,960 1.2 ’ L2 8,
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St. Paul, Minn.

Topeka, Ks.?

COUNTIES

Cathoun, ‘M:ch.

. Chester, Pa

*Cook. 111

Loran, O

gl —

i
vl

1}
vl

I
Vh,

1
vl

5772

213
678

1.262

%4
313

1600
174
477

1.764

279

5.081-

468
1.528

1.014
145
574

2905
164
1.105

66
153

1.286
14
178

1455
137

3656
46
49
12

156

47.0
44.0
482w
$5.1
483
383
21.3
30.3
96
51.8
35.8
402
3138

8.3
256

20.0
3.2
13.0
8.6

14.7

20.3

15.5
35.5

17.2
12.1
s
2.7
9.0
6.0
24.8
13.7°

5.5
27.1

M11.2

2.5
10.9

*

+

52.0
725
314

15.1
20.2
19.5

36.3
42.4
49.0

48.7
10.9
56.1

1.7
zt
4.1

18.2
510

e’

159.2
42.9
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= TABLEY (Continued) .
] . Percentage of Terminations® . -
f) o " Entered Employment
' Tndmdials © 7 Direct Indrect Obtained  ° Other  Nom-
Prime Sponsors Title Served! Terminated Towl Placement Placement Employment  Positive  Positive
. C‘.‘OUNTIES(connnued) ) (2) . 3 (4) %) ) D .®
Mrgdlesex, NJ 1 2194 % 1,374 46.4 1.0 35.1 43 21.1 324
1 750 129 1.0 - 124 18.6 40.3 287
vi 1068 " 972 19.7 - o 1% 594 10
- . .
Pasco, Fla. r’ 3,511 2,263 41.3 172 2.8 2.4 - ~ 1.1 474
. o b4 46 457 - 36,9 87 30.4 23.9
vi 211 91 54.9 31.9 23.0 44. 406
*Ramsey, Minn . { 20.0 «11.1 'I.S,( 69.0 1.0
H - - - - - . - -
‘\\ vl 201 1t 17.1 18.9 . L4823 e
135 Stamglaus, Ca 1 3627 2,780 238 189 49 315 - 447
Q I 280 ¢ 124 629 416 i5.3 16.1 21.0
vi 840 75, 20. 138 .° 48 581 21.3

-
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Austin, Tex

OQeveland, 0%

- r
Kansas City, Ks.»

Lansing, Mich.

L3

.

Phoenix/Marnicopa, Ar

1

1l -+

¥1

1

Y

.

I}
Y

Vi

1]
¥

n
Y1

1.962
142
" 659

2,048

350

15,879
1.609
2,110

V2428
104
492

8,526
387
85T

8,026

703
3.162

h

1.603
79
134
™
1,703
215
11.738
1511
1.186
1.831

118

5.331

292
527

6,134~
414
1.289

3

228
8.9

12.7

381 o -

319
60.0

281
81
278

523
424
229

292
123
343
4.1

229
324

JJ

8.7
5.1
328

154,

544
5.9
6.0

2.9

33.2
26.3

152 °

6.6
8.9
18.2

279
229
324

14
38
5.2
14
56
1.7
38

* 151
26
1.7

16.1

61.6
494
149

31.5
2.8
24.1

%0°
590 -

76
12.1

24.8
n7
30.6

29.4
4240
20.2

‘155

41.8
47.0

306
37.2
a8
15.9
13.1
a0.1
454"
75.4
45.9

35.1

2%

35.0
47.3
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TABLE9 (Continued - ' J
! ~ !
Lo . ) ) Percentage of Terminations® X
. - Entered Employment ‘
Indinduals . Direct Indirect Obtajned Other- None
Prime Sponsors Title Served' Terminated Toial Placement Placement Employmént  Positive Posiu’ge
CONSORTIA (continued) (1) @ 3 ) y (5} ®) . ®
LY * . N |‘|
. ¥ . .
Qrange Co., Ca. i 7,717 6.515 58.2 315 4.9 L7 206 '\ 1.2
) I 24 2017, A7 - 102 16 3L Y 380
vl 2.155 1,197 ‘33-.4 - 19.3 14.1 . - 310 1] 56
Raleigh. NC* T, 1,887 1,430 12.3 - 6.2 6.0 68.9 | 18.8
n 122 . 43 349 - 93 . 5.6 4.6 / 60.5
. -— ’ vl 682 280 36.1 - 15,0 2.1 6.4 515
. - . ’ - ) -
Pinellas/St. Petersburg, Fla. | 3,356 1,439 309 13.6 4.2 13.0 - 30.0 39.1
| 355 2 44.5 - 6.9 17.6 4.9 50.5
Vi 1411 669 45.7 - 296 16.1 4.0 50.2
- ] ¥
L, 20 San Joaquin, Ca. I 8,759°.  6.860 34 1456 58 10.9 121 6.5
- il 590 434 159 - %7 6.2 689 152
ERIC , Vi 687 423 00 - 163 % 133 M7 - 243

. k]




) STATES

*Maine® N 3399 2,709 , 534 0S5 478 5.0 1.3 353

s 1 2,201 1.764 252 - 194 5.1 51.5 3.4

vl 2,663 2,663 _ 4.9 - * 6.8 8.1 . 449 40.2

*Arizona 1 5.793 4,733 . 248 56 . 12.0 6.9 41.0 34.5

. n 363 284 19.7 - 1.7 12.0 66.5 13.7

Vi 1,332 ~89 28 6 0.2 20.0 . B4 30.8 40.6

. ) A '

ﬁ *North Carolina 1 15.285 - 7.565 23.4 . 02 6.8 14.5 9.4 67.3-

— i1 " 899 1472 . 299 - 2.2 27.6 . " %0 61.0
Vi 1K157 5.062 293 4 - 1.2 28.0 . 8.8 61.9 "

A *Texas 1 26,231 . 22,853 24.9 9.2 106 &0 - 61.8 13.3
~ ! 861 644 34.2 2.0 18.3 13.8, , 33.7 32.1,_\,t

VI 35,061 2,871, 493 23 24.9 2.1 94 413

. ?ource Quutgrfy Progress Reports, Emplo¥ ment end Tramng Administration. U.S, Department of Labor M
Through June 30, 1976, .o . R -
* 2¢olumn heading definitions: - .

Direct Placement —placed in unsubsidized employment after recemng only outreach, intake, and referral serm':'a'./
Indirect Placement —placed in unsubsidized cmploy ment after recerang trading. employ ment, or other man power services.
* Obtsined Employment—obtained employ ment through other means.
wther Posinive —enrotied 1n sy houl, entered acmed furs 63, transterred 1o another Manpuwel progrem ot sompleted pmg:urn objestive but +'
< did not enter entploy ment. b N
- Non-Posttlve—left program for other reasons™—- '
- % ATopeka became Topeka- Shawnee Consortivm in fiscal 1976, ., ., . .
3 ke County withdrew from the Clevclangd Consortum in fiscat 1976. N
$Balance of Wake County withdrew from the Raleigh Consortivm in fiscal 1976. .
. SCumberland and Penobscot Countits withdrew from State program in fiscal 1976, b
. ‘.Bnlaqce of county or stste. ' - p . -

L3
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. TABLE 10 Characteristic§ oﬁPers:ons Served, Terminated, and Entered Employment, U.S. Tatles I, ll,atid V1, Fiscal 1976

L3

(Percentages) ' [
- i Tuel” Title 11 Title VI - "
‘ . ’ Entered Entered Enteted
- Individuzis  Termu-  Employ- Individuals Termr  Employe Individuals  Termi- Employ‘—‘
Charactenstics Served' nations  ment Served' hatiohs * ment Served’ nations ment
Sex: Male 54 5" 56 84 64 . s; 85 67 67
Female - - 44 45 43 36 36 31 35 33 33 .
Age. 21 and undet 57( 59 40 2 22 20 22 2 2
*2244 » 35 35 51 64 " 65 ’ 68 64 " 65 68
45 apd over 7 6 9 14 . 13% 1 T 14 12 11
iiducatson Flyearsor fess - 55 i 57 38 26 25 21 26 '23
12 years 33 7 3t . 45 . 42 43 44 43 43 44
over 12 yedrs A2 t" 12 17 32 32 35 . 3t 30 33

- o




‘ . V\ * .

. . Family Income: . T X # ’
, - AFDC 15* 14 9 "4 + . 6 "5 6 6§ S .
. Economwally Dlsadvantaged 76 75 ', 66 47 45 43 - 44 45 38
. . .Race. White e 3 56 64 ~ 6L - 65" 15 68 67 18
" .. Black 37 37 29 . w1c % s .3 23 T K
' ~ e ' oy ) N .
. Spanish Speaking ¥ i4 /(14 14 12 10 9 10 11 o
£ Veterans: ¥ e ' — - oo - )
. W Recently Separated | 2 2 3 4, 3 5 5 5
Special 4 3 5 L 10 10 . ’9, 9 10
Other 5 4 6 1 1 12 89 12 .12 12
. T, . L . 4
’ . LaborForce Status. . . - i . . ‘ - )
Unemployed 70 67 . 8l k| 81 82 82 81 85
: Underemployed and Other 30 32 19 23 19 17 18 A8, 15 ¢
o \’_,_. Source. Employment and Training Admlmstrauon, us. Depat ment of Labor . \
Through June 30, 1976, . %
- - ° T . A
- a‘-.!l:.-:‘g;, ' ) ‘-v
" . N B )
] "" ¥
] ‘ " .
t “ ‘. .
. L4 . y . . % v . -~
o . . '
NN S - C. ‘ C N
. N . . * - f) -
. .o @ I 3 4 L ¢
R . s . ~ . "
\)‘ 1 . : X * . ' .
E MC . . . * - - ) . . . PN ! ’
: e = - :
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