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CONTEXT OF THIS VOLUME
This is one in a series of volumes produced by the JTPA EVALUATION DESIGN PROIJECT.

PURPOSE AND PHILOSOPHY

The purpose of this project has been to develop a set of evaluation tools that are useful to states and local service v -
areas (SDAs) in judging the way their JTPA programs are being managed and the impact they are having. The int... -
has been to base these analytic and managerial tools on sound program concepts and research methods, and to e
them such that the information obtained is of practical and direct use in improving JTPA policies and programs ar t -
state and local level. This kind of information is also expected to make a unique contribution to national training polis
and Federal oversight of JTPA.

It is hoped that these volumes will stimulate and support state and local evaluation efforts in JTPA, and promote more
consistency than in previous programs with respect to the issues studied and the miethods used to invastigate them. An
important goal is to encourage the generation of complementary information on program implementation and impact
that is comparable across states and SDAs. Comprehensive, comparable information is essential to the development of
a valid and reliable knowledge base for resolving problems and improving programs. It is also required for adjusting na-
tional training strategies to changing needs and priorities at the state and local level.

PRODUCTS

Consistent with this purpose and philosophy, the project has produced a set of materials to assist states and SDAs in
evaluating their programs. These are to be useful in planning, designing and implementing evaluation activities. As an
integrated collection, each set is developed to support comprehensive evaluations over the JTPA planning cycle.

The careful tailoring of these materials to state and local users is appropriate. JTPA represents a new employment and
training policy shaped not only by the experience of managers and the perspectives of employers, but by scientific assessments
of previous approaches for addressing unemployment, poverty and other barriers to economic security. In this context,
the value of JTPA programs is also expected to be judged. In fact, the Act’s assessment requirements are more explicit
and sophisticated than those of any employment and training legislation to date. It clearly distinguishes between monitor-
ing activities, whose purpose is to determine compliance (such as with performance standards) and evaluation activities,
whose purpose is to determine how a program is being managed and implemented, and the kinds of effects it is having
on recipients and relevant others. Equally significant, new constitutencies are expected to make these more rigorous
assessments. States and SDAs now have this important responsibility. It is the first time in the history of employment
and training programs that the Federal government’s evaluation role has been significantiy reduced.

This change affords states and local areas opportunities to influence public policy. It also requires them to assume new
oversight responsibilities. Program evaluation is expected to become an integral part of the management of organizations
administering, planning and delivering public training services. This is as it should be. The more information available
at these levels, where changes in organizations can most readily be made, the more effective the management of JTPA
programs. This project was undertaken in that context.

The evaluation tools produced by the project have been developed with a sensitivity to the differing needs. interests
and resources of state and local users. They have been packaged into a singlc comprehensive and integrated set of volumes
called JTPA Evaluation at the State and Local Level. The set contains planning and evaluation guides and issue papers.
The following volumes are available in the set:

Voirme _ Author
I: GOverview Project Team
II: A General Planning Guide Deborah Feldman
III: A Guide for Process Fvaluations David Grembt vski
111 Supplement: Some Process Issues at the State Level David Grembowski
IV: A Guide for Gross Impact Evaluations Carl Simpson
V: A Guide for Net Impact Evaluations Terry Johnson
VI: An Implementation Manual for Net Impact Evaluations Terry Johnson
VII: Issues Related to Net Impact Evaluations
A. Issues in Evaluating Costs and Benefits Ernst Stromsdorfer
B. The Debate Over Experimental vs. Quasi-Experimental Approaches Ann Blalock
VIII: MIS Issues in Evaluating JTPA David Grembowski

NOTE: Although each of the discrete products listed above is the responsibility of a single author, each seeks to incor-

porate the results of professional peer review, the many excellent recommendations of the adviscry group, and the ideas
and suggestions of the numerous practitioners interviewed in the process of developing these materials.
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To further qualify these volumes, Volume [{] is accompanied by a supplement for state vsers. This is consistent with
the significant differences between states and SGAs in the kinds of process issues that are most essential tc study. The
volume on net impact evaluations is sufficiently technical, because of the statistical methods involved, that a practical
manual has been written to accompany it. This guide and manual tend to be more appropriate for states, since relatively
large sample sizes are required for analysis. However, they are equally useful to larger SDAs and consortia of smaller
SDAs which may want to jointly study the net impact of their programs. Regional evaluations, for example, can be very
productive in providing management information relevant 1o regional labor markets. Although there is a separate issue
paper on evaluating costs anc benefits, this issue is also covered in the gross impact and net Impact guides. In this respect
the user benefits from three related but different approaches to this important element of program evaluations. Also
the user should be aware that the Appendix of Volume II includes A Report on a National/State Survey of [ ocal J TPA
Constituencies. This survey was carried out by Bonnie Snedeker, with *%e assistance of Brian O'Sullivan, to provide addi-
tional input from practitioners to the development of the planning and process evaluation guides. :

In conclusion, several expectations have directed the development of these volumes:

THE GUIDES

The General Planning Guide
This guide is to assist users in planning, funding and developing an organizational capacity 1o carry out process, gross
outcome, and net impact evaluations and to utilize their results. Separate state and local versions are available,

The Evaluation Guides )
These volumes are to have the following characteristics:

= The guides are to complement one another.

*They are to provide information on program management and other characteristics of program implementation, which
can:

—Describe the way in which administrative, managerial and service delivery policies and practices operate 1o affect
outccmes, as a set of interventions separate from the program's services.

—Pinpoint the source, nature and extent of errors and biases for which adjustments must be made in gress and net
impact evaluations.

—Help explain the results of gross and net impact evaluations.

*They are to provide information on aggregate gross outcomes, and outcomes differentiated by type of service and
type of recipient, which can:

—Describe relationships between certain implementation modes and service strategies, and a broad array of client and
employer outcomes.
—Help explain the results of net impact evaluations.
—Suggest the more important outcomes that should be studied in net impact evaluations.
—Help sort out those aspects of implementation that may be most critical to study in process evaluations.
*They are 1o provide information on net impact (the program’s return on investment), which can:

—Closely estimate the effect of the program's services on clients.
—Suggest which services and client groups are most important to study in broader but iess ngorous gross impact studies.
—Help identify the decision points in program implementation (particularly service delivery) which may be most
important to study in process evaluations.
C_The guides are to enable the user to carry out comprehensive assessments of JTPA programs.

*They are to allow the user to acquire several different perspectives on the same program within a particular time period:
on program implementation, on outcomes for clients and employers and on net impact.

*They are to permit the user to interrelate these different kinds of information to gain a wider understanding of what

is happening in a program and why.

~—The guides are to describe approaches and methodologies as consistently as possible, to achieve comparability.
*They are to define variables and relationships as similarly as possible.
*They are to define resezrch designs, and metheds of data collection and analysis using as similar concepts as possible.
ZThe guides are to draw from past research on employment and training programs, as well as seek new approaches and
metiiods of specific value in evaluating JTPA at the state ay : local level.

*They are 1o replicate, to the extent possible and feasible, the issues and measures reflected in Federal monitoring and
evaluation decisions.

*They are to make selective use of the results of 12levant CETA studies, national studies of JTPA, and issue papers
on JTPA evaluation by national public interest organizations in the employment and training area.

*They are 1o rely on the professional literature in applied social research.
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THE ISSUE PAPERS

Volume VII contains two issue papers which serve as companion pieces to the preceding volumes on net impact evalua-
tion. The first paper on cost-benefit issues is designed to help users identify, measure and analyze relationships between
monetary and nonmonetary costs and benefits in determining the program’s return on investment. The second paper ex-
amines the pros and cons of different research strategies associated with the net impact approach. The final volume on
MIS issues is to assist users in better understanding how JTPA and other employment and training management informa-
tion systems can efficiently support the evaluation of program implementation and impact.

THE SET OF VOLUMES

The set is intezrated, but affords flexible use. The user can utilize the entire set for comprehensive evaluations over
a two-year planning cycle or longer planning period, or the user can apply the information in each volume independently,
based on the most pressing evaluation priorities and timeframes and given the extent of resources, during a particular
fiscal year or biennium. -

It should be understood that although evaluation products have been developed for JTPA, their basic principles and

methods can be applied more broadly by states and local areas to evaluate other employment and training programs and
other social programs.
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WHY SUBCONTRACT

Previous studies of CETA show that subcontracting has twin benefits. [9]
First, prime sponsors that subcontracted all services usually had better
goal achievement than prime sponsors who previded all or part of the
programs directly. Second, prime sponsors subcontracting all services
also had higher placements and lower costs than prime sponsors providing
all or some services, assuming competent subcontractors existed in the
community. In short, the greater the level of subcontracting, the
greater the performance (as measured in terms of goal achievement,
program costs and placements).

These findings might be surprising to some people. We might have
expected that providing most services directly to clients, where staff
control is greatest, would result in better performance. Some of the

following advantages of subcontracting suggest why it has worked so well
under CETA:

* Subcontracting encourages the efficient aliocation of SDA

resources. The SDA can choose where to put its funds among
competing subcontractors.

The SDA can spread its risks across different agencies. In
contrast, if one part fails in the service provider SDA, the
entire SDA may perform poorly.

For SDAs providing services through satellite offices, this
arrangement helps train managers.

The SDA can easily develop new programs (through the RFP
process) or cancel programs that perform poorly.

Perhaps most importantly, subcontracting allows SDAs to
concentrate on its mission component (gual setting,
planring, monitoring performance), while subcontractors
perfect service delivery operations, or the work component.
In other words, this allows each organization to specialize,
and with increased specialization comes the usual increases
in effectiveness and efficiency.

Qf course, SDAs may have their own, practical reasons for subcontracting:
a large number of competent agencies may exist in the community; the SDA
may have inkerited CETA staff, who administered contract programs; SDA
staff lack skills for running training programs; or local agencies may
put pressure on the SDA and local government to subcontract services.
A1l of these factors influence SDA and PIC choices to consider
subcontracting their services.
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One fall, a small cricket found himself becoming colder and
colder with each passing evening as the weather turned
wintery. So he went to the wise old owl of the forest and
said to him, "Oh wise old owl, please tell me what to do.
The weather is getting colder and every evening I shiver and
shak.y with the cold. If I don't do something soon, I know I
will soon freeze to death. What can I do?"

"The answer to that is simple," said the wise old owl.

"Just turn yourself into a grasshopper, and hibernate for
the winter."

"But how can I turn myself into a grasshopper, oh wise old
owl?" asked the cricket.

Replied the owl, "Humph, don't bother me with the details.
I've given you the principle. You implement it."

Mary Ann Scheirer
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

With passage of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) in 1982, Congress
Created new principles for organizing and operating the nation's largest
employment and training program. States would assume a greater
administrative role. Services to the economically disadvantaged would be
provided through local "service delivery areas" (SDAs). New partnerships
would be formed between the private sector and state and local govern-
ments. Performance standards would be enforced. With the new
principles, however, came very few details on implementing JTPA. No
"how-to" books or other resources existed to guide implementation.
States and SDAs soon realized that they were "on their own," and that
successful implementation of JTPA would be a learning process as they
ventured into new administrative territory.

This is, in essence, what evaluation is, a learning process, that can be
used to improve JTPA performance. Formally defined, evaluation is the
collection and analysis of information by various methods to determine
the effectiveness and efficiency of JTPA activities. 1In its simplest
form, evaluation involves carefully examining JTPA to identify program
elements that do and do not work, at what cost and for what reasons. In
short, evaluation helps decision-makers pinpoint and understand the
conditions associated with program success and failure. As such, it is a
management tool.

When these conditions become known, implementing the conditions necessary
for effective and efficient service delivery becomes possible. If state
and local evaluations of JTPA were conducted nationwide, they would
likely indicate that substantial program variation exists across service
delivery systems, making simple blanket endorsements ("it works") and
wholesale rejections ("it doesn't work") less appropriate and meaningful.

However, many states and SDAs are unprepared to conduct evaluations of

JTPA programs. Prior to JTPA, few states and local areas had performed
evaluations of their employment and training programs. If each agency

2 15
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independently developed its own evaluation design, much duplication of
effort and inconsistency in the designs might result. To correct this
situation, the National Commission for Employment Policy funded the
Wash'ngton State Employment Security Department to develop evaluation
designs for use at the state and local level. The designs are intended

to provide guidance and some uxiformity to JTPA evaluation efforts across
states and local areas. [36]

IMPACT EVALUATION

In this project and most program evaluations, two types of evaluations
may be conducted, impact and process. As its name implies, impact
evaluations determine the results, or outcomes, produced by the program.
Congress has defined three major outcomes for JTPA: increased employ-
ment, increased earnings and reduced welfare dependency (S5ec. 106).
Congress also has mandated that a fourth outcome, retention in un-
subsidized employment, be used in judging the success of the program.

In an impact evaluation each outcome can be examined in three different
ways: proximate, final and distributive. Proximate outcomes refer to
the immediate results of program efforts. For example, proximate
outcomes for a welding training program might include getting a job after
training, or getting a job in welding or a related specialty. Final
outcomes refer to the long-term results of the program--for example,
whether an individual is still employed with increased earnings one year
after training. Positive proximate outcomes do not show conclusively -
that a participant has improved his or her long-run earning capability.
However, their presence does suggest that individuals are progressing
toward stable employment, while their absence may indicate Tlittle
progress toward longer-run benefits.

The last type is distributive outcomes, which define proximate and final
outcomes for specific target groups (e.g., welfare recipients,
minorities, etc.) or geographic areas (e.g., rural vs. urban).
Distributive outcomes reflect equity issues in service delivery (i.e.,
who receives the benefits of the program) and are a source of variation
useful in explaining program outcomes. Congress has defined JTPA's two
chief distributive outcomes: among eligible applicants, (1) services
should be provided to those who can benefit from, and who are most in
need of, such opportunities; and (2) services should be distributed
equitably among substantial segments of the eligible population
(Sec. 141).

Outcomes may be measured at the completion of training (proximate), one
year after training (final) or for distinct groups of participants, such
as the handicapped (distributive,. By themselves, these measures are
commonly known as '"gross outcomes," or simple percentages, totals or
averages describing JTPA performance. Most SDAs monitor gross outcomes
of participants, but monitoring alone cannot identify which services
produce the best outcomes. By performing a "gross impact evaluation," an
SDA can determine the relative effectiveness of each service in achieving
JTPA outcomes.

16



Gross outcomes, however, may be the result of a variety of factors, such
as the services participants receive in JTPA, the education or job
history of participants prior to entering JTPA, or changes in a Jocal
economy. The central aim of an impact evaluation is to differentiate
among these alternative causes to isolate and measure those participant
outcomes produced by JTPA alone. The latter measures are known as "net
outcomes," and evaluations estimating these service effects on outcomes
are known as "net impact evaluations."

Thus, while gross outcomes merely document program results produced by
any number and variety of factors, net outcomes pinpoint results caused
by the program. The) efore, net outcomes are a more accurate measure of
program achievements than gross outcomes.

PROCESS EVALUATIONS

Impact evaluations provide only part of the information needed in program
evaluation. By their methods, outcome evaluations often treat programs
as "black boxes": what goes on inside the program (or box) to produce
the results is rarely assessed. Thus, while impact evaluations inform us
about the results produced by the program, they rarely explain why the
results were found. Precess evaluations (also known as implementation
assessments, or evaluations of program implementation) fill this know-
ledge gap by analyzing the processes that produce program results. The
common aim of most process evaluaticns is to describe the black box--to
specify the interventions and implementation strategy that caused the
program's outcomes.

In a process evaluation, different questions are asked depending on
program outcomes. In general, programs may have the three possible
outcomes listed on the left in Exhibit 1. These are translated, on the
right, for JTPA.

EXHIBIT 1
JTPA OUTCOMES
OUTCOME JTPA

I. Positive/beneficial effect Increased employment
Increased earnings
Reduced welfare dependency

II. No effect No change in employment,
earnings, or other outcomes
III. Opposite, negative effect Increased welfare dependency
than that intended Reduced earnings

Reduced employment

17



For programs with positive outcomes, the key question in a process
evaluation is "What worked?" [18,36] Little is gained from measuring the
outcomes of a program that cannot be described. Knowing why a program
works can assure its continued success in the tuture, while also helping
other SDAs duplicate the program in their own jurisdictions.

For the remaining two outcomes in Exhibit 1 (no effect and negative
effects), process evaluations can help decipher the reasons for in-
adequate achievement. While somewhat simplified, programs fail to
achieve their objectives for two reasons. [27] First, the program's
services may not work as intended. In general, programs provide services
to achieve a result. The typical reasoning is along the Tines of, "If we
do X now, then Y will result," where X is a service and Y is the intended
outcome. These '"if-then" vrelationships are known typically a3 a
program's "“theory of cause and effect.” In JTPA, Congress has authorized
a number of participart services (Sec. 204). Congress reasoned that if
participants received these services, they would achieve increased
employment and earnings and reduced welfare dependency. No iron-clad
guarantee exists that JTPA's theory of cause and effect will work. If
Congress' theory is wrong, the services that participants receive may not.
produce intendec results (as listed in Exhibit 1).

A second reason why some programs fail is faulty implementation. This
can happen in two ways. First, the wrong means of implementation may be
chosen. That is, programs can fail simply because their implementation
strategies do not work in the field. Second, a program with a sound
implementation strategy may still fail if it is not implemented as
intended. Issues such as these are a primary focus.

Congress has defined the major elements of JTPA's implementation

strategy. Some of these elements are listed below. (See Appendix A for
a more detailed discussion of the.e elements).

* Decentralization (or transfer) of responsibility from

the federal 1level to the state and 1local 1levels.

A statewide service delivery system composed of the
state, SDAs, subccntractors and coordinating agencies,
each having its own responsibilities in the system.

Public-private partnership: The State Job Training
Coordinating Council and the Private Industry Council.

Performance standards.
Incentive and technical assistance funds.
Coordination criteria.
Eligibility standards.

The 40 percent youth allocation and the 70/30 percent
adult allocation of Title II funds.
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The 1ist cenveys Congress' thinking about how JTPA should work. Under
the Reagan administration, JTPA was one of several programs where re-
sponsibility was transferred from the federal level to states and local
areas. Performance standards were established for two reasons: (1) to
assure state and Tocal accountability for public funds; and (2) to assure
that JTPA's major outcomes--increased empioyment and earnings and
reductions in welfare dependency--would be archieved. Mechanisms were
also created to assure that JTPA's distributive outcomes would be
achieved. Eligibility standards were imposed to limit entry to those
most in need. Funds were allocated to specific groups, such as youth,
adults and older workers. In addition, coordination plans and criteria
were introduced to expand the scope of services available to JTPA
participants. Incentive and technical assistance funds were also
included to assure high levels of performance across SDAs. Clearly, many
implementation decisions were left to states, SDAs, subcontractors and
coordination agencies. However, these decisions are always made within
the broader implementation strategy imposed by Congress. Like JTPA's
services, no iron-clad guarantee exists that JTPA's implementation
strategy will work as Congress intended. Furthermore, no guarantees

exist that states, SDAs and subcontractors can implement JTPA as Congress
intended.

In short, JTPA is a giganitic, national experiment in employment and
training policy. Congress created JTPA in response to serious unemploy-
ment probiems. JTPA's services are the experiment's treatment, or
intervention; JTPA's implementation strategy prescribes how these
services should be provided. Will the experiment produce results
intended by Congress?

Programs are successful when good theory and good implementation combine
*2 produce intended outcomes, as shown in cell 1 of Exhibit 2 below. [24]
Programs with good implementation may still fail under a bad theory (cell
number 2), Jjust as bad implementation may destroy an otherwise
theoretically sound intervention (cell number 3). When theory and
implemenation problems occur separately, they may be corrected in some
cases to produce positive outcomes. When both occur simultaneously, the
choice is simple, discard the program (cell number 4).

EXHIBIT 2
REASONS FOR PROGRAM SUCCESS AND FAILURE

THEORY OF CAUSE AND EFFECT
("Service Strategy")

G00D BAD
GOOD 1. No problem 2. Theory (policy)
(program success) problem
IMPLEMENTATION
STRATEGY :
BAD 3. Implementation 4. No problem
(control) problem (discard
program)
6
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In an SDA process evaluation our first concern is defining an SDA's
service strategy (or thecry of cause and effect) and implementation
strategy in greater detail. A useful way of doing this is to construct
models of program operations at the SDA level. A model of a program's
service strategy defines the sequence of events in a program's inter-
ventions, or treatments, and how they are linked to produce program
results. A model of a program's implementation strategy specifies the
organizational mechanisms for achieving results that work either to
promote or inhibit program outcomes. (See Exhibit 1.) Together the two
models focus the process evaluation on the program's critical features to
form a framework for guiding later analyses. By further narrowing our
focus on the manipulatable elements of these models, a process evaluation
may conserve scarce JTPA resources by providing information directly
useful to SDA management for improving program outcomes.

Chapter 1 presents a model of the SDA's service strategy and
implementation strategy. The model views the SDA as an "organizational
system." This simply means that the SDA is an organization composed of
several parts that work together to produce JTPA outcomes. By
identifying the parts and examining how they work, we can discover the
reasons for program success or failure in an SDA. In short, the model
helps structure the process evaluation, serving as a step-by-step guide
for examining how an SDA operates, and how these operation's succeed--or
fail--in achieving JTPA outcomes.

After an overview of the SDA model is presented in Chapter 1, Chapters 2
through 6 examine different parts of the model. Each chapter will
describe a particular part, its relationship to other parts in the model,
and methods for examining the part in your own organization. In a con-
cluding chapter, methods are presented to help you interpret what you
have found. By following these chapters, you will have performed a
process evaluation of your SDA.

This guide should be useful to administrators in SDAs and subcontractors.
It is intended to be a management tool for solving day-to-~day problems as
well as for performing comprehensive reviews of SDA or subcontractor
operations. Two caveats should be mentioned here. First, the handbook
does pnt prescribe solutions to specific problems. It does describe how
you can study a problem, understand its causes, and formulate a workable
solution that meets your specific situation. Second, methods for
conducting process evaluations (of JTPA and other programs as well) are
still 1in their infancy. The methods described in this guide are
comprehensive and are based on current, state-of-the-art techniques
specifically adapted to the JTPA program. Thus, the guide's methods
represent just one of several possible. ways of performing a process
evaluation. As SDAs gain experience with process evaluations, the
guide's methods will 1ikely become more refined and sophisticated to help
local administrators understand "what truly goes on" in JTPA.
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CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW OF THE JTPA ORGANIZATIONAL SYSTEM

An SDA Probiam—And a Decision to Porform a Process Evaluation
to Solve It

The “JTPA Connection,” or Matching Participants with Employers
SDAs and Subcontractors as Organizational Systems
Model of the Organizational System

How to Use the Model to Solve Problems and Explain Gross
Outcomes
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CHAPTER 1. OVERVIEW OF THE JTPA ORGANIZATIONAL SYSTEM

The SDA  Director had a problem with one of her
subcontractors. The subcontractor was responsible for
providing most of the SDA's youth services. During the
first program year, the subcontractor had a good performance
record. For the past several months, however, the sub-
contractor had failed to meet its performance standards.
Two months ago the SDA had increased its monitoring and
compliance efforts, but this only seemed to make the problem
worse. In fact, the subcontractor was now accusing the SDA
as being the cause of the problem! Regardless of who was
actually at fault, she thought the PIC would probably
terminate the subcontractor's contract. But what it the SDA
really was the source of the problem, as the subcontractor
claimed? If this was true, similar performance problems
might occur with other subcontractors in the future. She
decided to perform a process evaluation to find the answers
to her questions. The process evaluation begins with a
model of “what goes on" in JTPA organizations at the local
level.

By approving the JTPA, Congress implemented a nationwide training
program,

--to prepare youth and unskilled adults for entry into the
labor force and to afford job training to those economically
disadvantaged individuals and other individuals facing
serious barriers to employment, who are in special need of
such training to obtain productive employment. (Sec. 2)

The emphasis here is on the participant, but, clearly, the success cf
JTPA depends on the actions of at least three groups of people:
participants, employers and JTPA administraters. 1In its simplest form,
JTPA is a program for connecting participants with employers in local
labor markets. through authorized services specified in the Act, as shown
in Exhibit 3 on the next page.

g
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EXHIBIT 3: THE JTPA CONNECTION
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In the next section we present a more detailed model of how SDAs and
subcontractors operate to match employers and participants. Before we .
begin, a word of caution is needed. Parts of this section have a air of
finality, as if the model perfectly matches what goes on in the JTPA
seérvice deiivery system. That is not true, because all models--whether
they are of organizations, airplanes or persons--are a simplification of
reality. Real organizations are enormously complex. Models help us
manage the. complexity, to simplify it and sharpen its features, making
the organization easier to understand.

The models presented in this secticn may not exactly match your own
program or image of JTPA. But they should nonetheless serve as building

blocks for developing and implementing process evaluations customized to
your own program.

MODEL OF THE JTPA ORGANIZATIONAL SYSTEM

In our model the SDA 1/ is viewed as an "organizational system."
{10,11,16,17] That 1is, the SDA is just one organization in a larger
environment that includes *he state, subcontractors and other service
agencies, such as welfare. As an organization, an SDA is composed of
several interrelated parts that work together to accomplish predetermined
goals and objectives. A model of the SDA organizational system is
presented in Exhibit 4 on the next page. The parts of the model and
their interrelationships are known as the system's structure. The flows
of resources and information through the organization, shown by the
arrows in Exhibit 4, are the system's processes. These flows are
controlled by decisicn-making and key decisions are indicated in the

model. Now, Tet's walk through the model, reviewing each part
individually.

ENVIRONMENT. The flow of activity in the model begins with the
environment, or everything outside the SDA organization. 2/ The
environment includes other organizations in the service delivery area,
such as subcontractors and welfare agencies, federal and state laws and
regulations affecting the SDA, and local economic, social and political
conditions that influence service delivery. Because the environment
normally consists of eiements the SDA cannot control, the environment
often represents fixed conditions, or constraints, to which the SDA must

1/ Although we continually refer to the "SDA" throughout this
discussion, the model can also be applied to subcontractors.

2/ A BOUNDARY, the dashed 1line in Exhibit 4, separates the SDA
organization from the environment. Everything outside the boundary
is part of the environment; everything inside is part of the SDA
organization.
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EXHIBIT 4
SDA PROCESS MODEL
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adapt in order to survive in the long-run. 3/ For some fortunate SDAs,
the environment can also help them achieve their goals and performance

standards, such as by having a pool of well-qualified subcontractors to
draw from.

INPUTS. The environment is the source of inputs that the SDA uses to
achieve its goals. 1Inputs consist of resources (such as participants,
employers, staff, materials and supplies) and information (such as infor-
mation about the 1local economy). The flow of inputs into the SDA is
governed largely by revenue, personnel and access decisions. Revenue
decisions govern the flow of money from the environment into the system.
Although Congress determined formulas allocating funds among states and
service delivery areas, the SDA must determine the entity receiving JTPA

funds. SDAs can also decide whether to supplement JTPA funds with other
local revenues.

Personnel decisions govern the flow of specialized knowledge or technical
expertise into the system. They determine who is hired and fired and
whether consultants are used. They also determine PIC memberships within
the requirements imposed by Congress (Sec. 102). These decisions are

important because the quality of personnel often determine whether
programs succeed or fail. !

Access decisions primarly govern the flow of participants and employers
into the system. Congress has placed few restrictions on employer
participation but has established eligibility requirements for parti-
cipants. Among those eligible to receive services, access decisions
determine who does and does not receive services under JTPA's limited

funds. Access decisions have a great influence on SDA's distributive
outcomes.

OUTPUTS. Looking at the big picture (Exhibit 4), the SDA uses inputs to
produce outputs--in this case, participants hired by employers (as well
as participants with non-positive terminations). The outputs in
Exhibit 4 correspond with the proximate outcomes discussed in the
Introduction.

CONVERSION PROCESS. Inputs are transformed into outputs through the
conversion process, which consists of four components: mission, work,
coordination and social. Each of these is described below.

MISSION. The mission component defines the goals of the organization.
Congress has established the purpose of JTPA in Saction 2 of the Act.
Congress expanded this training goal by making SDAs accountable for
training outcomes through performance standards (Sec. 106). However, in
delegating accountability to SDAs, Congress also granted SDAs discretion
to develop local goals tailored to address their local employment and
training problems.

3/ Technically speaking, an SDA cannot go bankrupt due to poor
performance, but it can be radically reorganized by the Governor.
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This transfer of responsibility occurred because Congress assumed that
Tocal people were most knowledgeable of their employment and training
problems, and that a more effective and efficient program (including
increased coordination of services) would result by placing authority
near the locus of the problem. [4, 5, 34]

This means that goals will vary across SDAs. Each SDA develops its own
set of goals in response to environmental constraints (e.g., local
economic. social and political conditions), the values of PIC members and
other considerations. Once goals are developed, specific objectives are
usually assigned to each goal. The objectives serve as "indicators" that
inform management whether a goal has been achieved. In principle, if an
SDA achieves all of the objectives associated with a goal, then the SDA
has achieved its geal.

After the SDA has developed goals (and objectives), it must develop a
strategy, or plan, for accomplishig them. This activity is known
commonly as strategic planning in most organizations. Several key
decisions are made during this planning process. First, treatment
decisions must be made about what services to offer participants,
employers, and the community as a whole. (See Exhibit 4.) That is, the
SDA decides the service strategies that will be used to increase
employment, increase earnings and reduce welfare dependency among parti-
cipants. (See the Introduction.) This includes decisions to enter into
coordination agreements with outside agencies to expand the scope of
services available to particpants.

Second, access decisions, as defined earlier, are made to determine what
target groups will! receive the services. Third, allocative decisions are
also made to determine how resources are allocated among the SDA's
services and target groups. That is, allocative decisions determine the
miX of money and personnel that will be applied to each participant and
employer that the SDA serves. This includes deciding whether the SDA
subcontracts all service delivery to other organizations, or whether the
SDA delivers some or all services itself.

These decisions are documented in the SDA's job training plan, which can
serve two purposes. First, the SDA can use the plan as a blueprint for
guiding service delivery during implementation of the plan. Second, by
submitting the plan to the state for approval, the SDA is complying with
an administrative requirement for obtaining JTPA funds. The latter
purpose can be the sole purpose of the plan in some SDAs.

For SDAs that subcontract part or all of their services, the mission
component alsoc includes operation of the performance control system,
which monitors subcontractor performance. This is discussed later in the
Feedback section.

Although the emphasis has been on the SDA, subcontractors are
organizations, too, and have mission components as well. Thus, sub-
contractors alsoc perform their own goal-setting and strategic planning.
This will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4.
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In summary, the mission component defines the SDA's goals. Through
strategic planning, a job training plan is developed that describes how
the SDA will achieve its goals. Because of the planning flexibility
allowed by Congress, goals vary across SDAs, 1ikely causing parallel
variations in proximate, final and distributive outcomes as systems are
pushed in different directions.

WORK.  The work component is the organization's means of achieving its
goals and includes the procurement of resources, such as participants
(through outreach services), work flow procedures, the treatments
participants receive, and the paths that participants and employers
traverse through the system. The work component also includes non-JTPA
services that participants can receive through coordination agreements,
such as those with welfare agencies. The work component also contains
SDA activities not related directly to service delivery, such as
operating a local economic development program or conducting a study of
the local economy. For a process evaluation, however, the key point is
that the work component is where the SDA's service strategy is executed.

Decision~making also occurs in the work component. For each participant
(and, to a lesser extent, for each employer as well) staff decide who
gets services (access decisions) and what services these will be
(allocative decisions).

If the SDA subcontracts all of its services, the work component is
performed largely by other organizations. If the SDA subcontracts only a
part of its services, the work component is divided among the SDA and
subcontracting organizations. Under either service arrangement, service
delivery and decision-making is distributed across several organizations.
As a consequence, the coordination of services among providers becomes a
central concern of the SDA.

COORDIMATION. Every organization of human activity creates two
fundamental and opposing requirements: the division of labor into
various tasks to be performed, and the coordination of these tasks to
accomplish the activity. [16] The coordination "component includes
mechanisms for coordinating (1) SDA-provided services with subcontractor-
provided services; (2) SDA and subcontractor-provided services with
outside agency services (such as welfare); and (3) service delivery among
subcontractors. Whether an SDA has all three coordination mechanisms
depends on the treatment, allocative and access decisions made in the
missinn component. In addition, the coordination component also includes
organizational responsibilities, communication patterns, and rule-making
processes. ‘

SOCIAL. This component refers to %he "social climate" of the
organization: participant, employer and staff satisfaction and morale,
the social norms of informal groups, participant, staff and employer
needs, and the professicnal and mission-oriented values of the system.
The social component has a special relationship with the previous three
components of the conversion process. If an organization--SDA or
otherwise--is to survive in the long-run, it must overcome four problems:
(1) define its purpose (mission); (2) determine what means to use to
achieve its mission in the environment (work); (3) coordinate its efforts
(coordination); and (4) solve the above three problems with the minimum
of strain and tension (social). [13] That is, goals are intended to
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effect some change. Conflicts inevitably occur as resources are
manipulated in the work and coordination components to achieve the
organization's mission. Severe conflict can undermine an organization's
effectiveness and efficiency--if not threaten its very survival.
Therefore, organizations seek to maintain tensions and conflicts at
reasonable Tevels through various mechanisms, such as involving client/
employer/interest groups in the planning process, or through an "open-
door" management style. Thus, just 1like the work and coordination
components, the social component also plays an important role in
achieving the organization's goals.

GOVERNANCE.  The conversion of inputs into outputs is directed by
governance. For an SDA, governance usually includes PIC members, the SDA
director and managers. One primary function of governance is to
establish the goals of the organization, and to make sure that its work,
coordination and social components achieve them.

IMPACT. Over the 1long run, SDA outputs have an impact on the
environment. These impacts are reduced unemployment (or job retention),
increased earnings and reduced welfare dependency among former
participants, as measured by final outcomes. (See the Introduction.)

FEEDBACK. Together, the output and impact elements of the model measure
gross outcomes. Through the feedback process, both inform governance and
management how well the system is operating. If they receive infor-
mation, or feedback, indicating a discrepancy between system goals and
output (such as a failure to meet performance standards), governance and
management may alter the components of the conversion process to minimize
or eliminate the difference. In most organizations, this feedback
process is known as the performance control system, which is described in
greater detail in Chapter 3.

In summary, the model in Exhibit 4 describes organizational structures
and processes common to most SDAs and subcontractors in JTPA. In terms
of the SDA process evaluation, everything inside the SDA's boundary (the
dashed line in Exhibit 4) constitutes the SDA's implementation strategy.
(See the Introduction.) The SDA's service strategy consists of services
offered to participants and employers i1n the work component. Thus, the
SDA's service strategy is a subpart of the agency's overall implement-
ation strategy.

Up until this point only the structure and processes of the
organizational model have been presented. 1In the next section we
complete the model with the two conditions that determine whether the
organization operates well or poorly.

CONDITIONS REQUIRED FOR ORGANIZATIONAL SUCCESS

Normally, organizations operate well when two conditions are satisfied.
First, all four components--mission, work, coordination and social--must
be involved in the conversion process. Problems usually occur when one

component has been overlooked. For example, an SDA may not have
developed any goais and, as a consequence, effort is rarely directed at
achieving some ultimate purpose. Similar examples for the other

components are listed below.



COMPONENT EXAMPLE

Mission No goals exist.

Work Participants receive
little training.

Coordination No mechanisms exist for
coordinating services

among agencies.

Social No mechanisms exist for
solving staff grievances,
causing low staff morale.

Thus, one of the key tasks in a SDA process evaluation is to examine
whether all four components are involved in the conversion process.
However, caution must always be exercised in performing this task.
Organizations sometimes emphasize one component over the others. Given
that JTPA is a relatively new program, it may be appropriate for SDAs to
concentrate on different problems--or components in the organization--at
different stages of their development.

It might be argued, for example, that at the beginning the
first concern of (the SDA) 1is to identify tangibie
activities it can undertake, even if its mission is still
rather ambiguous or 11 defined. The SDA is expected to
show action. It thus puts emphasic on (the work component),
but soon this preoccupation with doing things creates
confusion. No one knows what anyone else is doing;
duplication of efforts are brought to light; in short, the
need is seen to shift to a primary emphasis on (co-
ordination). As the (SDA) gets its internal management
under control, questinns begin to be asked about whether the
(SDA) is really making a difference in the outside world by
all of its w2ll-organized activity. Negative responses to
these questions occasion a shift in problem emphasis to goal
attainment (mission component). Interest still centers
around the evaluation of activity, but evaluation now is in
terms of what changes are occurring in society as the result
of the organization's (or JTPA's) efforts. Finally, when it
is decided that the (SDA and JTPA) are effecting the desired
changes in society, primary concern shifts to the (social
component).  As this occurs, suggestions for change in
methods or goals begin to be resisted on the grounds that
such changes would interfere with the operation of a
smoothly running, well-assembled system. Clients and
legislators are consequently courted to help maintain the
organization. [13:65-66]

So, at any given time in its development, an SDA may place primary
emphasis on one of the four components of its conversion process. Thus,
while all four components must be addressed in the conversion process,
emphasis among the four components may change as the SDA evolves, re-
flecting the evolutionary development of the program.

.18 32
Ltk)‘l



The second condition which an organization must satisfy is "proper
fit." [16] That is, organizations are composed of several parts. An
organization operates well when it achieves a proper fit among the
parts--making sure they are internally consistent, meshing together in
synchrony to produce outcomes consistent with SDA goals. In terms of the
organizational model in Exhibit 4, the chief parts of interest are the
four components of the conversion process. SDAs and subcontractors
operate well when they have achieved a proper fit (1) between the mission
component and the environment, and (2) among the four components of the

conversion process. FEach of these requirements 1is described below.

The first requirement for proper fit is that the environment and the
SDA's mission component be consistent with each other. Reviewing
material presented earlier, the environment contains constraints--
elements that the SDA cannot control--to which the SDA must adapt in
order to survive in the Tong run. Two major environmental constraints

facing SDAs are the Act itself and local conditions, as shown in
Exhibit 5 below. ;

EXHIBIT 5
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The Job Training Partnership Act is perhaps the major environmental
constraint affecting all SDAs. Congress defined the major goals, or
outcomes, for JTPA, and established three important mechanisms--
performance standards, eligibility requirements and target groups, as
well as SDA resource allocation formulas--to achieve them. 1In principle,
these mechanisms should work if:

* The performance standards actually contribute to the
achievement of JTPA's goals (as defined by Congress).

The eligibility requirements and target groups actually
identify those most in need in the local area.

The resource allocation formulas in the Act provide
sufficient funds to accomplish (1) and (2) above.

In short, Congress (and to a lesser extent DOL and the states) have
largely determined whom the SDA will serve, what the level of performance
will be, and how much money each SDA will have to accomplish the JTPA's
three major outcomes. If the three mechanisms are based on incorrect
assumptions or are grossly inconsistent with each other, the Congres-
sional mandated implementation strategy could fail and the Act would
probably not achieve the results intended.

These Congressional constraints, along with others imposed by local
conditions, are reviswed by Governance--usually the PIC. Based on its
own values, interests and interpretations of these constraints, the PIC
establishes a set of goals for the SDA to accomplish in the future. 1In
principle, the SDA's goals and environmental constraints should be

consistent with each other; that is, a proper fit should exist between
the two.

Whether an SDA's goals are consistent or inconsistent with idts
environmental constraints is determined by comparing the goals with the
major constraints in Exhibit 5. For example, one SDA in an area of low
unemployment achieves a proper fit by developing services oriented toward
providing 1local employers with trained workers that meet their labor
needs. Adequate resources and a sufficient supply of eligible applicants
are available to carry out the SDA's mission. A proper fit between
mission and environment exists.

In contrast, an SDA serving an urban ghetto with severe social, economic
and political problems may set "comprehensive services to participants"”
as its primary goal. To assure that only those most in need receive
services, the PIC also adopts being unemployed" as an additional
eligibility requirement. Even so, the SDA is overwhelmed with applicants
and has insufficient resources to achieve its performance standards. In
some cases participants are trained for jobs that do not exist in the
labor market. Here, a proper fit is not fully achieved. The mission
component must be realigned to achieve a proper fit with its environment
by making one or more of the following changes: changing eligibility
requirements (to limit access to services); reducing its performance
standards (so comprehensive services can be provided to eligible
applicants); obtaining additional funds from other sources (such as
incentive/technical assistance funds); or improving the 1ink between
training and labor needs of the market. Obviously, the SDA must seek
state apprcval to perform some of these actions.
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The other proper fit requirement is that the four components of the
conversion process be consistent with each other. Normally, goals are
developed first in the mission component. Then the work and coordination
components are designed to achieve the goals in ways that satisfy those
involved in the conversion process (social component). A common cause of
SDA (and subcontractor) problems is inconsistent mission, work and co-
ordination components, which cause social friction and conflicts in the
cervice delivery process. For example, the SDA may have goals (mission
component) to treat the hard-to-serve but mainly offer placement services
(work component), better suited for job-ready participants. Or the SDA
may have developed coordination plans with local welfare offices (mission

component), but in reality only a handful of welfare applicants are
referred tu the SDA (coordination component).

HOW TO USE THE MODEL

This chapter began with an SDA director experiencing a subcontractor
probiem. She decided to conduct a process evaluation to discover the
causes of the problem. The central piece of the process evaluation is a
model of the organization, either SDA or subcontractor. The model
consists of parts that work together to produce outcomes. The parts of
the model were described, and two conditions required for good operation
were presented. Performing a process evaluation means applying the model
and the two conditions in an SDA or subcontractor organization. That is,
each part of the organization is examined to determine whether the two
conditions are satisfied. The organization having a problem usually has
failed to satisfy one or both of the conditions.

The remaining chapters describe how you can perform a process evaluation
in your own SDA. Each chapter is devoted to one part of model (in
Exhibit 4). In each chapter, the part is described in greater detail,
and guidelines are presented for examining your own organization. The
guidelines are illustrated using the SDA problem presented on the first
page of this chapter. Recall that the methods can be used either to
solve specific SDA/subcontractor problems or to explain an SDA's success
or failure in achieving specific gross outcomes. So, let's begin with
the organization's environment in Chapter 2.

ORI
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CHAPTER 2
ENVIRONMENT, GOVERNANCE AND THE
PERFORMANCE CONTROL SYSTEM

Understanding an orgatiization’s environment is essential before we begin the
process evaluation in Chapter 3. Here we look at the following elements:

Characteristics of the Statewlde Service Delivery System

How Local Conditions My Affect SDA Operations and the
Achievement of the Organization’s Goals, Performance Standards,
and JTPA Outcomes (Increased Employment and Earnings and
Reduced Welfare Dependency)

The Role of Governance in the Performance Contro! System
Description of the SDA Performance Control System
Use and Misuse of Performance Control Systems

Economic and Soclal Consequences of Performance Control
Systems

Summary
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CHAPTER 2. ENVIRONMENT, GOVERNANCE AND THE
PERFORMANCE CONTROL SYSTEM

An SDA process evaluation is a tool that SDA directors can use either to
explain gross outcomes or to solve problems. Faced with the sub-
contractor performance problem described on the first page of Chapter1] ,
the SDA director's initial response is to begin a careful review of her
organization's mission, work, coordination and social components. In
simple organizations this is a proper course, but an SDA is a complex
organization that operates in a complex environment. Understanding this
environment can yield insights about the underlying causes of many
problems confronting management.

In this chapter we take a closer iook at the service delivery environment
iri which SDAs exist. Then, we will examine the SDA's performance control
system--the chief tool that management has for monitoring SDA performance
in this environment. Both will increase the SDA director's understanding
of tiie causes of the problem at hand, although discovering its exact
cause(s) must await further examination in later chapters.

THE SDA'S ENVIRONMENT: THE SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM

Perhaps the most important factor in the SDA's environment is the federal
legislation authorizing JTPA. In Chapter 2 four major influences of the
JTPA on SDAs are described: JTPA outcomes, 4/ SDA resource allocation
formulas, performance standards and eligibility requirements. These are
not the only federal influences on the SDA and its environment; the JTPA
has also determined the basic structure of the statewide service delivery
system in which SDAs operate. For most states, the JTPA service delivery
system consists of three major organizations, the state, service delivery
areas and subcontractors. The numbers of each organization vary con-
siderably across states. In eleven states no local SDAs exist; the state
provides all services to participants. [20] SDAs may choose either to
provide all services or subcontract all or part of this function to other
organizations in the local area. SDAs providing most services to parti-
cipants may also elect to establish satellite offices to improve access.
In some cases, a subcontractor may be a state agency. Due to the co-
ordination mandate, SDAs (and their subcontractors) are often linked with
organizations outside the system, most typically local welfare
offices. [35] Congress has established the roles and responsibilities of
each organization, which are summarized in Exhibit 6. [4,5]

Viewing the SDA as an organization, the state and subcontracters are part
of its envirorment. Because most services are delivered to participants
“t the subcontractor level in most states [4, 5, 35], what "goes on" at
this organizaticnal level essentially determines the services, or
treatments, that participants receive in the system. [37] Thus, for SDAs
that subcontract all services, the execution of the SDA's service
strategy occurs in the SDA's environment and, therefore, to a great
extent is beyond the SDA's direct control.

4/ JTPA outcomes are increased employment and earnings and reduced
welfare dependency among those who can benefit from and who are most
in need of JTPA's services.

-
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Characteristics of the statewide service delivery system that pose
challenges to administration and evaluation alike are as follows:

¢ Multiple organizations: The state, 1local service
delivery areas and subcontractors form a statewide
system of employment and training services.

Decentralization: Several organizations (state, SDA
and subcontractors) are responsible for administering
JTPA.

Local autonomy: Each SDA and subcontractor is free to
develop its own programs, creating customized forms of
treatment and implementation.

Dynamic programs: Service and implementation
strategies change over time.

Multiple delivery strategies: Many treatments are
possible to achieve a set of outcomes.

Conflicting/multiple goals: Multiple goals may exist,
some possibly conflicting with each other.

¢ Multiple levels of coordination: Administrative and
service coordination may occur among subcontractors,
between subcontractors and SDAs, and between SDAs and
the state.

In short, the JTPA has established a highly complex service delivery
system. The more SDAs there are in a state, and the more these SDAs
subcontract services, the more complex the system becomes. For the SDA
director with the subcontractor problem, two important insights follow.
First, because the service delivery system is complex, it will take time
to sort through the system's complexities to discover the actual causes
of the problem. Second, the SDA's service strategy, which can determine
the success or failure of a program, is performed (for the most part) in
the environment by subcontractors. Among SDA staff, no one really knows
exactly what these services consist of, nor can they effectively control
services of the subcontractor having performance problems.

THE SDA ENVIRONMENT: LOCAL CONDITIONS

The environment also consists of local economic, social and political
conditions. How much influence do local conditions have on an SDA's or
subcontractor's achievement of JTPA outcomes and performance standards?
Can they account for the subcontractor's performance problems described
in Chapter 2? There is no information available from the JTPA program to
answer these questions at this time. However, two separate studies of
CETA's implementation come to almost ddentical conclusions. [9, 12]

¢ The demographic composition or social characteristics
of the community did not determine the kind of indi-
viduals served. Participant characteristics, in turn,
did not determine placement success.
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The level of unemployment at the local level was only a
mild constraint on the program options open to staff
and on the level of performance.

This suggests that SDA performance is likely not foreordained by the
social characteristics of the community, participant characteristics, or
economic conditions. Instead, differences in local management vere the
most important factor explaining program performance under CETA. That
is, what goes on inside the organization--things that can be readily
influenced by the SDA--tends to have the greatest influence on perform-
ance. As a whole, these findings ccnfirm that SDA and subcontractor

operations, or processes, can be altered to improve performance using
tools such as this process model.

GOVERNANCE /MANAGEMENT

With this new insight, the attention of the SDA director shifts to
governance and management--those who have the authority to alter SDA
operations to boust achievement of JTPA outcomes and the SDA's perform-
ance standards. Because of the way Congress authorized SDAs in the Act,
governance can and does vary from one SDA to another.

A chief aim of the JTPA is to forge a partnership between 1local
government and the private sector. 1In this pursuit, JTPA outlines major
responsibilities for 1local elected officials and for PICs, the chief
mechanism for private sector participation and forging the public-private
partnership. Local elected officials help determine SDA boundaries and
select PIC members. As partners, they jointly select a grant recipient--
the entity which receives funds from the state and is held financially
accountable--and an administrative entity to run the day-to-day
operations of the local program.

According to the Natijonal Alliance of Business' (NAB) nationwide JTPA
survey, about 65 percent of the SDAs selected the local government as
grant recipients, and local government is the administrative entity in
57 percent of the SDAs. PICs are grant recipients and/or administrative
entities in less than 13 percent of ail SDAs. {3, 20] These figures
indicate that locai government is the grant recipient and administrative
entity in a majority of SDAs.

However, even though PICs are in the minority here, the JTPA (Sec. 103)
reserves a strong policy and oversight rcle for PICs in partnership with
local governments. Who dominates the partnership--or who governs the
SDA--varies considerably across SDAs. In one study about one-third of
SDAs were government-dominated (mainly the most rural and the most
heavily urbanized), one-third were PIC-dominated, and about one-third had
"shared-authority." But in the last category, the PIC usually took a
policy 1leadership role, suggesting that PICs play the major governance
role in most SDAs. In general, PICs prefer to operate as boards of
directors, avoiding day-to~day functions in favor of setting broad policy
directions. In most PICs the business majority did, in fact, shape the
policies and practices of the PICs. Yet, 90 percent of the SDAs report
substantial P1C involvement in management issues, primarily in the areas
of selecting the types of training, selecting service providers, over-
sight, cutting costs and streamlining management and account{ng pro-
cedures. Other areas of PIC involvement include public relations and
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EXHIBIT 6
ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF JTPA ORGANIZATIONS

STATES (GOVERNORS)

Establish the State Job Training Coordinating Council (SJTCC).

Designate Service Delivery Areas (SDAs), approve locally developed
plans, and distribute grant funds to localities based on formulas
established in the Act.

Monitor local program performance, prescribe variations in
performance standards based on special conditions in the state, and
award incentive bonuses for exceeding goals (or take action,

including sanctions, when performance fails to meet standards or
remains poor).

Establish and administer a new statewide dislocated worker program,

a discretionary older worker program, a coordination and special
services program, and a state labor market information system.

SERVICE DELIVERY AREAS

Establish Private Industry Councils.

Develop Job Training Plans.

Implement Title II-A and Title IIT (where applicable) programs as
stated in their Job Training Plans in accordance with performance
standards and coordination criteria established by the state.

Monitor program performance of subcontractors (if applicable).

SUBCONTRACTORS

Develop and submit proposals for training and employment programs
contained in SDA Job Training Plans or state training programs.

Implement training pregrams in accordance with performance standards
established by the state or SDA and specified in legal subcontract
agreements.



provision of labor market information. In the overwhelming majority of
SDAs, PICs rely heavily on information and support staff of the adminis-
trative entity, which is often the Jocal governmant agency. [20, 35]

In summary, this indicates that effective public-private partnerships
exist in most SDAs. Within the partnership, the PIC more often than not
pPlays the governance role, while the local government (or other agency)
provides administrative, or management, support and assumes re-
sponsibility for day-to-day operations. Prior to performing a process
evaluation, the SDA's governance/management should be identified. This
task is relatively simple yet important because governance/management may
be a cause of the subcontractor's problems if those responsible for

governance and management have not operated the SDA's performance control
system correctly.

THE SDA PERFORMANCE CONTROL SYSTEM

The performance control system is the tool that informs governance/
management about the level of outputs (proximate outcomes) and impacts
(final outcomes) produced by the conversion process. The performance
control system consists of two parts, the plan and control. The plan
specifies the desired outputs and impacts, or set of performance
standards, at some future time. The purpose of control is to determine
whether the standards have been achieved. Achievements are monitored
through the Management Information System (MIS). Thus, performance
control systems are concerned with overall results for given periods of
time--not with specific actions or decisions. S$DAs use performance
control systems to verify that subcontractors (and/or satellite offices)
meet their respective performance standards--but not to monitor their
decisions and program activity. [17]

In virtually all performance control systems (including JTPA), service
providers generally have considerable freedom to meet their respective
standards. This autonomy is important because subcontractors, compared
to the SDA, are directly involved in service delivery and, hence, are in
a better position to design customized programs meeting the needs of
their respective employers and participants. 1In principle, the more
services are designed to meet local participant and employer needs, the
more effective the services should be. And the more effective the
service, the more likely that performance standards will be met.

Another reason for subcontractor autonomy is the design of the service
delivery system itself. SDAs and subcontractors are independent
organizations joined together through contract agreements. SDAs lack the
authority--as well as the administrative resources--to control most
actions and decision-making in other organizations.

A final reason for service provider autonomy is the limitations of the
MIS. In general, the MIS may be used properly to monitur subcontractor
performance. However, a MIS does not contain sufficient information for
administrative organizations (that is, an SDA that subcontracts and/or
has satellite offices) to make decisions for service providers. Many
service decisions are based on information not contained in a MIS.
Knowing that a naticnal manufacturer plans to open a new plant in your
community may have a dgreater influence on decision-making than all the
NN
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information in a MIS. Further, an MIS often reports aggregated, historic
information which may be of 1ittle use for solving immediate or future
management problems. Last, most administrative organizations lack the
time to absorb ali the information an MIS offers. So, the wise adminis-
trative organization knows what it cannot know and lets the service
providers stay independent.

What happens when performance standards are not met? Governance/
management has three basic means of intervention (assuming that poor

performance is not caused by environmental constraints, such as a
downturn in the local economy):

e Cancel or not renew the subcontract;

¢ Replace the manager; or

¢ Provide technical assistance/increase compliance monitoring.

The 7last intervention is used widely by SDAs to handle subcontractor
performance problems. This is a useful, potentially effective way of
handling the performance problem. But the form of the technical
assistance is critical for this intervention to be successful.
Typically, SDA technical assistance has been a management strategy, such
as setting clearer goals or increased monitoring. In other words, a
common SDA reaction to poor performance is to increase administrative
pressure--to tighten the screws. Unfortunately, this can do more harm
than good. Why is this so? [16, 17]

First, training and service programs are fundamental to achieving good
performance. When an SDA attempts to improve subcontractor performance
by either adding to its administrative or management burden or
controlling service delivery, subcontractor effort previously directed at
service is now wused to perform nonservice (compliance)-related

activities. The emphasis may switch from serving participants to
satisfying performance standards and state-imposed reporting reguire-
ments. In essence, an ends-means reversal occurs, and actual service

delivery can suffer as a consequence, likely reducing subcontractor
performance even further.

Second, providing services effectively to participants is complex work
requiring competent staff. If .subcontractor staff are incompetent, no
set of plans, rules or orders can make them more competent. Furthermore,
these measures often prevent competent staff from doing their work
effectively.

In sum, technical assistance that merely tightens the screws (through
various management strategies) will likely not prove to be an effective
mechanism for 1improving performance. Instead, technical assistance
directed at improving services seems more appropriate, mainly because
services are the "means" of achieving program "ends" (the performance
standards and goals of the organization). [7] Services may be improved,
for example, by increasing the capability of staff, such as by gradually
replacing incompetent staff with more qualified individuals, increasing
staff skills (through staff continuing education), or hiring a consultant
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to raise staff levels of performance in specific areas where weaknesses
may exist. Other mechanisms, such as altering services to increase skill

gains among participants, may also lead to service improvements and
ultimately increase performance.

Performance control systems work best in stable and simple environments.
For SDAs, this means having a fairly stable, predictable local economy
that is simple to understand and monitor. These environments allow SDAs
and their subcontractors to standardize their services and operating
systems, creating stability in organizations. Managers often agree that
satisfying performance standards 1is easier under these conditions.
Complex and dynamic environments, on the other hand, are less supportive
of performance control systems if the performance control systems are
inflexible. Developing performance standards Tfor a rapidly changing
local economy and "hard to serve! participants is at best a difficult
task. Performance in such environments is lTikely determined more by

events happening outside the SDA than the relatively short-term services
participants receive.

Performance control systems also  have two  major, negative
characteristics. First, they tend to stifle innovation. Innovation (of
services) involves risk--a risk that performance standards may not be met
if the innovation fails. Because performance is the bottom line in most
SDAs, PICs may be 1less willing to innovate, particularly when current
services are meeting standards and achieving organizational goals. Thus,
performance control systems encourage conservative program management.

Second, these systems emphasize economic consequences but downplay social
ones. Every major decision that a PIC or SDA director makes has social
as well as economic consequences for most groups. The economic
consequences of JTPA are its performance standards--percent employed,
average wage rates and so forth. They are easily quantifiable and,
hence, are easily integrated into the MIS and performance control system.
Hence, they often have the undivided attention of the PIC, management and
most everyone else in the system.

But there are social consequences to decision-making as well. These
consequences are often hard to measure and, hence, are rarely included in
performance control systems. Examples include decisions to orient
services around the job-ready instead of the hard-to-serve, to ignore
youth below the age of 18 because their outcomes (or competencies) are
difficult to measure, or to emphasize placements instead of the gain in
wages from training. Performance control systems can also produce
undesired administrative behavior such as enrolling people only after
they have found jobs or transferring clients among programs to avoid a
negative termination. When an SDA really applies the pressure, sub-
contractor management may be driven to ignore social consequences of
their decisions and to meet performance standards--no matter what. Thus,
performance control systems direct energy 1ind resources toward achieving
results measured chiefly in economic terms and may, under the worst of
circumstances, inhibit social responsiveness and responsibility.

Is it possible to develop a performance control system that accounts for
social consequences of decision-making under JTPA? Well, yes gnd no.
Although we cannot measure the social dimension precisely in most
instances, crude measures may be possible. Let's use "need" for services
30
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as an example. On a scale of 0.00 to 1.00, an unemployed, single mother
on welfare with children and no skills or work history might be given a
"1.00"--having the greatest need. Someone who is unemployed and un-
skilled might be given & ".50". Someone who is unemployed but has a good
job history might be given a ".25"--that is, having a lower need. Then,
placements could be adjusted, or "weighted," by these need factors, such
that a welfare mother counts as a full-placement (1.0), an unemployed/
unskilled person counts as a half-placement (.50), and the last counts as
a quarter-placement (.25). This would mean that, to achieve one place-
ment, a provider could either place cne welfare mother or two unemployed/
unskilled persons or four skilled persons. This is just one way of
including social and economic factors in a performance control system,

and has actually been tried in various forms by the U.S. Employment
Service (e.g., the balanced placement formula).

Returning to the subcontractor performance problem, the SDA director has
gained some new insights about the problem. Specifically, when the
subcontractor's performance fell, the SDA's immecdiate reaction was
increased pressure for compliance. The subcontractor's performance never
improved after that. So, maybe the subcontractor's claims that the SDA
is the cause of its problem have some truth.

SUMMARY

This review of the SDA's environment, governance and performance control
system has produced the following observations:

* The JTPA service delivery system is highly complex.
Consequently, the cause of SDA problems and the reasons for
good or poor performance may not be obvious.

Because of the complexities, performing a thorough process
evaluation takes time and resources.

A key determinant of the SDA's success or failure, the
service strategy, 1is performed by subcontractors in the
environment and, hence, is outside the direct control of
governaince/management.

Unfavorable 1local ccnditions do not necessarily cause
programs to fail.

Governance/management can hurt subcontractor performance
through improper use of the SDA performance control system.

These insights help us understand the environment that SDAs operate in.
They also reinforce the notion that SDAs are interdependent organizations
in a larger statewide service delivery system. This means that sub-
contractors are not islands; their performance is determined at least in
part by the SDA. :
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This chapter has provided requisite
process evaluation. We begin the evalu
in the next chapter.

information for performing the
ation with the mission component
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» CHAPTER 3. HOW TO EXAMINE THE MISSION COMPONENT

Our process evaluation of the SDA (or subcontract organization) begins
with the mission component. 1In this chapter, guidelines are presented
for examining the mission component of your organization. When we

examine an SDA's mission component, a number of elements must be
considered, such as the following:

i The . environment--its economic, political and social
conditions, as well as state and federal constraints.

SDA governance.

The mission, goals and performance standards of the SDA.

The planning process.
Revenue, allocative, treatment and access decisions.

* The method of subcontracting and selection of service
picviders.

The performance control system and the nature of compliance
and technical assistance efforts.

These elements are not independent; they are interconnected. In the
early implementation of JTPA, when SDAs were struggling simply to get
their programs up and running, several of these elements and inter-
connections were prebably missing in the mission components of many SDAs.
Now that SDAs have program experience and PICs are assuming stronger
leadership roles, these elements should be well-established in most local
areas. Especially in administrative SDAs (i.e., SDAs that subcontract
all services), we would expect the mission component to be fully-
developed and dominate other components in the conversion process.

Our examination of the mission component and its elements is a relatively
important pari of the process evaluation. This is because the mission
component s the interface between the environment and the other
componenits of the conversion process. That is, in the mission component
the SDA must (1) interpret its environment (e.g., Tlocal conditions,
constraints imposed bty the state and Congress, etc.), (2) define its
purpose in this environment, and ther (3) design its work, coordination
and social components to accomplish that purpose.

If gross ercors are made ir the mission component (Tasks 1 and 2 above),
thes2 errors are often repeated irn designing the other components. So,
if the mission component 35 o¢ff course, the other components will
probably be too.

As described in Chapter 1 the following two conditions must be satisfied
if an organization is to operate well:

WITHIN: Each component must be involved in the conversion process.
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BETWEEN: A proper fit must be achieved (1) between the environment
and the mission component, and (2) between the four
components of the conversion process.

In the process evaluation of an SDA or subcontractor, we review each
component of the conversion process, checking whether both conditions are
satisfied. If the two conditions are satisfied in all four components,
the organization is given a ciean bill of health. If the conditions are
not met in one or more components, the components must be re-designed so
that all the components satisfy the two conditions.

The process evaluation always begins with the mission component. We will
first examine whether a proper fit exists between the environment and the
elements of the mission component (the BETWEEN condition for this
component). Then, we will perform an overall assessment of whether the
WITHIN condition has been satisfied.

We will use the SDA problem described early in Chapter 1 to illustrate
the guidelines. We will "walk through" the SDA's mission component,
touching on the mission component of the subcontractor as well. In our
example, the SDA performs recruitment and intake, but training and
employment services are subcontracted. This organizational form is
chosen because it is the most common across local areas. 5/ Material
from SDA and subcontractor interviews that we conducted in Washington
State is presented to illustrate how the evaluation is performed.

THE PLANMING PROCESS

In most SDAs, the above elements of the mission component are decided
through the planning process. At first glance, we might expect that the
PIC would develop goals and make revenue, allocative and treatment
decisions in a rational, orderly sequence, such as the following:

Analyze economic, social and political conditions in the
environment.

Levelop goals based on local conditions.

Set performance standards consistent with goals (and, hence,

local conditions) as well as revenue allocated to the SDA
(according to formulas in the Act).

5/ Almost 80 percent of the SDAs are using some form of performance
contracting for their training services. About 53 percent of the
SDAs are performing some, if not all, of outreach and intake
services themselves, and about 43 percent of the SDAs perform job
placement services. These figures indicate that only a small
percent of SDAs either provide all services or subcontract all
services. Rather, most SDAs tend to have both service delivery
arrangements, with SDAs most 1ikely to control their own entry
(outreach and in;ake) and exit (placement) services. [20]




Make allocative and treatment decisions to meet SDA goals,
performance standards and local conditions.

Decide on the mode of service delivery consistent with
treatment and allocative decisions.

Dociment the above steps in the SDA Job Training Plan.

Administer a performance control system to manage
implementation of the plan.

Evidence presented later in this section and our SDA interviews indicate

that planning rarely occurs in this manner. Instead, planning often
resembles the following three-step process:

Step 1: The SDA receives performance standards and revenue
allocation(s) from the state based on federal formulas.

Step 2: Local economic, social and political conditions relevant
to program implementation are identified.

Step 3: Based on Steps 1 and 2, goals are established and
allocative and treatment decisions are made more-or-less
simultaneously, each consistent with the other and local
conditions, and all oriented toward achieving performance
standards within the 5DA's budget. These decisions also
include the mode of service delivery and the performance
control system.

In other words, performance standards and limited revenues drive the
mission component, as shown below.

SDA Revenue Local Economic,
and Social and
Performance Political
Standards Conditions
Goals

Allocative decisions
Treatment decisions

Access decisions

Mode of service delivery
Performance control system

l

SDA JOB TRAINING PLAN

|

IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN
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Our aim is not to construct a detailed history of how decisions were made
in this planning process. Instead, our purpose is to define as clearly
as possible 1its elements and their interconnections (or, just as
important, their absence) and how th:y ralate to the environment. One
way of doing this is to review the 50A's plan. Most SDA plans reviewed
in this project contain the information required in the Act (Sec. 104).
A typical table of contents follows:

° SDA Goals
Analysis of Need
Recruitment, Eligibility, and Selection
Selecting Service Providers
Governor's Coordination Criteria
Annual Report to the Governor
Local Governance Structure
Budgets
Fiscal Systems
Monitoring Systems
Signature Page
Appendices
A quick review of this Tist indicates that the plan includes many of the
elements of the mission component. So, why not just review the plan to

determine the relations between the elements of the mission component?

There are several reasons why this should not be done, such as the
following:

SDAs often develop plans primarily to obtain funds; what

goes on in the SDA may not resemble what's stated in the
plan;

Planning is a continuous process, not a one-shot activity.
Plans developed in one year may not apply in a later year;

The first plans of many SDAs often lacked a mission
statement or goals, reflecting the infancy of JTPA. This
information must be obtained from other SDA sources; and,

Although sections in SDA plans may be well developed, their
interconnections are rarely stated in clear terms.
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In short, a variety of sources--the SDA plan, other documents as well as
staff--are needed to determine the makeup of each element and their
interconnections within the mission component. Guidelines for doing this
are described in the next section.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS, REVENUE AND ENVIRONMENT

Let us begin with information easily obtained in most SDAs: performance
standards and revenue. For purposes of discussion and illustration, we
assume that the SDA has performance standards equal to the national
standards set by DOL in the early months of JTPA's implementation. In
addition, the state and PIC have set standards for specific target
groups. Like most SDAs, ours only has sufficient revenue to serve
five percent of its eligible porulation. [34, 35] The SDA's performance
standards and revenue allocations should be documented and, for now, set
aside for later use in this chapter.

The next task is to identify 1local conditions--economic, secial and
political. The 1ocal 1labor market is an important element of the
environment. Most SDAs have already documented local labor market
conditions in their job training plans. If not, many states can provide
such information through labor market information systems developed under

JTPA. Common indicators of local market conditions and trends are listed
below.

INDICATORS OF LOCAL MARKET CONDITIONS

LABOR:
Unemployment rate
UI claims experience
Percent of population on welfare
Jobs with increasing demand
Jobs with declining or stable demand

MARKET TRENDS (Growth vs. Decline):
Number of building permits issued
Number of new businesses since 12 months ago
Number of business closings and bankruptcies
since 12 months ago

A second environmental factor affecting the SDA mission is social
conditions. In general, these refer to the social characteristics of the
local area, the predominant social problems in the area, and the
distribution of these problems across groups. Common indicators of
social conditions are listed below.

INDICATORS OF SOCIAL CONDITIONS

SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS:
Population, total
Population for specific:
- age groups
- race/ethnic groups
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- sex
- income per capita, household--overall
or by key target groups
- education levels
- religious groups
- employment statuses by key target
groups
Distribution of the above chavacteristics in
different areas of the SDA.

SOCIAL PROBLEMS:
Crime rates
Incidence of alcoholism/drug abuse
School dropout rates
Percent of population below poverty level
Percent of population on welfare
Number and percent of households with a female
head
Incidence of serious health problems

In many cases unemployment 1is just one of several problems that a
particular group may face. Knowing how the problems are distributed in
the area and, in particular, among the eligible JTPA population and

applicants is essential for designing services that can properly meet
individual needs.

The third environmertal factor is political conditions. Normally,
indicators of these conditions are qualitative, such as the following:

INDICATORS OF POLITICAL CONDITIGNS

Local government - business relations (i.e., can a
public-private partnership work?)

The Tlegacy of CETA in the 1local area - local
government and business role in and support
of the CETA program

Number of jurisdictions SDA serves (i.e., must
services be distributed fairly across
jurisdictions?)

Influence of local government(s) on SDA operations

Influence of 1local business on SDA operations

Political influence of subcontractors

These 1lists are incomplete, but are representative of dimensions that
profile the area. Clearly, some indicators will be more important in
some SDAs than others. Whatever the indicators actually used, the aim
here is to construct a profile of the relevant economic, social, and
political conditions facing the SDA. For now, set this profile aside for
later use in this chapter and move on to the discussion of SDA goals.
For this discussion, assume a scenario wherein we find that our SDA
primarily serves a 1large city with an uremployment rate above the
national average. Applicants often have multiple barriers tc empioyment.
The large city has a gradually declining economy. Several contracting
agencies exist to provide services to participants. Some of tnese
agencies are more favored than others by local government.
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UNCOVERING THE SDA'S MISSION

The next task is to identify the SDA's .goals and to understand -how they
were developed. Usually an SDA either has easily identified goals or no
goals at all. 1In some cases the goals are included in the SDA's Jjob
training plan; in others they may be major policy statements established
by the PIC but, for one reason or .another, not included in the plan.
Usually, everyone in the SDA .knows what the goals are and where ito fiad
them in the SDA's records.

In examining an SDA's goals, the following factors should be kept in
mind:
b An SDA may have a 1ist of goals which it attempts to achieve
over a given period. A number of more detailed objectives
may be associated with each goal. In this goal-objective

structure, a goal is achieved when most of its objectives
are satisfied;

Alternatively, an SDA may have a general “mission statement"
that states the .overall thrust, or direction, of the agency.
Normally, the mission statement is accompanied by one or
more goals, each perhaps having its own, more detailed
objectives; and,

The common mission of all SDAs is to match participants with
empioyers in the labor market. Most SDAs mention this
common mission in their goals and mission statement.
However, the emphasis that an SDA places on employers versus
participants often varies. Some SDAs orient their programs
around employers. Some orient them around participants.
Other SDAs try to give equal emphasis to employers and
participants. Congress has clearly stated that three
outcomes of the JTPA connection are increased employment and
earnings and reduced welfare dependency ameng participants
most in need of services.

The relative emphasis given to participarts and employers is often quite
apparent in goals and mission statements. Here is a mission statement
emphasizing the participant:

A. To provide comprehensive employment and training services required
to prepare and place eligible SDA residents into unsubsidized
employment. Specific emphasis will be placed on selecting employ-
ment and training spportunities which will increase the earned

income of program participants and will result in secure, full-time
unsubsidized jobs.

Contrast. that statement with the foiiowing employer - (labor market-)
oriented mission:

B. To assist ioca! busipesses solve employment-related business
problems, allowing both business and individuals to jincrease
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productivity and profitability. To support 1local economic
development efforts by the preparation of 1low-income, unemployed

area residents as a workforce for new or expanding business and
industry.

The following mission statements indicate equal emphasis on both
employers and participants:

C. To provide permanent unsubsidized job placements for JTPA
participants through cost-efficient and effective employment and
training activities; and to provide business with a motivated and
able workforce in occupations for which there is actual demand or in
occupations for which business perceives near term shortages.

D. To provide services that match the employment needs of the
participant with the needs of the local labor market.

E. To provide private sector and unsubsidized public sector placements
among JTPA participants through effective and cost efficient
activities mutually beneficial to both employer and participant.

Acknowledging the powerful influence of performance standards, some PICs
have developed goals centered around performance standards:

F. To operate the SDA in the most effective and efficient manner
possible.
G. To develop and implement a system of program activities to meet or

exceed all established performance objectives.

Once you have identified your SDA's goals, check to see whether they are
consistent with each other. For example, a goal to operate the SDA in
the most effective and efficient manner possible may be incompatible with
Goal A (above), which can imply a lower level of efficiency. Such goal
inconsistencies may create potentially serious problems in the work and

coordination components as service delivery is steered in conflicting
directions.

These goals are often called the organization's "manifest" goals--that
is, they are the formal, well-documented goals of the SDA. But an SDA
may have other informal, or latent, goals as well. You cannot find these
in the SDA's formail documents (such as its job training plan); they must
be inferred from how resources are used and how management and staff
allocate their time. For example, an SDA may have a manifest goal of
providing comprehensive services but instead mainly provide low-cost
services that meet employer needs (its 1latent goal). In general, an
SDA's latent goals can only be discovered through an examination of the
other elements of the mission component and the remaining three
components of the conversion process (in Chapters 5-7).

In some cases, this exercise may reveal that the SDA has no clear,
well-defined goals. Unless the SDA is operating in a highly unstable
environment, this indicates an organization adrift, having no clear

direction or purpose. This result should be documented for later
reference in the process analysis.
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To illustrate this discussion, our archtypical SDA has two goals, A and
N, emphasizing participant-oriented, multi-component services and the
JTPA connection. Before moving on, however, it is also necessary to
document the goals of the subcontractor. This is particularly important
for an SDA experiencing subcontractor problems, such as ours.

DOCUMENTING SUBCONTRACTOR GOALS

SDAs typically contract with a wide variety of organizations--public
schools, private industry, the employment service, private training
organizations, cclleges, community-based organizatioi.s and others. For
some, providing JTPA se¢rvices is their single purpose. For others, JTPA
service delivery is just a smal’ part of what they usually do. If the
subcontractor is 2~ local coilege or university for example, its goals
are likely quit: different from those of the SDA. 1In most cases, the
goals of *he college are oriented around the edur -jonal needs of the
community rather than the specific training needs of JTPA participants.
Because of such goal disparities, Eo]]eges might not provide training
customized for the JTPA participant. 1In fact, rather than having
contricts with local colleges, SDAs usually refe: participants to
appropriate classes where openings exist. [35] In short, the 1less
dependent an organization is on the SDA for its existeiice, the more its
goals may differ from the SDA's goals. And as its goals differ, so will
its programs. However, if SDAs and providers are enrolling the most

job-ready applicants into their programs, such Jifferences may not be
critical.

In contrast, the more an organization is dependent on JTPA funds, the
more its goals may reflect those of the SDA. 1In our example. the sub-
contractor falls into this category, and we find its goals to be fairly
similar to the SDA's goals. This indicates that both organizations
should be operating in consistent directions.

THE BETWEEN CONDITION: A COMPARISON OF GOALS, PERFORMANCE STANDARDS,
REVENUE WITH THE ENVIRONMENT

Now it is time to retrieve all the information we have collected and
determine whether the SDA satisfies the BETWEEN condition of the mission
component. Our focus is to check whether the SDA's goals, performance
standards and revenues are consistent with each other, as illustrated by
the "consistency triangle" in Exhibit 7. Its three key questions are as
follows:

QUESTION 1: Are the goals, performance standards and revenue
consistert with the environment farrows 4-7 in
Exhibit 7)?

QUESTION 2: Are the goals and performance standards consistent
with each other (arrow 1)?

QUESTION 3: Are revenues adequate to accomplich the SDA's goals
and performance standards {arrows 2 and 3)?



EXHIBIT 7
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EXHIBIT 8

MISSION COMPONENT:

COMPARISON OF GOALS, PERFORMANCE STANDARDS, REVENUE AND LOCAL CONDITIONS
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In answering these questions, you may find it helpful to arrange your
information in columns as shown in Exhibit 8. Because all the relevant
information is side-by-side, comparing one column to the next for
consistency is easier. To address the three questions above, we must
begin outside the triangle in Exhibit 7 with local conditions and federal
and state requirements in the envircnment.

QUESTION 1. Ideally, 1local conditions and the SDA's goals should be
consistent with each other, as the following examples illustrate:

® ECONOMIC: If a strong economic development program (through
the Tocal Chamber of Commerce) exists in a local area, the
PIC might establish an SDA mission oriented around economic
development that emphasizes employer needs. Alternatively,
an SDA with Tow unemployment rates might anticipate problems
in recruiting participants, so it may develop a mission
oriented around marketing quality participant and employer
services with employment guaranteed. Finally, SDAs in
dynamic, changing local economies may not have any specific
goals. 1In such an unstable environment, labor market trends
might be monitored closely, with programs changing as
changes in the market occur.

€ SOCIAL: A PIC in a rural SDA might adopt quite different
goals than a PIC serving a largely low income, minority
population in a central city. For example, in one rural
SDA, 27 percent of the eligible population consisted of
migrant, Hispanic farm workers. For this group, training
represented a major change in lifestyle. The worker must
settle in the area long enough to receive training, then
stay more-or-less permanently in the community as a member
of the local labor force to achieve long-term job retention.
To address the needs of this group, the SDA established
goals oriented toward the participant, offering longer-term
training and emphasizing long-term retention of employment.

e POLITICAL: Given the following business' views in one SDA,
it is not surprising that the PIC adopted goals supporting
labor market needs:

"We must give business people the power to make human
resource decisions without undue influence and navigate them
through the paperwork to get them good employees in a way
which is cost effective for their business."

(The SDA should aid local economic development efforts by
providing training money to companies wanting to relocate
here and training and tax incentives for young or expanding
businesses to assist them with cash flow needs. )

In short, choosing an SDA's goals is always a choice of values. And
these choices usually involve judgments about Tlocal conditions and how
the JTPA connection does or should work in a given community. For
example, contrast the situation in which employers make job offers, so

services should be oriented.primarily toward their needs versus a
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situation that orients services to reduce participant needs, thereby
leading to employment. Usually, the PIC, who has the power and authority
to make the choices, decides what values should be part of the SDA's
mission and goals.

In comparing the local conditions with the goals of our SDA (Exhibit 7),
we find they are generally consistent with each other. The high un-
employment rates and multiple social problems in the eligible population
indicate that goals oriented around comprehensive services and the JTPA
connection are justifiable. :

Next, let us check the other side of Exhibit 7, the consistency between
federal/state requirements and the SDA's performance standards and
revenue (arrows 6 and 7). These will usually be consistent because they
are determined by revenue formulas in the Act (Sec. 202) and the DOL
regression formula for SDA performance standards (that virtuaily all SDAs
use). Thus, federal authorities have largely determined two parts of the
triangie. By setting standards, DOL has established what the performance
of each SDA should be. By appropriating funds to JTPA (and allocated to
SDAs by Sec. 202), Congress has decided how much money SDAs shall have to
meet the standards. If the standards are high and the appropriations are
low (arrow 2), SDAs are forced to provide participants with jow cost
services that are capable of meeting the standards.

The consequences of this federal influence on the SDA's mission component
depend on the SDA's goals. For example, an SDA might have a very low
unemployment rate and goals oriented around economic development. 1In
this case, the SDA's goals and local conditinns are consistent with the
federal revenues and performance standards; all are geared for high-
volume, short-term training and placement services. A "proper fit" has
been achieved among the elements of Exhibit 7.

QUESTIONS 2 AND 3. In contrast, our example SDA has high unempioyment
and poor economic and social conditions; its goals are oriented around
comprehensive services. Here the federal performance standards and
revenues are inconsistent with its goals and local conditions. The SDA
must provide short-term services to clients needing long-term training.
To achieve a '"proper fit" between goals, performance standards and
revenues, the SDA must either lower its standards or increase its
revenues (or both). 6/ Unfortunately, the SDA controls neither of these
two environmental factors, so it cannot make these adjustments. 7/ So,
in terms of the two questions raised earlier, we find that in our SDA:

6/ This would increase the average amount of funds per participant,
making long-term programs possible. In addition, notice that
changing goals to favor 1labor market needs may not be a viable
option, for then goals and local conditions would be inconsistent.

7/ However, many SDAs have the regressiocn formulas for calculating

performance standards, and they are gradually learning how to
manipulate the standards through program adjustments.
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* Goals and performance standards are inconsistent (Question 2).

° Revenues are inadequate to accomplish the SDA's goals (Question 3).

When the federal-local forces in Exhibit 7 are in conflict, the common
result is that goals are ignored as performance standards dom1nate the
mission component. Set these findings aside for now, and let's move on
to collect other information about the mission component. Later, we will

use this information to determine whether the WITHIN condition is
satisfied.

TREATMENT DECISIONS 8/

Against this back-drop of revenue, local conditions, goals and
performance standards, the treatment decisions in the SDA should be
documented. This 1is often a relatively easy task. The SDA plan is a
good source for identifying allowed services or treatments. The plan
should be cross-checked with current practices to determine whether
discrepancies exist (e.g., the plan states that 15 percent of part1-
cipants will receive 0JT, but in reality less than five percent receive
the serv1ce) You shou]d also identify all services that participants
receive through coordination agreements with outside agencies. However,
our main focus is on the following issues:

Consistency: Are the SDA's 1local conditions, goals and performance
standards linked directly with treatment decisinns? That is, are
the four consistent with each other?

Dominance: Do performance standards primarily dictate treatment
decisions?

Service Strength: Is the service appropriate for the SDA's popu]at1on
and powerful enough to be expected to have some effect if it is
deTivered as outlined in the plan?

Connection: How does the JTPA connection work?

Consistency refers to whether a "proper fit" exists among the above
elements, while dominance refiects the realities of JTPA: regardless of
the needs of an SDA's participants and employers, performance standards
and low revenues often push the SDA toward designing short-term (low-
cost) treatments in the mission component. The extent of consistency and
dominance in an SDA may be readily determined by comparing the training
needs of enrollees with the number of enrollees in multi-service
programs. Performance standards usually dominate treatment decisions in
SDAs that uniformly provide one-shot, short-term services to most partic-
ipants, irrespective of their needs and employment barriers. On the

8/ You may recall that through its treatment decisions, the PIC is
determining the service strategy of the agency.
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other hand, the presence of a system for assigning one or more services
to participants based on some criteria (such as in competency-based
programs) indicates that performance standards may influence but likely
do not dominate treatment decisions in the mission component.

Next, the underlying assumptions, or service strengths, behind these
treatments should be documented. That is, among the 28 services allowed
under the JTPA, why are some services provided and not others? Does each
service promise long-term job retention? How much service is needed for
most participants to gain long-term employment?

Finally, the services that match participants with employers in the labor
market should bhe documented. What percent of participants receive these
services? What percent find jobs? What percent of employers who request
referrals actually hire a participant? These yield information about how
the connection 1is working. Answers to these questicns are collected
through the MIS and through discussions with SDA planning staff and PIC
members most responsible for making treatment decisions.

In short, you should not only describe the services offered but also how
these services--when delivered in the prescribed manner--lead partic-
ipants from unemployment into employment (or other positive outcome). 1In
our SDA, a variety of services is offered to meet the variety of needs
among participants. Services are provided in a competency-based job
training system (described in greater detail in the next chapter). All
training programs (which may be either single or multiple component) are
designed to achieve measurable and certifiable competencies that are
required in the local labor market. A substantial portion of staff time
is devoted to job development. A majority of participants find jobs
through job search assistance programs.

This indicates that our SDA has mechanisms for matching participants and
employers. However, treatment decisions suffer from dominance (i.e.,
performance standards and revenue dictate that most participants receive
lTow—cost services, regardless of need). As a consequence, whiie a
majority of participants need (higher-cost) training, only a minority
receive this service. This reduces the service strength in our SDA.
Thus, while the SDA's placement services that a majority of participants
receive result in high placement rates, they may not be of sufficient
strength to result in long-term employment (a goal of our 5DA), as might
be expected under a training program.

ACCESS DECISIONS

Once treatment decisions are made, the PIC must decide who will recejve
the SDa'i services, but only in part. In designing JTPA, Congress has
established eligibility and target group requirements to restrict access
to scarce resources. States have also established service requirements
for numerous other groups (e.g., ex-offenders, displaced homemakers,
migrant farm workers, etc.). The eligibility requirements define who can
and cannot enter the system; the target groups define individuals of
special interest in this eligible poputation. Because SDAs normally have
performance standards associated with their target groups, they have
incentives to recruit individuals with these charactersitics.
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In principle, the purpose of the eligibility and target group
requirements is to act as screening/sorting mechanisms to assure that
services are provided to those who are most in need. In most cases,
however, they apparently do not fulfill this purpose. [34, 35] Within
any given eligibility or target group, there is cften a range of "job
readiness," or need for employment and training services. Faced with the
pressures to meet performance standards within a limited budget, SDAs (or
subcontractors, whoever are performing outreach and intake) have in-
centives to select eligibles who are the most job ready (i.e., those who
are easiest--and, therefore, less costly--to place).

To offset this tendency to "cream," our SDA has added "unemplcyment" to
its 1ist of e@ligibility requirements, hopefully to restrict access to the
most needy applicants. This access decision is consistent with the SDA's
goals and local conditions. In the next chapter we will examine whether
this additional requirement actually works as the PIC intended.

ALLOCATIVE DECISIONS

Next, the PIC must also make allocative decisions as part of the planning
process. That is, the PIC must decide "who gets what" in the SDA, such

as:

° How much of each service to offer (i.e., the allocation of
training funds among the services authorized in the Act).

® What services to provide in-house, through satellite

offices, or to subcontract.

What coovrdination arrangements (e.g., with welfare agencies)
to enter.

Which agencies/subcontractors to fund.

By their nature, these are political decisions. [9] They involve the
weighing of competing claims on SDA revenues by 1local interest groups
(such as subcontractors), each seeking decisions in its favor. Here,
political constraints in the environment become paramount. SDAs which
fail to satisfy the demands of competing interest groups may find their
operations performing defensive holding maneuvers (in response to
interest group pressures) rather than performirng integrated service
delivery related to local needs.

As described earlier, allocative decisions are rarely a separate,
isolated task in the SDA's planning process. In practice, treatment-
allocative decisions are usually made jointly as staff and PIC members
try to strike a balance among such factors as:

® Service needs of employers and participants.
SDA performance objectives.

Amount of funds tc be allocated and the cost of each
service.

o o f;f;
2 - "




¢ The performance records and political influence of
subcantractors.

The different services that different Contractors provide.

Local conditions.

Simultaneous. with these joint treatment-allocative decisions, SDAs must
also. make allucative decisions regarding what services to provide in-
house ar subcontract. In general, SDAs subcontract services for a
variety- of reasons. (See Appendix B for a brief discussion of this
issue.) Once an SDA. has. decided to. subcontract all or part of its
services, subcontract allocative and treatment decisions (that is, what

subcontractors provide how much: of what services) are made jointly based
on:

e The number of local subcontractors.

The services they. are qualified to provide.
The participant groups. they. usually serve.

Their track records.

Local political pressure (to fund a specific sub-
contractor(s), regardless of past performance).

Other factors.

These subcontract allocative-treatment decisions are often made on two
levels:

¢ Method of Subcontracting: SDAs must decide how training
funds and services are allocated among subcontractors. Two
basic choices exist, market and function. A market
allocation means the subcontractor serves some group of
clients. Examples of market allocation include sub-
contracting by target group (i.e., youth, adults, handi-
capped, etc., are each. served: by a separate subcontractor)
or region (e.g., in a multicounty SDA, each county has its
own subcontractor(s), who serves all eligibles in its
jurisdiction). Combinations are possible, such as a sub-
contractor providing all youth services in a county (i.e.,
market allocation by group and region).

Allocation by function means dividing funds among sub-
Contractors by service and. occupation. For example, an SDA
may issue 88 contracts among 17 subcontractors to provide
training in over 50 different occupations. The type of
training varies in each contract.

SDAs sometimes mix market and function. allocations, such as
issuing a contract to provide youth participants with JSA.
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Selecti.n of Service Providers: Once the PIC decides on the
method of subcontracting, it must decide which local service
providers receive what contracts. And it must also decide
what services--if any--the SDA is to provide, and how these
services are to be coc ‘dinated with subcontractors.

Ideally, both of these decisions--the method of subcontracting and the
selection of service providers--are driven by SDA goals. For example, an
urban SDA orienting its programs around the diverse needs of local
employers might choose a functional allocation of services (to achieve
services specialized to meet the needs of specific employer and partic-

ipant groups), which in turn inflaences later service provider
selections.

In reality, however, PICs carefully chose their service providers as the
primary mechanism for meeting performance standards. £35] Most PICs
chose subcontractors based on past performance (placements and cost)
und2r CETA. Organizations that either served "high risk" individuals
(those requiring multiple support services and seriously lacking work
histories and skills) or operated multi-component programs were not
favored. Given the new PIC criteria for service provider selection, most
agencies simply changed their focus to short-term, low-cost and high-
placement operations that did not focus on particular groups. As the
head of one agency commented, in order to get a JTPA contract it had
changed its orientation from "...taking the tough cases, to becoming an
efficient personnel office for local business." [35:23] 1In short, the
PIC mission (of satisfying performance standards) also became the mission
of the providers. Because most SDA-provider contracts had payment
contingent on performance (mainly through the use of performance-based

contracts), accountability was passed from the SDA to the provider for
services rendered.

But the transfer is not total accountability, only partial
accountability. Many SDAs issue contracts through an RFP process.
Particularly under function subcontracting, an RFP may specify the number
of participants to enroll, what services they should receive, and how
many must be placed in jobs (or have other positive outcomes). By sub-
contracting in this way, the SDA retains control over these allocative
and treatment decisions of the mission component. The provider's main
task is to implement these prior SDA decisions formalized in the
contract. In this way, even though an SDA may subcontract all of its
services, all of the SDA's accountability is not transferred to the
provider. In general, SDAs are accountable for the group-level
allocative, treatment and access decisions embedded in the contract,
while providers are responsible for meeting contract performance
standards through its access, treatment and allocative decisions made on
a person-to-person basis in its day-to-day operations. This division is
more likely under functional than market subcontracting. In the Tlatter
case, subcontractors may be given greater freedom to decide how its
training funds are allocated among the services authorized by the
contract.

Finally, this transfer of accountability may differ by the subcontract
method. In function subcontracting, other elements of the SDA mission
component, such as the organization's goals and planning process, are
relevant to the SDA--but nct to the provider--and, hence, are usually not
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Passed on to subcontractors, Under market subcontracting, where one
subcontractor might be responsible for serving all youth, or all
offenders or some other group, the PIC might elect to embed pertinent SPA
goals and policies into the contract iteelf. This suggests that perfor-
mance standards dominate both forms of subcontracting, but providers with
market contracts may have additional criteria to satisfy.

Before leaving this issue of subcontracting, some additional guidelines
should be presented. So far our concerns have focused on only one sub-

-.contractor. In a comprehensive Process evaluation of all the SDA's

subcontractors, simiTar analyses must be repeated with each one. This
task can be simplified greatly by constructing one or more summary tables
describing the mission components of the subcontractors. Exhibit 9 is an
example; you may wish to mndify or add indicators to the table to suit
your specific needs. Or, you may wish to construct a separate table for
eacn subcontractor, listing its features in greater detail (such as the
subcontractor's goals). In either form, these tables provide a useful
profile of an SDA's subcontractors. Comparisons among subcontractors can
be made readily, making detection of any consistent patterns easier

(e.g., most subcontractors offer short-term, low-cost services to
participants).

This exercise should also be usefui to the SDA experiencing performance
Problems in a majority of subcontractors. These problems may be occur-
ring because the SDA has either iscued too few subcontracts or set tco
low performance standards in its subcontracts. That is, even if every
subcontractor meets its performance standards, the subcontractor perfor-
mance levels, when added together, are still below the SDA's performance
standards. This is an indication of faulty allocative decisions in the
mission component, which can be corrected through better management.

If an SDA chooses to subcontract ail or part of its services, two new
functions are added to the mission component. First, the SDA must design
and implement an RFP process for announcing service contracts, receiving
proposals from 7local service Providers in response to announcements,
evaluating the proposals and awarding contracts. To perform this
function, subcontracting SDAs often establish separate "contract units"
which support the PIC in selecting service providers. Second, as
described in greater detail in Chapter 3, the SDA must design and operate
a performance control system.

WITHIN Condition Before leaving this section, we need to check whether
the SDA's (PIC's) allccative decisions are consistent with the SDA'=
goals, performance standards, and revenue (from Exhibit 7) and its
treatment and access decisions. The following are examples of allocative
decisions consistent with the other elements of the mission component:

¢ An SDA in a low unemployment area adopts goals emphasizing

the needs of the labor market. High performance standards
and Tow revenues push the SDA toward short-term treatments
with low costs. A majority cof the SDA's revenues are
allocated to these services; and,

An SDA in an area with high youth unemployment also has high
youth performance standards and relatively high youth
revenues under the 40 percent rule. Therefore, revenues are
evenrly diviced among training programs and placement
services.
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EXHIBIT 9
SDA SUBCONTRACTCR SUMMARY

PERCENT
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In our example SDA, relatively low revenues and high performance
standards have resulted in allocations supporting lower cost treatments,
such as job club and other placement services. Thus, the dominance of
performance standards and reveiue over goals in our example SDA (as
discussed in Exhibit 7) has directly influenced treatment and allocative
decisions. Treatment and allocative decisions are consistent with

performance standards and revenues but are inconsistent with the SDA's
goals.

Performance standgrds also dominate the mission component of our youth
subcontractor experiencing performance problems. Through the subcontract
mechanism, the PIC has essentially transferred the pressures associated
with meeting performance standards down to the subcontractor Tlevel.
This, although the SDA and subcontractor have similar goals, performance
standards dominate the mission components of both organizations, pushing
them in parallel directions.

PERFORMANCE CONTROL SYSTEMS

Not 1long ago, the Boy Scouts of America revealed that
membership figures coming in from the field had been
falsified. In response to the pressures of a national
membership drive, people within the organization had vastly
overstated the number of new Boy Scouts. To their chagrin,
the leaders found something that other managers have also
discovered: organizational control systems often produce
unintended consequences. The drive to increase membership
had motivated people to increase the number of new members
reported, but it had not motivated them to increase the
number of Boy Scouts actually enrolled.

Cammann, C. and D. A. Nadler. "Fit Control Systems to Your
Managerial Style."  Harvard Business Review. January
1976:65.

SDAs that contract services or have sateilite offices usually operate
performance control systems to monitor sub-unit activity and performance.
These systems must be assessed because of their potential to push the SDA
in the wrong direction, as illustrated in the Boy Scout example. For
administrative SDAs, monito»ing, compliance, technical assistance and
related activities become the center of attention, for these are the
SDA's "means" of achieving its "ends," or its performance standards. As
a consequence, compliance and related activities often intensify, whethar
they are truly needed or not, which, for the reasons cited in Chapter 2,
often lowers subcontractor performance.

Our purpose is to assess the scope and intensity (what elements are
monycored and at what frequency) of the SDA's performancz control system.
To make this determination, the monitoring procedures of the SDA's
contract unit shouvld be cnllected. Subcontracting agencies should also
be interviewed to determine monthly hours they devote to monitoring/
compliance activities and whether, in their view, these are excessive.
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Systems which extend beyond the limited number of required areas--such as
performance standards and verifying expenditures, accuracy of records and
coordination agreements--are probably overextended, are consuming
excessive administrative resources in the SDA, are 1likely haviug a
negative consequence on subcontractor performance, and should be cut back
in scope. In our example SDA we find that excessive compliance may be
one cause of the subcontractor's recent poor performance.

EVALUATION OF FINDINGS

In this section, findings from our review of the mission component are
evaluated to determine whether %the WITHIN and BETWEEN conditions are
satisfied. The major findings are summarized below:

* The archetypical SDA in our discussion serves a large urban
population with an unemployment rate above the national
average. The area has a gradually declining economy.
Applicants have multiple employment barriers.

The SDA has two goals: provision of comprehensive services
leading to secure, unsubsidized jobs; and matching the
employment needs of participants with the needs of the local
labor market. The goals are consistent with 1local
conditions. The subcontractor experiencing problems also
has similar goals.

* The goals and performance standards of the SDA are
inconsistent. Revenues are inadequate to accomplish the
SDA's goals.

As a consequence, performance standards dominate the SDA's
goals and push the organization toward short-term, Tow-cost
services, even though most participants need 1long-term
training. In essence, achieving the performance standards
is a latent goal of the SDA.

SDA revenues are allocated to support short-term, low-cost
services. Thus, the SDA's performance standards, revenues,
and treatment and allocation decisions are consistent with
each other. This same pattern also holds at the sub-
contractor level.

The PIC has added "unemployment" as an eligibility criterion
to reduce the demand for services and to assure those most
in need are actually served. Access decisions are, there-
fore, consistent with goals.

Excessive SDA compliance efforts may be one cause of the
subcontractor's poor performance.

This evidence suggests the following conclusions regarding the WITHIN and
BETWEEN conditions:

70

55



WITHIN CONDITION: The condition is satisfied in part. The SDA (and
subceontractors) performance standards, revenue, allocative
decisions and treatment decisions are consistent with each

other, but, as a whole, are inconsistent with the SDA's (and
subcontractor's) goals.

BETWEEN CONDITION: The condition is satisfied in part. The SDA's
goals and access decisions are consistent with 1local
conditions, but its performance standards, revenue, allocative
decisions and treatment decisions are not. However, the latter
are consistent with federal and state requirements.

In short, the SDA's (and the subcontractor's) performance standards,
revenue, allocative decisions and treatment decisions dominate *he
mission component. Instead of meeting the needs of the local population,
the SDA's services are designed to accomplish performance standards. As
a.direct consequence, while the SDA will 1ikely achieve its standards, it
may probably fail to achieve its goals.

This pattern in the mission component may be widespread in JTPA. In the
first nine months of JTPA, the pattern of local program priorities,
services and participants was more one of similarity than diversity. [35]
In essence, the program constraints discussed previously--inadequate
funding, performance standards, spending 1limits and others--were driving
SDAs to make similar program choices. Two performance standards, place-
ments and cost, were viewed as critical among PICs, and most programs
were designed with &n eye toward achieving these »~1 the other standards.
Thus, although 28 training activities are authorized under the law, most
SDAs focused heavily on two activities, classroom training and on-the-job
training. In contrast, the special needs of eligible individuals,
support services, innovative and exemplary programs, multi-service
pregrams, and customized services for specific target groups all received
considerably less attention and emphasis in designing programs. 1In
effect, the constraints have standardized service delivery to favor labor
market needs vs. the hard-to-serve.

Officials at 80 percent of the SDAs said they made no
concerted effort to define or serve those "most in need" and
"able to benefit from" JTPA--one of the act's targeting
requirements--and did not believe that either the legis-
lation's provisions or its level of funding were conducive
to dealing with those eligibles who most needed assistance
in securing jobs. The lack of commitment and effort to this
aspect of the act resulted in, according to three-fourths of
the SDAs, substantial screening by service deliverers to
enroll those eligibles who were most job-ready. The
extensive screening, plus the modest level of support and
remediation services, and the unexpectedly brief duration of
JTPA  training--11 weeks for adults and 12.2 for youth--
coupled with the high placement rates, did cause concern
that many participants would have gotten jobs without the
benefit of JTPA. [35]

This implies that Congressional design of the JTPA's implementation

strategy may be having unintended consequences. Specificaily, although
Congress created performance stardards to assure 7iocal accountability
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(Appendix A), perhaps the chief effect of performance standards is to
push the system to serving the most job-ready eligibles in service
delivery areas.

For now, put these findings aside, and let us move on to the work
component.
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CHAPTER 4. HOW TO EXAMINE THE WORK COMPONENT

The work component contains the SDA's service strategy--the "treatments"
that should result in long-term, unsubsidized employment. How are these
services supposed to work? Answers to this question begin with a basic
understanding of education and employment in the United States, which is
presented in the next section. A second section presents guidelines for
examining the work component in SDA and subcontractor organizations.

EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT IN THE UNITED STATES

Our educational systems have the primary responsiblity for preparing the
country's workforce. Little formal training normally occurs beyond an
individual's career entry point, and once in a career, advancement occurs
primarily through job mobility and cumulative work experience. For those
who do not make it through the educational system and onto a job ladder
in the 1labor market, options become quite Timited. These individuals
often become the labor market's casualties:

...Those with limited skills, experience, and Ccredentials,
the victims of stunted opportunities, discrimination, and
bad luck, the residents of poverty areas and declining labor
markets, and those whose individual, family, or cultural
problems wundermine successful performance in the work
place...(31:3)

Developing policy and program mechanisms for dealing with the 7abor
market's casualties has been a major federal issue for the past 25 years.
Historically, Congress has responded to this manpower problem through a
series of programs: the Area Redevelopment Act (1959), the Manpower
Development and Training Act (1962), the Economic Opportunity Act (1964),
the New Careers Program (1965), the Work Incentive Program (1967), the
Job Opportunities in the Business Sector Program (1968), the Concentrated
Employment Program (1968), the Emergency Employment Act (1971), the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (1973), and--Congress' current
program--the Job Training Pa-=~ership Act (1982). By and large, the
fundamental, underlying assumpcions behind most of these programs have
not changed greatly over the years [31], which are as follows:

* The skills and attitudes for this segment of the labor force
are malleable and subject to ‘ntervention.

Education and training is a desirable and effective
intervention for increasing the productivity of these
individuals in economic markets.

The problems of this group will not be solved by an improved
economy alone.

Once provided education and training for earning a 1living,
an individual may become a productive member of the labor
force for his/her lifetime.
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Given these assumptions, Congress has authorized training, education,
remediation, support services, and non-occupation activities for youth
and adults in JTPA. These services produce intended results through a
"chain of objectives." [23, 30] A1l programs are created to accomplish
certain purposes as defined by the program's objectives. The objectives
of virtually all programs are temporally interdependent; some objectives
must be achieved early, others later, forming an orderly sequence, or
chain, of activity. Objectives in the chain are ordered such that each
objective builds from the one before and becomes a necessary condition to
the one that follows. The distinction between objectives and means of
achievement becomes relative; each objective in the chain is a means to
achieving the next objective in the chain.

Exhibit 10 presents JTPA's chain of objectives and validity assumptions.
The general objectives for participants appear on the left-hand side of
the table, while the underlying assumptions 1inking the objectives appear
in the middle. These assumptions define beliefs about cause-effect
relationships in the program as participants progress from entry to exit.
The right column indicates some of the key employer entry points in the

participant chain--that is, places where participants are commonly
matched with employers.

Perhaps the most startling point of Exhibit 10 is how 1little control SDA
staff have over the chain and the client/employer connection. Individual
and employer participation is voluntary. Both are free to drop out of
the program at any time. Employers ultimately decide who is hired, which
may occur at any point along the chain--prior to entry, during treatment,
or at exit--though the last is probably the most common. Staff really
control only two major parts of the chain: entry into the SDA and the
services participants and employers receive. 9/ These are captured by
the access and treatment decisions, respectively, in SDA process model.

In the next section, guidelines are presented for examining the work
component in an SDA or subcontractor. 10/ The guidelines are based on
the hierarchy of objectives in Exhibit 10; their purpose is to determine
whether the work component satisfies the WITHIN and BETWEEN conditions.
For the work component, the WITHIN condition requires that (1) the werk
component is involved in the conversion process, and (2) that the parts
of the work component are consistent and interrelated, working in
synchreny to achieve positive proximate outcomes.

9/ Staff control over services is probably not total control. For
example, under CETA clients who could find 0J7s got them, and
clients requesting specific classroom training often received it.

10/ For SDAs that subcontract all services, the work component is
performed mainly by the subcontractors.
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EXHIBIT 10

A HIERARCHY OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES AND VALIOITY ASSUMPTIONS IN JTPA

HIERARCHY GF PARTICIPANT 0BJECTIVES

VALIDITY ASSUMPTION LINKAGES

SOME POINTS WHERE CLIE

NT/EMPLOYER MATCHING 0CCURS

I Utimate Objectives

L Acconplish JTPA purposes as
specified in the Jegislation.

2. Achieve positive fina!louttomes
(employment retention, increased
earnings, welfare dependency,
perfornance standards, etc. )

3. Achieve positive proxinate outcomes
(Placenent, increased earnings,
welfare dependency, performance
standard, etc.),

I Internediate Objectives

4. Receive credential
documenting achievements.

5. Complete training (treatment)
progran.

6. Learn new skills, change
attitudes, improve enployability
skills consfstent with ains of
program and participant needs.

1. Deternine appropriate program
(treatnent) for participant as
allowed under JTPA,

8. D:termine participant needs.
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Long-tern enployment of participants
resolves nation's manpower problems
as defined by Congress

JTPA services enable participants to
retain employment over the long=vun

Completion of program and credentials
will enable participant to fing employment.

Credentials are needed to enable carticipant
to compete in Jabor market.

Programs cause behavioral and attitude
changes only when completad,

Skills, attitudes and behavior are

whmhmMmMcMMGWMm
services,

Treatments have greatest fupacts when
targeted to remove an individual's
employment barriers,

An individual’s employrsnt barriers
can be deternined reliably,

Employer hires partici

Emplover hires on-the-
contingent on successf

pant.

job training participant,
ul completion of progran.

11



T 10 (Continued)

CHY"OF PARTICIPANT OBJECTIVES VALIDITY ASSUMPTION LINKAGES SOME POINTS: WHERE CLIENT/EMPLOYER MATCHING OCCURS

Immediate Objectives

9. Enroll individual if eligible. Services must be targeted to those who Employ.r cefers individual (who may or may met be 2
qualify to achieve ultimate objectives employe:) to JTPA for training. Individual i:
and performance standards. enrolled it eligible.
10.  Determine eligibility for JTPA Program must have adequate supply of
services. appropriate individuals to achieve
ultimate objectives and performance
11 Recruit individuals to standards.
participate in program. Empleyer needs a specific number of individuals

trained to perform a specific task(s). A

training program is developed to meet the
employer's needs, or qualified participants are
referred through placement/job search services.
SDA may recruit individuals or draw from applicant
pool to meet employer needs. SDA may recruit
employers to participate in 0JT, institutional
training or other programs.
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The BETWEEN condition requires that the work Ccomponent be consistent with
the mission component. The remainder of this chapter mainly consists of
guidelines examining the WITHIN condition. In a concluding section, we
examine whether the work component satisfies the WITHIN and BETWEEN

conditions. If both are satisfied, we may conclude that the work
component is operating properly.

WITHIN CONDITION

In Exhibit 10 the hierarchy of objectives describes a general sequence of
activity, or pathway, as participants progress from entry to exit through
the system. The specific characteristics of pathways differ from one SDA
or contractor to another. SDAs that contract all services have no
pathway; it can be found at the subcontractor level. To illustrate our
discussion, the pathway of our SDA is presented on the next page
(Exhibit II), borrowed from a model actually used in one SDA but modified
slightly for this chapter. 11/ Tc follow these guidelines in your own
organization, you must first describe its pathway. 12/ The issues raised

in this chapter should apply to most SDAs and subcontractors, not just
the one presented here.

The guidelines begin with recruitment (Objective 11 in Exhibit 10) and
move through the pathway to the client's status at follow-up {Cbjective 2
in Exhibit 10). Examination of the WITHIN condition focuses on the
following two factors:

M Whether the steps in the pathway are consistent with each
other. Steps should be structured to provide clients a
logical sequence of services from entry to exit.

The flow of clients through the pathway. Not everyone who
enters the pathway necessarily completes it. Some drop out
at various points; others make it through all the steps. By
analyzing the flow of clients from one step to another, we
can make inferences about where problems lie in the system.
Then, other, more specific information can be collected to
determine what the problem is and how it should be
corrected.

11/ The pathway is for an SDA performing outreach and intake but
subcontracting training and employment services.

12/ This is done by first identifying all of the steps a participant may
possibly go through frem entry to exit, and then connezting the

steps to show all possible routes that a participant may traverse
through the system.
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EXHIBIT 11: PARTICIPANT PATHWAY
(with hypothetical client flow numbers)

Walk-ins 1. Recruitment (est.: 500) neferrals

Telephone Inquiries —> €= and

Etc. Coordination
Links

2. Application Submitted (220)

¢

3. Eligibility/Verification Interview (220)

Non-JTPA s s
Services —e—— - . 2ligible I
(45) l Eligible

4. Assessment (175)

5. Individual Training Plan (ITP)
and Support Payments (122)
. (Enroliment)

6. Subcontractor Job Training Services

| |
Y t ! J

Educational Work Maturity Pre-Employment Occupational Skills
Remedial Education Workshops Workshops Ski1ll Training
Basic Skills Job Counseling Job Club 0JT
Training Work Experience Job Counseling Try-cout

GED Support Service Job Search Work Experience

ESL Assistance Customized Training
Support Service Customized Training

| | ]

7. Employment or Other Positive Outcome {98)
8. Follow-up Services

9. Follow-up Status (64)
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In our discussion we use the flow of youth through the pathway in the SDA
and subcontractor organizations.

RECRUITMENT (STEP 1)

Tt2 first step is to examine recruitment services in the pathway.
Programs must iave an adequate supply of clients %o achieve their
ultimate objectives and performance standards. In most SDAs the demand
for services “ar exceeds resources, so few outreach services are usually
needed. Where outreach is performed, it is often targeted at specific,
nard-to-find participant groups, such as high school dropouts or older
workers, that have Tow {walk-in, or "passive") application rates. SDAs
and coiatractors have developed different strategies for performing
outreach, depending on the group, such as the foliowing:

¢ E-tablish brench offices to improve access to JTPA services;

e Move intake %o where clients frequent (e.g., setting-up
information and application tables in high schools to
recruit y~uth);

Establish coou- ;ination/referral linkages with other 7Jocal
agencies, such as AFDC; and,

Encourage employers to refer employees for training.

Yet, depending on environmental constraints, even the best outreach
efforts can fail. For example, in one state few female ex-offenders
entered JTPA because the female state prison operated its own employment
and training program. More commonly, the application process may contain
major "barriers" that discuade people from ever applying, such as the
following:

¢ A social security card is required.

Applications are only in English. Staff speak only English.

e Application requires military draft status for male youth.

® Parents of youth are reluctant to provide family income and
other information required to determine eligibility.

In terms of the pathway in Exhibit 11, the number of clients applying for
services (Step 2) from all sources (recruitment, referral, etc.) in a
period should be counted (using the MIS). 13/ This provides baseline
intake volumes. Then, these baseline volumes can be broken into specific

13/ The MIS must be designed to store all eligible and ineligible

" applications in a period to perform this calculation. The "period"
may be defined as the previous quarter to minimize data storage
requirements.



target groups and compared with performance standards. If the number of
applicants is lower than the performance standard for the target group,
the standard can never be achieved. 1In essence, more applicants satisfy-
ing the standard must be recruited. This involves expanding current
outreach efforts (at a minimum), eliminating barriers in the application
process, or changing services altogether to increase their attractiveness
to potential clients. For illustrative purposes, the numbers in
parentheses in Figure 1 describe the flow of 500 youth applicants through
the pathway in the previous quarter. About 220 of these youth apply for
services. At this rate of entry, all of the SDA's youth performance
standards for the year would be satisfied.

ELIGIBILITY (STEPS 2 AND 3)

The next step in both the pathway (Exhibit il) and the hierarchy of
objectives (Exhibit 10) is eligibility. At +thiis point, our aim is to
determine how the SDA's eligibility requirement: reduce the number of
applicants in the pathway. Eligibility standards are defined in the
JTPA, although states and SDAs may alter their severity by changing the
definitions of some terms (e.g., the family). Cur example PIC has added
an eligibility requirement to the Act's, unemployment, as a way of
objectively rationing scarce resources in areas of high demand. For the
most part, once eligibility standards are established, determining
eligibility becomes an objective process that should not vary from one
intake staff to another. If procedures in your SDA reveal that whether a
client is eligible depends on who interviews him or her, the procedures
should be changed so that all staff apply the same (objective) criteria
and, therefore, reach the same eligibility determinations. SDAs may
program their MIS or other computer to detrrmine applicant eligibility in
a standard, accurate ‘manner.

Periodically, a random sample of applications should be cross-checked to
verify that the client's eligibility was correct and, therefore, that the
intake process is reliable. Many SDAs also regularly include cross-
checks to verify the accuracy of information that applicants provide.
For example, one subcontractor specializing in ex-offender services finds
that sometimes applicants with no prison record say they are ex-offenders
simply to receive free services.

In our example SDA, 175 applicants, or about 80 percent of those applying
for services, were eligible to receive them in the previous quarter. The
20 percent of applicants who were not eligible were referred to non-JTPA
services.

ENROLLMENT, ASSESSMENT AND ASSIGHK;"SNT (STEPS 4 AND 5)
The next step is to examine the SDA's intake process, which consists of
the SDA's "pigeonholing process' and the access and treatment decisions

for specific applicants. Each ¢ these is reviewed below.

ACCESS DECISIONS. These decisions control the flow of individuals and

employers, primarily, and other resources into the SDA. For individuals,
access to JTPA services is a two-step process. First, the individual
applies (either passively or thruugh recruitment) to the program, and
eligibility is de;ggmined. Second, if the applicant is eligible, he or
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she may or may not be enrolled in the program, depending on the foliowing
factors.

® Creaming to meet performance standards. Applicants who are
eligible have different education, training, histories,
attitudes and motivations. Some are more qualified than
others for employment. Faced with the pressures of meeting
performance standards, a majority of SDAs enroll eligibles
who are most job-ready. [20, 35]

Recruitment to meet performance standards. SDAs often
allocate their resources based on progress toward satisfying
performance standards. If some standards have been met,
resources are often shifted to other (unmet) standards. If
an applicant does not contribute to the unmet standards, he
or she may be ignored (i.e., put on a waiting list) and
eventually drop out. :

° Limited funds. On average, SDAs have funds only for about
five percent of their eligible populations. [4] If appli-
cant demand for services exceeds resources, some eligible
applicants may not be served or may not receive the training
they really need. [19] Conversely, if the supply of re-
sources exceeds the demand for services (e.g., such as when
too few youth apply for the 40 percent youth funds), SDAs
will more 1likely accept doubtful, if not all, clients.

Sorting/screening. Between application and enrollmeat, many
SDAs require eligibles to participate in orientatio. and
assessment sessions. These sessions help sort out the less
motivated applicants, who often drop out prior to enroll-
ment.

Front-line staff have substantial influence over participant access
decisions. For the eligible applicants, they act as "gatekeepers,”
deciding on a case-by-case basis who does and does not receive se-vices.
These enroliment decisions are often highly discretionary and are in-
fluenced by PIC policies, planning decisions, tl.e above fuctors, as well
as participant preferences.

The important point here, however, 1is that access decisions are
controlled (but not totally) by the SDA and, hence, can b: maripulated to
improve achievement of the SDA's performance stardards and goals as well
as JTPA outcomes (i.e., increased employment and earnings and reduced
welfare dependency for those most in need). 14/ However, in a previous

14/ Some SDAs subcontract their access decisions. Faced with pressures
to meet performance standards, subcontractors often intensively
sCreen--or cream--eligibles to enroll the most job-ready persons,
thereby reducing the risk of possibly failing to meet their perfor-
mance standards. As Walker and his colleagues report [35:27], "In
one SDA, a proprietary school reportedly turned down 25 JTPA
eligibles for every one accepted; in another, a bank teller training
program screened 118 JTPA eligibles to get 19 enrcllees.” While
such screening may assure that most enrollees are placed, it also
may lead to shortfalls in overall enrollment.
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CETA study placement success was not related to participant
characteristics. [9] The hard-to-serve could be given the highest
priority and programs still performed well. Similar trends exist in
JTPA, such as the ability of most SDAs to meet welfare performance
standards. [35] :

In our example SDA access decisions are consistent with its goal to serve
eligible residents. (See Chapter 4.) The official policy of the SDA is
te serve everyone who is eligible, but also to use the intake process to
"sort out" the motivated applicants from the less motivated ones. The
SDA relies heavily on the design of its intake services to achieve this
effect. For example, the SDA requires that virtually all =2pplicants
attend orientation, assessment and assignment sessions, plus complete
"homework," such as obtaining reference letters and practice filling out
employment forms. If an applicant does not help the SDA meet an un-
satisfied performance standard, he or she is placed on a waiting list
before geing through assessment. Not ali applicants have sufficient
motivation to complete the intake process. For others a waiting list is
an inconvenient, if not a major barrier. These individuals select
themselves out of the program prior to enroliment. Thus, the intake
process is used to reduce the number of applicants eligible to receive
training and placement services, to achieve a highly motivated group of
enrollees (whom employers prefer), and to develop an individual training
plan customized to each person's needs.

Yet, faced with pressures to meet performance standards, the SDA
sometimes bends the rules. For example, when an employer refers an
individual for training and a placement seems virtually guaranteed, the
SDA may skip the formalities of the intake process and move the person
directly into training. This also happens when the placement rate for
specific target groups is too Tow. Applicants who satisfy a target's
standard may bypass the hurdles of the intake process, have an ITP
deveioped, and swiftly enter into training and placement services.

PIGEONHOLING PROCESS. Either before or after an applicant is enrolled

(depending on the pathway in a given SDA), services are assigned to the
participant through a "pigeonholing process." [16] This process varies
across SDAs but usually consists of the following elements:

e Services offered to participants in a SDA are salected (ir

the planning process) from the Tist authorized by Congre:s
(Sec. 204, 205; see mission component).

* The services are transformed into a set of standardized
programs. Each program is a set of skills that staff stand
ready to offer participants and employers.

When a participant enters the office of the SDA, nis or her
needs are defined from such personal characteristics as
previous education, work history, etc.

The participant's needs are categorized, or placed in a
pigeonhole-~that is, also standardized.
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The participant's category of need, in turn, determines what
program the participant receives (diagnosis). In most SDAs,
only one (training) service is assigned usually per parti-
cipant, mainly because most PICs view mul:i-service programs
as too costly. And if PICs are mainly enrolling the most
job-ready, multi-service programs may t: unnecessary anyway.

The participant receives the program.

In other words, by standardizing services and participant needs,
pigeonholing simplifies service delivery tremendously. Staff no longer
have to develop customized services to meet the unique needs of each
participant. Diagnosis--or matching participant needs with programs that
eliminate them--is also standardized; participants 1in the various
categories of nged (or pigeonholes) are assigned programs in a pre-
determined way. A1l of this saves resources in the service delivery
procass.

For the pigeonholing process to werk well, the following conditions must
e satisfied:

¥ iiagnosis must be standardized. Loose but nonetheless
predetermined guideTines must exist for matching participant
needs with programs. These guidelines should be applied
censistently acruss staff ard applicants.

5

Staff require skilis to p:rfcrm diagnosis. Assigning
participants o programs based on need is a discretionary
procesc. Judgment is required in defining a participant's
needs and pigeonholing him or her into a given category.
Participants often help out by categerizing themselves.

The environment must be complex and stable. Complexity
arises through the diverse needs of participants. Stability
is required for staff skills to become well-defiped, or
standardized, into formal programs.

The process must be consistent with SDA goals.

Two key assumpiions of this pigeonholing process are that an individual's
employment barriers can be assessed, and that services have greatest
impacts when tarvgeted to remove an individual's employment barriers.
There is no single, =yr-ect method of assessing and assigning services to
& person. Rather, a -ariety of methods exist, all requiring considerable
discretion and staff expertise to be implemented properly.

“REATMENT DECISIONS. 1In this pigeonholing process treatment decisions
are vider the control of staff and, hence, can be manipulated to improve
periv.sance. Two elements seem te be key for achieving high performance.
First, ste’f must 'ave adequate skills to perform diagnosis and operate
programs. Indeed, the quality of staff was perhaps the most important
determinant of performance under CETA. [9] Second, and central to the
assumptions in Exhibit 10, the programs assigned to participants through
ti=2 pigesnholing process must effectively eliminate or reduce
pit-ticinants' needs. They are the intervention that's supposed to make
the JTPA connection work. If participants are misdiagnosed (that is,

’
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their needs are categorized incorrectiy), ¢r if the wrong programs are
assigned for a given category of needs, or it the program itself operates
poorly, poor performance may resuit. Most tigeonholing processes do not
run properly alil the time; the above problens are common in most service
delivery systems. At best, pigecnholing is imperfect, and it is up to
management to handle the d:stu“bances and conflicts that normally arise.

In our examp]e SDA, a competency-based pigeonholing process is used. The
process is well-documented, and a reviz: of participant records reveals
that it is implemented faithfully. The chief purpose of intake is to
document client achievements and deficiencies in the following four
competency areas:

Educational: Possessing the basic computational and communication
skill levels necessary for successful entry into the labor market
for their occupational choice;

Woirk Maturitx The demcnstrzted ability to apply positive working
hatits which meet emplicyer e\pectat1ons and fulfill basic employee

respensibilities sich as reliability, motivation, ability to carry
out instruction, etc.

Pre-employment: A basic awareness of the world of work, knowledge
of work opportunities, skills for selecting among these
opportunities, and the job search skills necessary to secure and
present well in informazional and job interviews; and,

Occupatiotal Skilis: Mastery of entry level and advanced skills
required for a specific occupation or class of occupations defined
by employers, uriuns, or generally accepted occupational standards.

Paper and pencil tests, staff evaluations, completion of assignments and
other diagnostic tools are used to benchmark competencies at entry. Once
established, the necessary sequence of services to overcome deficiencies
i» assigned (through the ITP) as shown in Step 5 of Exhibit 11.

Before closing our discussion of the intake process, its overall design
must be considered. Up until this point, the order of events in the
pathway (Exhibit 11) and the hierarchy of objectives (Exhibit 10) have
been the same. In this stage they differ, as shown below (where
"assignment." means assigning services to the participant through the
individual training plan):

PATHWAY HIERARCHY OF OBJECTIVES
Assessment Enrolliment
Assignment Assessment
Enroliment Assignment

Enrolimert occurs first in the hierarchy of objectives but last in the
pahway. In the hierarchy of objectives, the SOA enroclls everyone who is
eligible; in the pathway the SDA enrolls only eligible adults and youth
who successfully complete assessment and assignment. By piacing enroll-
ment last in the sequence, the SDA increases its influence over access
decisions, or who receives training and placement services. The infor-
mation reviewed in this .volume and our discussions with SDA and con-
tracter staff indicate}lfhat most SDAs enroll clients according to the



process shown in the pathway (Exhibit 11). By placing enroliment last in
the flow, SDAs are in a better position to cream. Furthermore, it also
can give the SDA greater control over its performance. If training and
placement services are subcontracted, 3DAs doing intake can alter their
performance levels simply by changing referrals to providers that, for
whatever reasons, place better.

1> summary, even though intake is not part of the job training services
clients receive, it plays a critical role in determining the success of
the program. Our SDA's job training services may be highly effective in
eliminating deficiencies in the four competency areas. Yet, if a
client's competencies and deficiencies are not properly identified, or if
deficiencies are matched improperly with services, the effectiveness of
these services may be reduced greatly. Thus, the twin purposes in this
part of the pathway examination are:

s To determine whether your SDA has a systematic, accurate way
(or pigeonholing process) of determining client needs and
assigning services based on these needs.

To uetermine what percentage and what kinds of clients go
through what steps in the intake process.

To determine how the intake process affects the flow of
clients from application to enrollment.

Returning to Exhibit 11, 1in our example SDA about 30 percent of the
eligible applicants drop out during intake, leaving 122 enrollees (with
15 percent of these bypassing normal intake procedures). Thus, of the
220 persons who applied for services, about 55 percent received training
or employment services. Further breakdowns of enrollees into target
groups indicate that performance standards for some groups may not be
met. Therefore, the SDA has two basic options to increase the number of
enrollees: either increase recru.tment of applicants or relax the
screening devices of the intake process. Rather than modifying a
well-working cog of the organization, the SDA elects to bolster its
recruitment efforts.

TREATMENT (STEP 6)

In our SDA, once the participant's ITP is completed, he or she is
referred to a subcontractor, where job training services are provided
(Objectives 4-6 in Exhibit 10 and Step 6 in Exhibit 11). Supposedly,
these are the critical events that will make the difference, that will
move the participant into employment (or other positive outcome). In
general, the effectiveness of these services depends on two factors.
First, the servi:e must actually reduce or eliminate the participant's
needs and/or c¢2ficiencies. In general, all JTPA services require the
participant tn change in some way. Institutional training, for example,
is designed to increase a participant's skills, which in turn shold
increase his or her chances of finding unsubsidized employment. If the
training fails to increase a participant's skills, his or her chances of
finding employment may not be improved by the service. Thus, the ‘ink
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between a JTPA service and a job is indirect. Whether or not a service
results in unsubsidized employment depends on the service's success in
changing the participant as intended during treatment. 15/

Therefore, in order for the subcontractor or SDA to judge good services
from bad ones, the provider must be able to measure both the kind and
amount of change in a participant that a service (or sequence of
services) has produced. 16/ For example, a youth entering a word
processing course may already have typing skills but know nothing about
computers. After completing the course, the participant is a skilled
word processor. In the participant's institutional training course the
gain in skills was measured by (1) the participant's demonstrated ability
to perform specific word processing tasks; and (2) an overall grade for
the course. This gain in skills led to a job shortly after the course
was completed. By recording such skill gains in the MIS, the SDA and
subcontractor can readily detect services that are effective or in-
effective in changing participants in the manner desired. 1In this way
good services can be perfected while bad services can be improved or
eliminated. As a whole, changes in participants (such as a gain in
skills) produced by JTPA services are an intermediate objective of the
program (i.e., Objective 6 in Exhibit 10).

The second factor influencing service effectiveness is how the service is
implemented. Here the primary issue is service integrity, or whether the
services that are formally prescribed to participants are actually given

or experienced by them. The issue typically occurs when (1) the
participant receives fewer services than prescribed in his or her ITP, or
(2) the subcontractor substitutes one service, say classroom

training (CT), for another, say placement services. The first situation
can be determined by periodically examining client case folders for time
spent in each service (or an MIS analysis could be conducted if the dates
of service are in the data base and the MIS service data are fairly
accurate). In the second situation, the contractor has a performance-
based contract, and its interest is to place as many participants as
cheaply as possible. Therefore, it strives to place as many participants
through low-cost placement services rather than its higher-cost CT
program. At times, participants may be officially recorded as receiving
CT in the MIS, but in reality they enter employment through placement
services. The participant's folder may show that he or she received some

15/ This reasoning is implicit in the JTPA. Paraphrasing the Act's
statement of purpose (Sec. 2), JTPA is to provide training to youth
and unskilled adults to increase their skills so they may, in turn,
obtain productive employment.

16/ Please remember that these services may be provided by either JTPA
organizations or outside coordinating agencics.
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training, but this amcunt is usually far below the SDA average, does not
increase the participant's occupational skills, and is not responsible
for the participant's employment. In essence, the program is a
masquerade where placement services (emphasizing counseling) are made to
Took Tike training. While these services undoubtedly improve the
participant's ability to find a job (because most everyone can get a job
with their current skills), they often do not help the participant hold a
job because no training to improve skills was provided. In these cases,
we might expect a subcontractor to have high placement but Tow retention
rates.

A1l of this indicates that subcontractors can manipulate the MIS to their
own benefit and, hence, the SDA cannot rely fully on its performance
control system to find out what services participants are actually
receiving. Sporadic audits of contractor case files may be necessary.
But the IS can be apprupriately used to compare placement and retention
rates; w.jor discrepancies here might suggest the substitution of
placement services for training. ~ With the increasing emphasis on
retention in JTPA, one way SDAs may counter this masquerade (or
"service creaming") is to make reimbursements based primarily on
retention in their contracts, which is consistent with the ultimate
objectives of JTPA (Objectives 1 and 2 in Exhibit 10). Another measure
is to set a ceiling on the number of participants placed through direct
placement in the contract. 1In either case, most SDA staff may know
Tittle of what actually goes on at the service provider level.

There are many ways of providing services to participants, such =zs
competency systems [2], work adjustment hierarchy systems [22] and
others. The relative merits of these alternative approaches are unclear,
mainly because we know very little about how services should be designed
to achieve the best outcomes [7]. For now, however, we will use the
above two factors for determining the effectiveness of any given service
strategy.

Our SDA's competency-based service strategy seems to satisfy these two
criteria. Ongoing assessment is used to measure the participant's
progress in eliminating deficiencies. The participant's Individual
Training Plan (ITP) specifies when his or her progress will be monitored
during treatment. The plan also identifies the agency responsible for
providing training services and the competency gains to be achieved.
Gains in competency are measured through a set of standard indicators
developed for the four competency areas and their respective subareas.
For example, some of the categories (and their respective indicators) for
work maturity are as follows:

Reliability:

- is on the job regularly with minimal absence
- is prompt to work and returning from breaks
- reports to work in good condition

- notifies supervisor when absent or late
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Motivation:

- does not avoid any part of the job
- seeks additional work when assigned tasks are completed
- asks questions and seeks opportunities to learn

- shows enthusiasm and volunteers extra effort when
necessary

In short, whether the service actually reduces or eliminates needs is
determined through the regular, on-going monitoring of the participant's
progress through his or her ITP. If needs are not being addressed by the
prescribed services, the plan can be altered to increase service
effectiveness. Where such progress evaluations are a normal part of the

training program, process analysis of the SDA's treatments becomes a
day-to-day operation.

Normally, such monitcring systems are developed to follow an individual's
progress. But sometimes an entire training program offered by a sub-
contractor may be bad. Usually, these programs or agencies may be
readily detected by their relatively high dropout or low placement rates.
Using its performance control system, the SDA or contractor closely
monitors pathway dropout and placemen* rates to detect problems. But the
MIS is of little use in pinpointing the actual causes of flow problems.
Where high treatment dropout or low placement rates exist, the contractor
needs to evaluate the quality of its program and determine whether
feedback mechanisms exist to assure participant needs are addressed--that
the first factor above is satisfied. In these cases, program quality may
be upgraded by hiring more qualified instructors, increasing the length
of training, improving the training provided to participants, or some
other measure.

TREATMENT UNDER SUBCONTRACTING. Before leaving the treatment stage of
the pathway, wiich many SDAs subcontract, the consecuences of sub-
contracting on treatment effectiveness should be considered. The chief
benefit of subcontracting is the potential for specialization, which may
lead to higher 1Jlevels of performance than when SDAs deliver services
aione. That 1is, when an SDA divides service delivery by market or
function, subcontractors can design services customized for specific
participants in specific training areas. This usually has a positive
influence on the effectiveness of services, boosting performance levels.
Of course, subcontracting also has undesirable consequences on service
delivery, and these are mentioned here.

First, depending on the method, subcontracting may adversely influence
access decisions. When services are provided either by the SDA or by
other organizations, the client still decides whether to participate in
the program. However, when an SDA subcontracts all services by function
(i.e., subcontracts are for providers to train participants for specific
occupations), the client, through his or her choice of the subcontractor,
also chooses the services that he or she receives. This is because,
under JTPA's performance-based system, few incentives exist for one
subcontractor to refer applicants tec other subcontractors 1in an SDA.
Instead, when a job-ready and eligible client walks through the door of a
subcontractor, we can be fairly sure that client will be enrolled in the
subcontractor's program, even though other subcontractors in the SDA
might be offering services more suited to the client's needs and



interests. This is less likely if services are subcontracted by market
so that, for example, one provider is resoonsible for all youth, or all
adults, or all handicapped participants. Here, there is only one source
of services for each participant group. If a youth walks through the
front door of the adult service provider, there is a good chance he or
she will be referred to the proper youth agency. In short, competition
for (job-ready) participants tends to be lower under market than function
subcontracting. To the extent function subcontracting provides services
less suited to participant needs, we might expect that services would be
iess effective under function than market subcontracting. Moreover, we
would also expect that few participants would ever receive multiple
services cocrdinated among multiple providers. However, this Tlast
feature might not be a problem, given PIC preferences for single
component programs in the past.

This pattern may not apply to SDAs subcontracting part of their services.
For SDAs that subcontract training but retain control of outreach,
intake, and placement services, the SDA still controls whether or not the
participant enters a program as well as influencing the type of training
the participant receives. Conversely, subcontractors often have little
influence over whom they train. SDA-subcontractor conflicts may arise
over the types of participants referred for training.

The second negative consequence is that, under function subcontracting,
the SDA may loose the "big picture." That is, service delivery becomes
fragmented when an SDA subcontracts to several organizations, each having
multiple contracts to train participants for specific jobs. With service
delivery dispersed in this manner, SDAs may have difficulty knowing where
they stand performance-wise at any given moment. Here, the SDA must rely
heavily on its MIS to monitor entry, training and outcome activities
across providers on a regular and timely basis. Only the MIS can provide
the SDA with an overview--the big picture--of where things stand for the
SDA as a whecle.

EMPLOYMENT (STEP 7)

At this point in the pathway, our focus is to examine the outcomes
associated with the different types of services participants receiva.
Procedures in the gross impact guide {Volume IV in this series) may oe
foliowed. Performance control systems based on an MIS are ~articularly
suited for performing such analyses. While such analyses m:zv be used to
identify subc- 'tractors having problems with specific standards and to
pinpoint where the problem exists in the pathway, they may say little
about the underlying causes of the problem. For this, more thorough
process analyses as discussed in this volume are needed.

One point Jeserves mentioning here. As shewn in  the pathway,
participants may exit into employment from all four competency areas.
For exampie, a youth might want a job now and not have the patience to
enroll in a training program. Thus, it might be highly informative to
store the sequence of services in each participant's ITP in the MIS.
Then, further analyses of how exit points in the sequence--start, middle
or end--relate to outcomes may be conducted. Such information would be
highly useful for staff responsible for designing the ITPs and may iead
to important design improvements in this area.
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According to Exhibit 11, 98 placements occur, or about 80 percent of
those enrolled, but only 45 percent of those who apply.

FOLLOW-UP (STEPS 8 AND 9)

Most of JTPA's performance standards reflect short-term outcomes, and so
this is what SDAs and subconiractors have emphasized in their programs.
Yet, as indicated in the hierarchy of objectives, positive terminations
are only a means to an end, long-term job retention at a wage above the
poverty level. Although most SDAs have limited follow-ups to 90 days (or
less), PICs and states have shown some interest in conducting long-term
retention assessments. However, because JTPA services are one-shot,
short-term interventions that alter only a few variables in the complex
process determining labor market success, rea. limits may exist on what
can be achieved in the long run.

During follow-up, gross inpacts should be monitored (to determine what
the impacts are) and evaluated (to determine the relative effects of JTPA
services on the impacts). Methods for accomplishing this task are
described the guide for gross impact evaluation.

As indicated by Step 8 in the pathway in Exhibit 11, subcontractors (or
the agency responsible for placement) often provide follow-up ser.ices to
troubleshoot any problems that might arise, ultimately to assure that
participants remain employed. Both employer and participant follow-up
are commonly made. These services should be recorded in the MIS, and
their relative contributions to long-term job retention should alsc be
assessed through the grcss impact evaluation. In our example SDA, 64
participants, or 65 percent of the placements, are still employed one
year fc¢llowing program completion. Their average wage and annual
earnings are both above the poverty level.

EMPLOYERS

Up until now, our focus has been participants. But as they move through
the pathway, SDAs and subcontractors are also performing job
development--securing unsubsidized public and private job slots for their
clients. These services are usually of two types (and most agencies
usually do both): finding jobs for specific participants, and developing
jobs available to all participants who wish to apply. As shown in the
hierarchy of objectives (Exhibit 10), participants and employers usually
connect with each other at distinct points in the hierarchy (or pathway).
17/ Because these connections reflect coordination of 3DA/subcontractor
activity, they are discussed in greater detail in the next chapter.

177 No matter what services participants receive, they can conduct their
own, independent search for employment concurrent with participation
in JTPA. Sometimes participants are successful in finding a job.
In these cases the employer-participant match can occur at any point
in the hierarchy.
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ASSESSMENT OF +HE WITHIN AND BETWEEN CONDITIONMS

For the most part, the work component in our SDA (and subcontractor)
satisfies the WITHIN condition. The work component consists of
well-defined, 1logically sequenced steps that move the participant
relatively smoothly from entry to exit. A competency-based service
system is in place to document that participants experience verifiable
gains in skills, motivation and other behavioral dimensions. 1In short,
the work component is an integral element of the conversion process.

The BETWEEN condition is satisfied tou, but in a curious way. As you may
recall from Chapter 3, the performance standards and goals of our SDA's
mission component. were incensistent with the standards dominating the
mission component. Some elements of the work comporent are consistent
with the SDA's goals, while other elements are consistent with the SDA's
performance standards. On the one hand, by attempting to provide most
eligible clients with multi-component services targeted to meet their
needs (as defined in the SDA's competancy-based system), the SDA has
achieved its goal of implementing a comprehensive service delivery
systam. On the other hand, insufficient resources and pressures to meet
performance standards push the SDA toward intake procedures and program
structurec that screen out less motivated clients and that result in
service creaming. Thus, a social consequence of these forces is that
some eligible clients (such as the less motivated and, therefore,
hard-to-serve) never are enrolled, while some enrolled participants
receive something less than the treatments prescribed in their [TPs. The

latter 1is one potential cause of the subcontractor's performance
problems.

Finally, we have waited to the very end to make a final point. A1l
phases of the pathway--recruitment, intake, training, and so on--require
qualified staff if the SDA or subcontractor is to perform well. Thus,
whenever any phase of activity along the pathway is examined, so should
the qualifications, skills and motivation of staff performing them.
Ideally, staff competencies shiould match program characteristics of the
organization. For example, an 0JT subcontractor might hire staff with

marketing skills for recruiting emplioyers rather than staff with social
work and client case management skills.
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CHAPTER 5. HOW TO EXAMINE THE COORDINATION COMPONENT

In the work component, our attention fucused on SDA and subcontractor
treatments (or the service strategy) provided to participants. Elements
of the work component primarily determine the organization's effective-
ness in producing outputs--in this case, increased employment and
earnings and reduced welfare dependency. The coordination component, in
contrast, captures the organization's efficiency in producing these
outputs. Common indicators of an organization's efficiency include cost

per placement, cost per training session, average time to complete an ITP
and others.

Our aim in this chapter is to present guidelines for examining the
coordination component, or the organizational processes that determine
its efficiency. The guidelines are presented in three sections. First,
guidelines are described to determine whether the coordination component
satisfies the WITHIN condition. For the coordination component, the
WITHIN condition requires that the mission component and the work
component have mechanisms for coordinating their respective activities.
In the mission component, for example, management is a major coordinating
mechanism; it assures that the parts of the p’arning process-+-choosing
goals, making allocation decisions, etc.--are consi .ent with each other.

The second section presents guidelines foir examining the BETWEEN
condition. For the coordination component, the BETWEEN condition
requires that mechanisms exist (1) to coordinate activity in the work
component with activity in the mission component, and (2) to coordinate
one organization's activity with other organizations in the environment
(for example, mechanisms for coordinating an SDA's activity with its
subcontractors and outside agencies, such as welfare).

The third section illustrates these guidelines in the example SDA that we
have been examining.

COORDINATION MECHANISMS

Every organized human activity has two fundamental and complementary
requirements: the division of labor into various tasks to be performed,
and the coordination of these tasks to accomplish the activity. The
structure of an organization is how labor is divided into distinct tasks,
and how coordination is achieved among the tasks. [17]

There are several ways to coordinate activities in organizations, but
most involve various forms of standardization. [16, 17] SDAs and sub-
contractors coordinate service delivery in five ways. First, co-
ordination is achieved by standardizing outputs through performance
standards. SDA activity is directed, or coordinated, at achieving the
standards, but how each SDA doas this oftan varies.

The second method of coordination is standardizing skills. This means
that SDAs hire trained staff having similar--or standardized--employment
and training skills. But no matter how standardized the knowledge and
skills of staff, their complexity ensures that considerable discretion
remains in their application. No two staff ever apply their skills in
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exactly the same way. Each staff member works fairly independently of
others but closely with the clients he or she serves. Yet, because
skills are standardized, each staff member knows what to expect from
others, and so coordination can be achieved. In short, SDAs coordinate
activity by standardizing the worker as well as the outputs of the
service delivery systems. Yet, this 1is only a 1looSe coordination
mechanism; perfect coordination of an organization'c activities is rarely
assured through this mechanism.

Third, organizations also coordinate activity by standardizing the task
to be performed. For example, a youth provider may have a subcontract
requiring a high volume, low cost per placement operation. The provider
judges that most youth that it serves have very similar needs. There-
fore, most youth can receive the same set of quic’~turnaround cervices.
In other words, because the needs of youth are similar, the provider can
standardize the service(s) that each participant receives. A1l youth
coming thro.gh the agency receive the same service(s), and service
delivery becunes highly repetitive. Under these conditions, staff skills
become less important. The provider only needs staff that know (or can
quickly learn) a siall number of skills and then consistently apply these
skills to all youth. In this way, standardization of the task co-
ordinates the provider's operations. Compared to coordinating by staff
skill, this form of coordination is more formalized, less flexible and
more bureaucratic. And it may require additjonal staff simply to co-
ordinate work flows. Yet it is the organizational structure best suited
for efficiently placing a high volume of participants (assuming services
are effective).

The fourth method of coordination, mutual adjustment, is simply informal
communication among those doing a task. For example, two persons
paddling a cance rely on mutual adjustment to coordinate their efforts.
Similarly, JTPA intake staff may discuss as a group what services each
client should receive.

The fifth method 1is direct supervision, where one person takes
responsibility for the work of others, issuing instructions to them and
monitoring their actions. In effect, one brain is coordinating several
hands. In JTPA, examples are the management (or coordination) of an
organization's intake, planning or other unit's activities.

In summary, an organizatiuvs can cvoordinate its activity by standardizing
outputs, staff skills, and tasks, as well as through mutual adjustment
and direct supervision. As a whole, the three modes of standardization
also aid management cortrol of the organization. We briefly review an
organization's coordination mechanisms in the mission and work components
below.

THE WITHIN CONDITION: EXAMINING THE MISSION COMPONENT

The mission component has two chief means of coordinating its activities,
staff skills &nd management. The various tasks of the mission
component--developing goals and objectives, conducting a planning process
and operating the performance rontrel system--all require competent staff
with relevant skills, if the tasks are to be performed correctly. For
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example, an SDA may employ three planners, each having a different
planning task to perform. If one of the planners lacks skills to perform
her or his task, little coordination among the planners may occur, and a
low quality plan may result.

Management also plays a coordinating role in the mission component. Fope

example, 1in the above planning example, management can per{nd.;slty
review the products of each planner to assure they fit together ;- - ly
into a future job training plan. A second example is managemant ° '

in coordinating the SDA's planning and compliance efforts. In many & -
planning and compliance are independent activities. Planners develop
plan; someone else is responsible for implementing it and monitor -
performance. Consequently, planners may know little about how well g~
plan is working. If performance problems are detected, planners, whs
often have the greatest understanding cf local conditions among SDA
staff, are often "left-out" of the SDA's problem solving efforts.
Management, however, can bring planners and compliance staff togethar
(when appropriate) to help resolve such issues.

THE WITHIN CONDITION: EXAMINING THE WORK COMPONENT

A1l five ways of coordinating activity are commonly found in the work
components of JTPA organizations. In the sections that follow, co-
ordination issues in the client pathway are discussed.

INTAKE. No matter what organization performs intake, a group of staff
must work together to move clients through the application-assessment-
assignment process as efficiently as possible. Common forms of co-
ordination here are standardization of skills and mutual exchange of
information among staff. For example, staff may have very similar
training, and participants are assigned services based on discussions
among all staff. Therefore, if intake staff have deficient skills (or do
not share common skills), or if staff do not talk to each other (because
they do not 1ike each other), intake may run poorly. These problems can
be solved through staff training, shifting staff assignments, replacing
staff, or increased supervision.

TRAINING. JTPA organizations sometimes develop multi-service ITPs for
participants. Where this occurs, mechanisms must exist for coordinating
service delivery--to assure that each participant moves smoothly from one
service into another in his or her plan. A common mechanism is assigning
clients to staff counselors, who are resonsible for monitoring the
client's progress through his or her ITP. To increase staff pro=-
ductivity, some agencies may store the client's ITP on the MIS. Then,
the MIS automatically prompts staff when each client is scheduled to move
to his or her next service.

Extensive coordination also rnormally occurs during training itself. The
direct supervision provided in an individual's 0JT program or instructor
supervision of a vocational education class are alsoc examples of this
type of coordination.

Agencies operating competency-based systems also have additional co-
ordination concerns. Not only must services be delivered properly but
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each participant must also progress in a predetermined, step-by-step
manner through the various competency levels. The chief concern here is
coordinating services with each participant's incremental achievements.

JTPA CONNECTION. At some point along the pathway the participant is
matched with the employer (or some other positive outcome occurs).
Although some participants find employment on their own, many rely on
JTPA staff and services to perform the connection. There are several
ways of coordinating the matching process. One is to have staff be
responsible for performing both activities; staff develop siots as needed
for their respective participants. The potential problem with this
approach, however, is that one staff member may develop slots best suited
for participants assigned to other staff. A solution to this problem is
to make participant assignments a group activity. Staff would meet
regularly as a group, where all the participants and slots are brought
together and appropriate assignments made. When staff have similar
skills and criteria for matching, this format is a relatively direct
method for handling an otherwise cumbersome task. Finally, if separate
staff are responsible for training and slot development, another solution
is to make each unit's manager responsible for both activities, or have a
separate staff member coordinate work in the two units. The assential
point here is that SDAs must have workable mechanisms for connecting
participants with training and job slots.

Exhibit 10 in Chapter 4 defines 1locations in the ierarchy where
participants can be matched with employers. The following analyses may
be conducted to determine how well the participant-employer matching
process is performing in your SDA or subcontract organization.

First, the most frequently used procedures (or services) for matching
participants with employers are listed and defined. This simple exercise
is conducted for two reasons. First, it allows agencies to document the
scope of their matching activity. Some orgyanizations are surprised to
see how few services are devoted to accomplishing this function. Second,
by defining the service, some agencies doing job development may discover
that very little staff effort goes into the service.

Once the services are listed, the second step is to find out what percent
of enrollees received them. This answers the question, "What percentage
of enrollees found jobs on their own (through job clubs, JSA, etc.)
versus were referred to jobs located by staff?" 18/ The underlying issue
here is control of the matching process. If the majority of participants
find jobs on their own, the agency's placement performance is determined

18/ The percentage of participants finding jobs on their own is
influenced by the agency's service mix. For example, an agency with
high numbers of O0JT participants may have a low percentage of
participants finding jobs on their own. Conversely, agencies with a
high number of institutioral training participants may have a
majority finding jobs on their own.
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mainly by participants. On the other hand, if the majority of
participants are placed through job development services, staff have
greater control over the participant-employer matching process. Thus, if
the agency is having a placement problem, it may be caused by how
participants find jobs. 1If placement rates are too low and most partic-
ipants find jobs on their own, the agency may wish to consider placing
more participants through job development (to increase agency control
over the matching process). But if most participants are placed through
staff job development, yet a placement problem exists, the problem may
Tie with the quality of the service, or perhaps a poor job market.

Agencies should repeat this exercise for employers. For example,
employers hiring participants through job deveiopment or referral and 0JT
services may be compared with employers hiring participants through JSA,
job clubs and related services. How do their satisfaction levels differ
(if at all)? 1Is either group a "regular customer"--employers who
repeatedly hire JTPA participants?

The third step is to define where in the pathway most matches occur. Do
most occur at (or shortly after) termination? Or at intake (when
participants are assigned to OJT slots)? This type of analysis is useful
in assuring that the timing of job development/placement services is
appropriate for most participants (and employers).

These are some basic analyses that may be conducted of the matching
process. The chief tool for conducting these analyses is a properly
designed MIS containing both participant and employer data. You may wish
to expand or customize these analyses to meet the unique requirements of
vour own agency. In deing so, please be aware that when examining the
matching process, every question that you ask of participants can usually
also be asked of employers.

FOLLOW~-UP. After the participant completes training and exits the
organization, staff conduct one or more follow-up interviews with the
participant and (sometimes) his or her employer. Services may also be
providad during this stage. Al11 of this activity must be coordinated:
the task must be integrated into staff work schedules, telephone calls
must be scheduled at proper dates following termination, and any follow-
up services must be arranged. Although management can play a big role in
coordinating these tasks, the MIS can relieve some of this burden and
therenoy make staff more productive. When programmed properly, the MIS
can . print weeKly reports 1isting all follow-up participants to be
contacted that week, along with their telephone numbers and the numbers
of their employer. Then, management's only task is to make sure the work
gets done.

SUMMARY. In any JTPA organization the efficiency of the flow of clients
along the pathway is greatly determined by how well the organization
coordinates its activities.

Process indicators often used to measure flow efficiency altong the
pathway are workflow, volume and productivity [1:56]:

* Workflow can be measured in terms of client time (e.g.,
average time between call for appointment and the appoint-
ment, between beginning and completion of intake, between
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intake and admission, between admission and discharge or
termination) and/or worker time (e.g., average time to
complete writeup of intake, average time to complete
discharge planning, average time to complete job skills
educaticn program, average time to complete crisis
referrals).

Volume can be measured in terms of number of clients served
(e.g., weekly, monthly, annually) and/or the number of
services provided (interviews conducted, counseling
sesstons, etc.). Chapter 4 contains an illustration of how
client volumes along the pathway can be assessed.

Productivity can be measured in terms of performance ratios
related to costs, staff, and time. Costs can be related to
units of service or activities (e.g., cost per counseling
session, ¢lassroom training session, diagnostic assessment,
discharge planning, etc.). Staff ratios can be related to
workload standards (number of cases per counselor, number of
participants per class, number of community information
meetings per worker, etc.). Time ratios can be related to
the frequency of a program activity in a given time frame
(e.g., number of clients screened for eligibility per month,
number of counseling sessions per week, number of training
or activity sessions per day).

While SDAs and subcontractors should periodically use these indicators to
monitor the efficiency of their respective organizations, having an
efficient organization does not guarantee a successful program. This is
because efficiency is just one of several factors determining perfor-
mance. For example, two subcontractors with identical expenditure/
personnel, expenditure/ participant, and participant/personnel ratios may
differ substantially in performance, depending on how decisions are made
about specific aspects of treatment. [11] In the next section, other
factors influancing the efficiency of the organization are discussed.

THE BETWEEN CONDITION

The BETWEEN condition requires that mechanisms exist (1) to coordinate
activity in the work component with activity in the mission components;
and (2) to coordinate an organization's activity with other organizations
in the environment. These are reviewed helow.

COORDINATION BETWEEN MISSION AND WORK COMPONENTS

In the mission component, access, treatment and allocative decisions
determined what groups would receive services, how many individuals would
be served, and how much the total costs of each service would be. In
other words, a plan was developed for meeting the SDA's goals (and
performance standards).

Once implementation begins, however, intake activity may not follow the

SDA's plan. Applicants may have unexpected needs and earniqg_ or
employment barriers. Some target groups may not apply in sufficient
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numbers to meet performance standards. Applicants may not meet employer
needs. In short, implementation does not follow the plan.

In these cases, it is management's role to make sure intake coordinates
its activity with on-going access, allccative and treatment decisions (of
the mission component). That is, intake must receive timely, regular
information from the performance control system, such as the current
numher of enrollees, services assigned-to-date, expenditures-to-date, and
progress toward meeting performance standards. If management detects,
for example, that 0JT slots are being assigned too rapidly, management
may direct intake to alter its 0JT assignment procedures (at least unti}
the problem corrects itself) or take other corrective actions. Without
such coordination of intake with the mission component, there is little
chance that SDAs (or contractors) will meet their performance require-
ments. Similar forms of feedback should also occur at the treatment and
follow-up stages of the client pathway.

COORDINATION WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

If an S1A decides either to subcontract services or enter coordination
agreements with outside agencies, mechanisms must exist for ccordinating
the SDA's activity with the other organizations. Normally, the following

coordination issues arise in these arrangements.

ACCOUNTABILITY. Because coordination is rarely perfect, iines of

accountability become unclear, particularly for SDA's subcontracting all
services by function. When services are contracted by function across
providers, accountability for achieving SDA performance standards cannot
be easily measured or determined. If placements (or another standard(s))
fall, who is at fault? Is it with a specific provider? Or with
Contracts for a specific service? Or does the problem 1ie with the SDA?
Has the SDA's planning process gone awry, targeting resources and
contracts for jobs that do not exist in the labor market? There may be a
Tot of fingers pointed, but determining actual causes of poor performance
is difficult at best under this form of service delivery. However,
accountability tends to be preserved in SDAs subcontracting by market.
If only one agency is providing youth services, then it is clear who is
accountable for youth performance. And if it can be determined who is
accountable for a given coordination problem, developing new SDA-provider
coordination mechanisms to solve the problem becomes much easier.

Similar accountability issues arise for SDAs that subcontract only part
of their services. Here, accountability is shared by the SDA and the
subcontractor. Who is at fault when performance falls? Dces the problem
lie with the SDA's intake and assignment procedures, or with the sub-
contractors’' training programs? A careful, impartial analysis of both
operations (and their interrelationships) is needed to untangle and
clarify who is accountable in these service arrangements.

COMPREHENSIVE SERVICES. If an SDA offers comprehensive services from
multiple subcontractors, mechanisms must be present to assure that
participants move from one service to another in the proper sequence, as
stated in the ITP. A common mechanism is assigning clients to staff
counselors, who are responsible for monitoring the clients' progress
through the ITP. To reduce staff effort required here (which may be
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large, depending on staff-client ratios), the MIS can automatically
prompt staff when eiach client is scheduled to move to his or her next
service (provided the ITP is stored in the MIS).

Such monitoring tools are important when an SDA (unwisely) offers
comprehensive services through function subconucacting. Here, different
subcontractors are responsible for each service in the ITP, and only
through direct staff efforts can cservices be coordinated properly. This
method of providing comprehensive services is inefficient because it

involves a great deal of staff time to coordinate (and, theretfcre, higher
administrative costs).

INTAKE AND TRAINING. If the $DA performs intake and contractors perform
training, the two organizations must coordinate their activities. This
involves two major issues. First, SDAs with this service arrangement
must assure that the flow of participants from the SDA to the contractor
operates in a smooth and timely manner. The MIS should be used to
calculate the average number of days between enrollment and first day-of-
service as an indicator of pathway efficiency. The smaller the average,
the more efficient the flow of participants.

Second, SDAs and contractors must share similar "validity assumptions"
(Exhibit 10 in Chapter 4) for the transfer of participants to work. That
is, both parties must define the participants' needs and barriers in a
similar way, and both must agree that the services provided by the
contractor are appropriate for the individual. OQtherwise, contractors
may become highly dissatisfied with SDA referrals, resulting in poor
SDA-contractor relations. Just as intake staff rely on standardization
of skills and mutual exchange of information to coordinate their efforts,

so must the SDA and contractors use these mechanisms to coordinate their
efforts.

SDA-COMMUNITY AGENCIES. The SDA must also coordinate its services with
other agencies in the area, such as welfare. Such effort is required by
the JTPA to increase services available to participants and to satisfy
JTPA's welfare performance requirements. Thus, our interest is in
Jdefining actual, working client referral relations between the SDA or
subconcractor and the outside agency. If an SDA or subcontractor has
established relations with outside agencies but no referrals are being
made, then this form of service coordination is a failure and may
contribute to poor performance.

The MIS may b2 used to produce ihe following descriptive statistics,
which profile referral activity:

* Total number of clients enrolled;

e Percent of enrollees referred from ocutside agencies;

e Percent of services that referred clients receive (from JTPA
. and from all outside sources); and,

Outcomes of referred enrollees.

These statistics may be calculated for all enrollees (as listed above) or
separately for each outside agency. They measure the scope of referral
activity and, if found deficient, may help management make informed
decisions for improving referral relations. For example, one multicounty

A - 103

R 86



SDA was having problems meeting its welfare performance standaid. It
soon discovered that virtually all of its welfare referrals were from a
single county, where the only welfare office in the SDA was Jlocated.
Recruitment was intensified in other counties, and SDA-weifare relations
were modified to correct the situation.

SDAs should also check for possible coordination problems between
subcontractors and outside agencies (such as welfare). Each sub-
contractor may have to establish 1inks with outside agencies. The likely
result is that outside agencies may be overwhelmed by maintaining so many
links, producing fragmented coordination patterns for the SDA as a whole.

EMPLOYER SERVICES. In a similar way, each subcontractor is responsible
for employer services, and employers may be bombarded by agencies, all
seeking placements, 0JT slots, or other forms of participation in their
respective programs. This kind of overkill can reduce employer
participation in an SDA's programs and, where severe, pressure the SDA to
take over tais activity.

GOAL DISTRACTION. Subcontracting can distract SDAs from their
goals. [16, 17] Once the SDA has decided to subcontract, attention
usually shifts to establishing and monitoring contracts, and the SDA's
goals may become lost (particularly if the SDA's goals are not clearly
defined). The result is often an "ends-means" reversal, where the SDA's
mission shifts from achieving a set of goals to administering a set of
contracts. To keep itself on course, the interrelationships of contracts
to performance standards and performance standards to goals must be
well-defined and kept in mind in the day-to-day operations of the SDA.

SUMMARY. These points indicate that subcontracting has its pluses and

miquses. More centrally, subcontracting involves a fundamental tradeoff
in the use of resources. [16, 17] By subcontracting (and, hence, service
specialization), SDAs gain as resources are used more effectively. But
these gains can be offset by the need for more personnel to coordinate
services (i.e., a potential loss of efficiency). Subcontracting is
efficient only when it saves sufficient resources to pay at least the
higher costs of increased management coordination.

ASSESSMENT OF THE BETWEEN AND WITHIN CONDITIONS

We will use our SDA problem to iliustrate how the BETWEEN and WITHIN
conditions are applied. An examination of our example SDA reveals that
intake staff are working well as a unit and closely coordinate their work
with the performance control system; well-established 1inks with non-JTPA
agencies in the community exist; but SDA and subcontractor staff have
voiced problems with the JTPA connection and SDA/subcontractor relations.

Whenever an SDA subcontracts a portion of its services, it is essentially
lifting a chunk out of the pathway and giving it to someone else to
perform. While service delivery may be more effective through this
allocation of effort, SDA and subcontractor activities must now be co-

'1  ordinated. Discussions with SDA and- subcontractor staff across a variety

of positions (including management) reveals the following symptoms of
coordination failure.



e SDA staff perform intake using their competency-based
system. The subcontractor operates training programs under
a somewhat different needs-based system. Consequently, the
SDA and subcontractor disagree on how services should be
assigned, and the subcontractor is often dissatisfied with
the participants the SDA refers for training.

The SDA's competency-based system requires SDA intake staff
to monitor participant progress through training. The
subcontractor regards this as unneeded compliance/
harassment. Monitoring occurs only when an SDA staff member

has a good working relationship with someone in the sub-
contractor's organization.

¢ The  subcontractor is responsible for placing the
participant, yet it is SDA intake staff who are most

familiar with his or her employment plans, competencies,
etc.

The subcontractor is supposed to refer participants with
multi-component ITPs back to the SDA when the sub-

contractor's service is completed. Sometimes this never
happens.

Performance standards are not being met, even though
everyone seems to be working at their full capacity, and
intake and job training services, by themselves, seem to be
well-designed and executed.

This evidence leads to the following conclusions regarding the WITHIN and
BETWEEN conditions for the coordination component.

¢ WITHIN CONDITION: This condition is satisfied in part. The
SDA and the subcontractor appear to have well-designed
mission and work components, with few coordination problems
in each. However, SDA and subcontractor staff are dis-
satisfied with how the JTPA connection (i.e., the process of
matching participants with employers) is operating in the
work component. The source of this dissatisfaction is found
in the BETWEEN condition.

* BETWEEN CONDITION--MISSION/WORK COORDINATION: Few problems
exist here, except that subcontractor staff (work component)
view SDA monitoring as unjustified. This is a symptom of
the true causes of the problem, which are explained next.

¢ BETWEEN CONDITION--SDA/AGENCY COORDINATION: The SDA bhas
established good working relationships with non-JTPA
agencies. However, coordination between the SDA and sub-
contractor is a failure. The SDA and the subcontractor have
difverent pigeonholing processes for assigning services.
Consequently, SDA intake decisions are often inconsistent
with the subcontractor's treatments. Also, no mechanism
exists to coordinate SDA-subcontractor referrals. Further,
no mechanisms exist to cocrdinate participants' progress
through their respective ITPs.
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In short, the SPA and the subcontractor have failed to coordinate their
activities. In this particular case, both the SDA and the subcontractor
are accountable for the subcontractor's recent poor performance. '

This example shows how to use the guidelines for examining coordination
- between the SDA and a single agency. For a comprehensive assessment of

SDA-subcontractor relations, the guidelines must be applied to each of
SDA's major subcontractors.

<+ CONCLUSION

- The material presented in this chapter and the previous one (on the Work
Component) reinforce how important staff skills are to the success of the
SDA.  The work component relies on staff skills for effective services.
The coordinatien component relies (in part) on staff skills for efficient
service delivery (that is, the proper coordination of activity). Without
-.skilied, quality staff, performance is bound to suffer. This under-
scores the critical impertance of personnel decisions, or who is hired in
the organization. Hiring and retaining qualified staff is a key
ingredient to running a successful program. And one study of CETA found
that attracting and retaining competent and dedicated staff was directly
- related to the strength of leadership and having a well-defined sense of
" mission. {9] Sc, now we see how parts of the organization are inter-
related: strong governance (leadership) results -in a well~defined
mission, which in turn attracts quality staff for the work and
coordination components, which in the end results in the achievement of
the organization's goals and performance standards.
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CHAPTER 6. HOW TO EXAMINE THE SOCIAL COMPONENT

Unlike the previous three components, the social component has neither
WITHIN nor BETWEEN conditions. Instead, as described in Chapter 1, this
component captures the social consequences of coordinating work to
achieve the organization's mission. That is, in the day-to-day activity
of the organization, strain, tensions, and conflicts inevitably occur
among the members of the organization. Where severe, these conditions
can undermine the organization's effectiveness and efficiency and
possibly threaten its survival over the lTong-run.

In this chapter our aim is to examine social conditions in the
organization, which can be either the SDA or the subcontractor. First,
guidelines are presented for examining staff, employer and participant
satisfaction in the organization or service delivery area. Second,
simple methods are presented for examining participant and employer
satisfaction with the JTPA connection. 1In principle, the mission work
and coordination components probably have few adverse consequences if

most employers and participants are satisfied with how the connection is
working.

Finally, a brief discussion of values and leadership in the organization
is presented. As in the previous chapters, we will apply these guide-
lines to our example SDA problem.

STAFF SATISFACTION

In examining staff satisfaction, we are mainly concerned with the twin
issues of staff retention and turnover. Knowing the importance of its
staff, an organization may concentrate on minimizing staff turnover.
This would be a mistake for two reasons. [8] First, there is only a
loose connection between staff satisfaction and turnover. Some dis-
satisfied employees never leave for a variety of reasons (e.g., a tight
Job market, financial responsibilities, -etc.). Second, the reasons why
staff stay are equally or more important for the organization that seeks
to maintain a motivated and productive workforce.

The main reason employees stay is inertia; employees tend to stay until
some force causes them to leave. What factors affect this inertia?
There are two relevant factors, inside the organization and also two
factors outside the organization.

First, within the organization, there is the jissue of job satisfaction.
Second, there is the "organizational environment" and the degree of
comfort an individual feels within it. The more an employee's work ethic
is compatible with the values for which the organization stands, the more
likely the employee will stay. For example, in organizations oriented
around the needs of employers, staff dedicated to training the hard-to-
serve may eventually decide to leave the agency.

Performance standards are perhgps the most important source of stress
(and, hence, potential dissatisfaction) among SDA and subcontractor
staff. For SDA staff, operating the performance control system can be
highly stressful. There are no hard and fast rules on when compliance is
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needed and when technical assistance might be more appropriate. It is
more of an art than a science. So, contract staff may have personal
conflicts about what to do in specific situations. For subcontractor
staff, performance standards exert pressures on staff to move partic-
ipants into jobs as quickly as possible. Yet, these same staff are often
de.ticated to helping participants with their employment and training
problems. These two forces run counter to each other, and the disparity

between the two may result in high levels of staff dissatisfaction and
turnover.

Outside the organization (either SDA or subcontractor), there is the
employee's perceived job opportunities, plus nonwork factors, such as

family ties, friendships, community relations and financial
responsibilities.

These considerations yield four profiles of staff that are useful in
thinking about the twin problems of employee retention and turnover.
These are as follows.

* The turn-overs: those who are dissatisfied with their jobs,
have few environmental pressures to keep them in the
SDA, and will leave at the first opportunity.

* The turn-offs: employees who are highly dissatisfied with
their jobs but stay mainly for environmental reasons.

These can generate employee relations and productivity
problems.

* The turn-ons: staff who are highly motivated and remain

with the SDA almost exclusively because they enjoy
their work. They really want to stay and are not
locked in by the outside environment. However, if
managerial actions reduce job satisfaction, turnover
may rise in this group.

The turn-on plus: those most 1likely to stay with SDA over
the 1long-run. They stay for job satisfaction plus
social and personal reasons. So, if job satisfaction
temporarily declines, they will probably stay. But if
satisfaction drops permanently these employees may
become turn-offs, increasing frustration and reducing
productivity.

In summary, people leave and stay with SDAs (and subcontractors as well)
for complex reasons, and these reasons often vary by position, amount of
training and other factors. Finding out why people leave the SDA will
continue to be important for assessing job satisfaction. But if the SDA
is interested in retaining quality staff (which are vital for a well-run
organization), equal emphasis should be placed on managing retenticn of
those one wishes to retain. This means discovering the reasons why
motivated employees stay with the SDA and then reinforcing these reasons
during day-to-day management. T is\pltimately means that manipulative
and conformist philosophies of management may contribute little to staff
retention. Instead, management is needed that respects and reinforces
staff abilities, values and interests--as these vary across positions.



Because SDA staffs are usually small (relative to CETA), management may
be in a better position to nurture a satisfying werking environment by
maintaining close staff-management relations and open communication.

EMPLOYER SATISFACTION

Assessing the extent of employer satisfaction with the JTPA program seems
critical. Dissatisfied employers may not participate again (causing a
Toss of future slots), and they may influence other employers not to
participate or to boycott the SDA. Here, our interest is to present
guidelines for evaluating the extent of employer satisfaction either for
the SDA as a whole or for a particular subcontractor.

Employers should be asked detailed questions about the program to
determine their satisfaction levels. These questions generally fall into
two categories: (1) questions about JTPA services and programs as a
whole; and (2) questions about the employer's satisfaction with a
specific participant following placement. The first category may be
asked periodically, say once a year, of employers participating in the
program. The questions below are representative of the category. SDAs
or subcontractors may wish to modify these to conform with their own
needs and requirements.
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EXHIBIT 12
SAMPLE EMPLGYER QUESTIONNAIRE

Q-1 In general, considering all your contacts with the SDA and all the
participants you have hired, how satisfied do you feel with the SDA?
(Circle the number of your answer.)

EXTREMELY DISSATISFIED

SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED

NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED

EXTREMELY SATISFIED

D wn -

Q-2 If you have a question about our programs or someone you hired, do
you know who to contact in our agency?

1 YES /
2 NO ,
3 NOT SURE

Q-3 Listed below are some items describing our employer services. For
each item, please indicate if you are SATISFIED, DISSATISFIED, or

NOT SURE.
CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER
SOMEWHAT VERY
VERY SOMEWHAT DIS~ DIS-
ITEM SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED
A. Amount cf paperwork required V-S S-S S-D vV-D
B. Amount of time to fill job(s) V-S S-S S-D v-D
C. Dealings with SDA staff V-S S-S S-D v-D
D. Dealings with subcontractor staff V-$S S-S S-D v-D
E. Applicants referred by program V-§ S-S S-D V-D
F. Information describing program V-5 S-S S-D v-D
G. Number of contacts with staff V=S S-S S-D V-D
H. Timely reimbursement of wages
(if applicable) V-S S-S S-D vV-D
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Q-4 Can you think of any other services that might help you and other
employers in cur programs?

1 NO
2 YES

(If YES, please describe):

Q-5 Are staff attentive to the particular employment and training needs
of your business?

1 ALWAYS
2 SOMETIMES
3 NEVER

Q-6 Based on your past experience, how 1ikely do you think your business
will hire another applicant from our program in the future?

1 VERY LIKELY

2 SOMEWHAT LIKELY

3 SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY
4 VERY UNLIKELY

The second category consists of questions about the employer's
satisfaction with a specific participant following placement (or in an
0JT program). To minimize paperwork, these questions should be few in
number. The following 1ist is representative and may be modified to suit
your SDA's circumstances. [28] For example, in a competency-based
system, the 1ist of traits in Question 3 (below) may be identical to the
indicators used to measure participant competencies.

Q-1 Does the employee still work for you?

1 NO ————— SsTOP
2 YES

Q-2 1In general, how satisfied are you with the employee? (Circle the
number of your response.)

VERY SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED
VERY DISSATISFIED

2 WN
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Q-3 Foiloviing is a 1list cf employee traits. For each trait, please
indicate if you are VERY SATISFIED, SOMEWHAT SATISFIED, SOMEWHAT
DISSATISFIED, or VERY DISSATISFIED with the employee.

(Circle your answer)

SOMEWHAT VERY
VERY SOMEWHAT DIS- DIS-
SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED

TRAITS

A. Works well with hands V-S S-S S-D V-D
B. Neat, attractive appearance Y-$§ S-S S-D v-D
C. Always on time for work V-S S-S S-D v-D
D. Willing to do extra work V-5 S-S S-D V-D
E. Willing and able to follow

orders V=S S-S S-D vV-D
F. Works well without waiting

for instruction V-S S-S S-D V-D
G. Easy for others to get

along with V-S S-S S-D vV-D
H. 1Intelligent V-S S-S S-D vV-D
I. Enthusiastic V-S S-S S-D V-D
J. Honest and trustworthy V-§ S-S S?D V-D
K. Able to work fast V-§ S-S S-D V-D

If your MIS contains a master file of employers and descriptive
characteristics (such as number of employees, type of firm, etc.),
several types of analyses may be performed with these data. For
questions about the SDA's programs, frequency distributions of the
responses from all employers may be computed to provide an overall
response profile for the SDA. Separate distributions may be generated
for different categories of employers, such as retail, manufacturing,
professional, etc., to determine whether satisfaction levels vary across
categories. The data may also be examined by the services employers
received. For example, satisfaction levels of O0JT employers may be
compared with levels among employers receiving only placement services.

If these comparisons show that most groups of employers are satisfied
with the SDA's programs, it would suggest that quality is consistently
high across programs. If differences are detected, however, it may
indicate that not all employers: are satisfied with the program. By
isolating program areas where employers are dissatisfied, SDA (sub-
contractor) staff may target their efforts to improve program quality in



these areas. Regularly monitoring employer satisfaction over time is one
way of checking whether such improvements have increased satisfaction
levels. Given that most SDAs operate programs oriented around employer
needs, this feedback information is helpful in maintaining employer
interest and participation in JTPA over the years.

PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION

In general, participant satisfaction reflects the quality of services in
the SDA. Other things being equal, we might expect satisfaction to
increase as the quality of services goes up. Unfortunately, this is
difficult to discover in practice. If you ask the average American
whether he or she is satisfied with something, the typical answer is
"YES." While this might be a comforting response, it does not tell you
very much. Maybe it tells you that you are doing something right, but it
does nut help you improve the quality of your services. 0Only by becoming
more detailed--by asking participants, employees, and staff about

specific aspects of the program--can the good and bad parts of the
program be identified.

A previous study of participant satisfaction and dropout rates in CETA
classroom training programs jllustrates these points. [29] On a general
level, most persons were highly satisfied with participation in CETA.
Further questioning revealed that the training they received was key in
determining satisfaction. More detailed questions indicated that the
following, specific aspects of the training program had an important
influence on participant satisfaction (listed in order of importance):

* Programs which seem 1ike being on a job.

* Instructors who emphasize student's ability to do
independent work.

Being evaluated positively by instructor.

Not having a problem with the instructor left unresolved.

Talking with the instructor frequently.

* Frequent instructor feedback.

* Having training plan discussed upon entry to school.

The striking feature of this list is the important role that instructors
play in shaping participant satisfaction. These findings underscore the
importance of personnel decisions--obtaining and retaining competent,
dedicated staff necessary for providing quality services to
participants--in running successful programs.

Does this mean that only dissatisfied participants drop out of the
program? Findings from the study reveal that CETA participants who drop
out are considerably less satisfied with their classroom training
programs than those who complete them. Yet, among those who were
extremely dissatisfied with their program, more than half "stuck it out"
and completed the program. Thus, low satisfaction with training does not
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a]ways. result in dropping out. In fact, only a moderate number of
participants dropped out because of dissatisfaction. The table below
shows the main reasons for dropping out of training:

EXHIBIT 13

MAIN REASONS GIVEN FOR DROPPING OuT
OF CLASSROOM TRAINING

REASON PERCENT
Financial Problem 24.6
Received Job Offer 24.0
Changed Vocational Goals 10.3
Expelled from School 9.7
Bored With Training 8.0
Family Change 8.0
Health Problems 8.0
Behind in School Work 6.9
Legal Probkiems 1.1

The table indicates that personal factors--not the program--are the main

reasons for dropping out. Other data show that a substantial number of:
dropouts leave the program quite satisfied.

In summary, these findings indicate satisfaction is a useful way of
capturing participants' views about the quality of a program. However,
satisfaction is not related to whether a participant completes the
program. Knowing a program's dropout rate may say very Tittle about how
satisfied participants are about the program.

GUIDELINES

In this section detailed questions are presented to determine whether the
participant is satisfied with specific services he or she received along
the pathway, from entry to exit (or point of dropout).

Questions are provided on the next pages for illustration. [14] Because
services differ from one SDA to another, the questions should be modified
to correspond with the services and programs along the pathway in your
SDA. For example, the list of services in Question 2 may be expanded to
match the menu of services offered to participants in your SDA (or
contract organization), or questions for specific services (e.g.,
instructor evaluations for classroom training) may be added.

These questions are intended to be asked when the applicant or
participant drops out or terminates from the program. Depending on the
reading and writing skills of participants in your SDA, the questions may
be completed by the participant or asked by staff over the telephone or
in an "exit interview."



Who should answer these questions? If the questions were given to only a
small (randomly chosen) sample of clients, the responses would indicate
overall satisfaction levels across all participants. However, because of
the small number of clients completing tihe questionnaire, you could not
determine, for example, how satisfied clients in a specific target group
were, or how satisfied clients at a given subcontractor were. Therefore,
all clients should, ideally, answer these questions. Then data would be
pPresent to compare satisfaction levels across specific client groups,
such as target groups, the type of training received (0JT, institutional
training, etc.), service provider (subcentractor), or for clients having
single vs. multiple component training plans.

Why should an SDA be interested in performing such analyses? Mainly
because SDAs--even those with excellent overall performance records--
often have problems placing specific kinds of participants. For these
individuals, answers to the questions would provide useful feedback
information for pinpointing problems in the pathway causing poor
performance. Another reason is that SDAs and contractors are often
interested in maintaining and improving the quality of their services.
Answers to the questions may also be used to target staff efforts at
improving those services with consistently Tow satisfaction levels across
most client groups. In short, through their mission and work components,
SDAs and subcontractors devote much effort to planning effective
employment and training services. Sometimes services are implemented as
planned; sometimes not. Obtaining feedback on participant satisfaction
is a useful cross-check on the organization's implementation success.

How should an SDA or subcontractor analyze these data? The previous
questions have two kinds of responses, circled (multiple choice)
responses and text (such as reasons for participant dissatisfaction).
The circled responses may be added to the Participant's data in the MIS.
Statistical software may be used to Produce tables, correlations, and
other analyses for a variety of client groups as specified by the
analyst. For example, separate frequency distributions for the questions
could be developed for participants in each training program. The text
responses must be methodically reviewed and summarized by hand. The aim
here is to determine the major reasons why participants are dissatisfied
with a service, and tc use this information to make service improvements,
or to develop new, innovative ones.

The satisfaction data can alsc be related to such factors as job
retention and earnings, asking the question, "Do satisfied placements
earn more and retain employment longer than dissatisfied ones?" Simple
correlation or cross-tab tables may be used to perform this task.
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- EXHIBIT 14
SAMPLE PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION QUESTIONS

Q-1 In general, how satisfied do you feel with the SDA? (Circle the number of
your answer. )

EXTREMELY DISSATISFIED

SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED

NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED

EXTREMELY SATISFIED

P WA

Q-2 Here is a list of services that you may have received at the SDA. Hov
satisfied have you been with each service?

CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER

SOMEWHAT VERY

VERY SOMEWHAT DIS- DIS- DID

SERVICE SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED NOT GET
A. Application interview V-5 S-S S-D v-D DNG
B. Job market information you

received V-S - §-S S-D V-D DNG
C. Developing your training

plan V-§ S-S s-b v-D DNG
D. Training V-5 S-S S-D vV-D DNG
E. Placement services V-S S-S S$-D V-D DNG

F. Support services V-S S-S 5-D vV-D DNG




Q-3

Q-4

Q-6

Q-7

Were there any services that you wanted or expected but did not get?

1 NI

2 YES
;L

(If YES) what were they?

About how many times have you met with staff in-person, face-to-face,
since you filled-out an application form?

NONE

ONCE

TWO TG FIVE TIMES
SIX TG TEN TIMES
OVER TEN TIMES

PN

How many times have you talked on the telephone with our staff since
we first interviewed you?

NONE

ONCE

TWO TO FIVE TIMES
SIX TO TEN TIMES
OVER TEN TIMES

oW

How satisfied were you with how fast you got service after ycu applied
for them?

VERY SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED
VERY DISSATISFIED

W=

How satisfied are you with our staff?

1 VERY SATISFIED
2 SOMEWHAT SATISFIED

3 SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED

4  VERY DISSATIFIED 7::=;

(If dissatisfied) How can our staff improve?




Q-8 How catisfied are you with the location of our office?

VERY SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED

VERY DISSATISFIED %

(If DISSATISFIED) Please 1list the major reasons you are
dissatisfied with the office's location.

PwWN =

Q-9 How easy or difficult has it been to get in touch with our staff when
you needed to talk with them or see them?

NEVER TRIED TO CONTACT STAFF
VERY EASY
SOMEWHAT EASY

SOMEWHAT DIFFICULT
VERY DIFFICULT ;‘L

(If DIFFICULT) Please describe the difficulties you had
trying to contact staff.

DW=

Q-10 Are you employed?

1 NO —> GO TO BOTTOM OF PAGE
2 YES

Q-11 Did the services you receive help you find a job?

1 VERY HELPFUL
2 SOMEWHAT HELPFUL
3 NOT HELPFUL AT ALL

Q-12 How satisfied are you with your job?

VERY SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED
VERY DISSATISFIED

PwnN -

(If DISSATISFIED) Please list things about your job that
you don't like.

Thank you for completing our questionnaire! (Note: These questjons may be
asked at an exit interview, in a telephone interview, or a mail survey.)



THE JTPA CONNECTION

The ultimate aim of JTPA services is to match employers with participants
in the 7labor market. When examined separately as discussed earlier,
employers and participants may be satisfied with services leading up to
the placement. Bui substantial dissatisfaction and low job retention
rates may arise if participants are improperly matched with employers--a

possible event, given the highly discretionary nature of the matching
process.

Satisfaction with the matching process is determined by categorizing
placements as shown in Exhibit 15. For participants, Q-12 may be used as
a general measure of overall satisfaction-dissatisfaction with the
matching process. For employers, use Question 1. The JTPA connection is

working at its best when most participants are placed, and when most
placements fall into Cell A.

EXHIBIT 15
EMPLOYER-PARTICIPANT COMBINATIONS

PARTICIPANT
NOT
SATISFIED SATISFIED
SATISFIED A B
EMPLOYER
NOT
SATISFIED c D

If most placements fall into Cells B, C, or D, the matching process is
not working well. Further analysis is needed to determine the reasons

why. These analyses are often exploratory but should center on answering
the following questions:

* There are many types of placements, O0JT, JSA, Job
Development, etc. Is the pattern of employer/participant
dissatisfaction the same for all types?

For placements with dissatisfied participants and/or
employers, examine their responses to the other satisfaction
questions. Are employers generally satisfied with
participant traits? What are the major things that
participants do not like about their job?

Answers to these questions should identify those services/programs having
the most employer and participant dissatisfaction with the matching
process. (Qnce targeted, the SDA's (or subcontractor's) program designers
are in an informed position to make changes that may correct the
situation.



VALUES AMD LEADERSHIP

Before concluding this chapter, a final source of potential conflict in
the SDA and subcontractor is considered--value conflicts among the SDA's
leadership. JTPA is a partnership betwaen the private sector and local
government. We might expect private-sector dominated SDAs to favor
serving the labor market, whije SDAs dominated by local governments to
favor the hard-to-serve. This has not been the case. [35] Both tend to
have programs oriented to the needs of local 1labor markets. Yet,
conflicts ir the partnership may arise over this and other issues. One
focus of the social component, therefore, is determining whether the
partnership is typified by consensus or controversy. Keep in mind,
however, that conflict is not necessarily bad. It is natural for PICs
and local governments to disagree at times, and conflict is often the
only way of resolving these disagreements. The point here is to under-

stand these conflicts as they affect SDA achievement of goals and
performance standards.

A second leadership issue is PIC turnover rates. Quality programs are
likely to emerge when SDA leadership remains fairly stable across years.
However, turnover and low attendance among PIC members is common. [35]
These problems are mainly the result of excessive time commitments and
state reporting and monitoring requirements. If this pattern continues
to persist in SDAs, continuity in leadership {and, hznce, the values and
mission of the SDA) may deteriorate, and the quality of programs may
decline.

DISCUSSION

In performing assessments of staff, employer, and participant,
satisfaction, several factors should be kept in mind. First, SDAs
subcontractors may operate pathways designed to create a certain amount
of dissatisfaction among participants. This is because SDAs typically
have insufficient resources to serve all eligible applicants. Intake is
characterized by waiting 1lists, attendance requirements, homework
assignments and other sorting mechanisms to separate the less motivated
from the highly motivated, the job-ready from the unskilled, and so
forth. These sorting mechanisms can create certain amounts of dis-
satisfaction among enrollees. Therefore, the proportion of highly
satisfied participants in an SDA may be relatively small.

Second, SDAs operate in a variety of economic environments. Some are
typified by growth and 1low unemployment, while others are just the
opposite. In the latter case, participants may have a difficult time
finding employment and, consequently, have relatively low levels of
satisfaction with services. Although staff work to improve the quality
of services, their efforts may have 1little effect on participant
satisfaction because of local economic constraints. In short, economic,
political, and social conditions in the environment may impose real
limits on staff abilities to improve either participant or employer
satisfaction. '

Third, depending on their goals, SDAs may be able to maximize either

participant or employer satisfaction, but maximizing both might be
difficult. In most SDAs, services are oriented around leccal labor market

104 121



and employer needs. PICs (or other employer advisory group) define
participant skills needed for successful performance in the job market.
Participant services teach skills that meet the requirements of
employers. In -other words, employers, or the gatekeepers who control
entry into the 7Jlabor market, set the standards for employment, and
participants are expected to confcrm with these standards (if they ever
“hope to find a job). The focus is on the participant's "short comings,”
and the need ton "repackage" him or ‘herself to be more "competitive."
Under this mission, we might expect employers to have high levels of
satisfaction .as services are oriented around their interests.
Participants, who must conform with these interests, might -have
relatively lower levels of satisfaction.

In terms of our SDA-subcontractor problem, we find that shortly after the
‘SDA increased its compliance efforts, so did the level of dissatisfaction
among subcontracter staff. This <ncrease was sufficient to cause a
25 percent turnover in staff counselors. The subcontractor's performance
declined with the introduction of replacement staff, who--just like their
predecessors~-were soon experiencing dissatisfaction with their new jobs.
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CHAPTER 7
HOW TO INTERPRET YOUR FINDINGS

Overview of the Chapter
Step 1: Collect Findings from Previous Chapters
Step 2: Determine the Causes of the Problem
Step 3: Design a Solution to the Problem
Step 4: Distribute Your Findings
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CHAPTER 7. HOW TO INTERPRET YOUR FINDINGS

Let us begin by briefly reviewing where we are in the process evaluation.
In Chapter 1 an SDA-subcontractor problem was described and a process
evaluation was launched to discover the causes of the problem and find a
solution. An organizational systems model, described in Chapters 1
and 2, was used to conduct the process evaluation. In Chapters 3
through 6 guidelines were presented for examining the mission, work,
coordination and social components of the model's conversion process.
These guidelines were applied to the problem introduced in Chapter 1, and
each component had its own set of findings.

In this chapter, the major findings from all four components are
summarized and inserted into an exhibit. (5ee Exhibit 16.) By comparing
the findings across the four components, we will be able to define the
causes of the SDA-subcontractor problem and propose a workable
solution(s). Guidelines are presented illustrating how to perform these
comparisons. Thus, the focus of this chapter is DESIGN--changing the

parts of the organization to achieve a proper fit and thereby increase
its effectiveness and efficiency.

STEP 1: COLLECT FINDINGS

The first task is simply to collect the major findings from Chapters 3
through 6 and insert them into a table. Because our examinations of each
component probably uncovered truckloads of information, it is critical
that only the major conclusions be inserted into the table. This is done
not only because of limits on the table's size, but also because it will
help us compare and interrelate the findings across components in later
steps. Exhibit 16, which summarizes the previous findings for our
SDA-subcontractor problem, is presented on the next page.
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EXHIBIT 16

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

WITHIN BETWEEN

COMPONENT CONDITION CONDITION

MISSION Satisfied in part but revenue, Satisfied in part; goals and
allocative and treatment access decisions are con-
decisions, and performance sistent with local conditions.
standards are inconsistent Performance standards and
with goals. Performance revenue, allocative and
standards dominate goals. treatment decisions are con-

sistent with each othzr but
are inconsistent with Jlocal
conditions.

WORK Satisfied; steps in the SDA's Satisfied; work component is
competency-based system are consistent with mission
carefully interrelated with component's goal to provide
each other. conprehensive services.

However, dominance of
performance standards in
mission component forces
SDA  to rely on intake
screening mechanisms to
sort out less motivated
applicants. Service
creaming occurs periodically.

COORDINATION Satisfied in part. Although The first condition is
the mission and work satisfied; mechanisms exist
components have mechanisms to coordinate activity in the
to coordinate their re- work component with activity
spective activities, the in *he mission component.
JTPA connection is not The second condition is not
working properly. satisfied; few mechanisms

exist to coordinate the
SDA's activity with the
subcontractor's activity
in three areas: (1) pigeon-
holing process; (2) SDA-
subcontractor referrals;
and (3) participant progress
through ITPs.

SOCIAL Social consequences of above findings are substantial. High

levels of dissatisfaction exist among subcontractor staff with

25 percent turn-over rates.
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STEP 2: DETERMINE THE CAUSES OF THE PROBLEM

The next task is to examine the findings in Exhibit 16 to determine the
causes of the SDA-subcontractor problem. This is performed using the two

conditions that organizations must satisfy to operate well (as described
in Chapter 2):

(1) A1l four components must be involved in the conversion
process.

(2) A proper fit must exist among the four components. Proper
fit is achieved when the following conditions are met:

a. The environment and the SDA's mission component must be
consistent with each other.

b. The four components of the conversion process must be
consistent with each other.

FIRST CONDITION: INVOLVEMENT IN THE CONVERSION PROCESS

Let us begin with first condition above. Here, our task is to review
each component, one-by-one, and determine whether it is involved in the
conversion process.

MISSION COMPONENT. The review egins with the mission component. We
find that the mission component is clearly involved in the conversion
process. That is, the SDA has well-defined goals and access, treatment
and allocation decisions, as well as a fully-developed performance
control system. These state the purpose, or mission, of the
organization, giving it direction.

On the other hand, if an organization's goals were either missing or
poorly defined, it would be adrift without a clear sense of purpose and
direction. In this case, we would conclude that the mission comuonent
was not involved in conversion process. This would be a major problem in
most organizations (with stable environments).

Corrective actions would consist of an intensive planning effort to
establish the component's elements 1n the conversion process.

WORK COMPONEMT. For the most part, the work component is also an
integral part of the conversion process. The exception occurs in service
creaming, or when a participant receives a less costly service than the
one prescribed in the ITP. However, as the work component's BETWEEN
condition indicates (in Exhibit 16), this fault is caused mainly by
performance standards, which dominate the mission component.

How can you tell when the work component 1is not involved in the
conversion process? Normally, this generally occurs when few applicants
are enrolled, or when applicants are enrolled but actually receive few
(if any) services. In essence, it indicates that the organization lacks
means of accomplishing its goals.
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COORDINATION COMPONENT. This comporent 1is not fully involved, as
indicated by (1) the lack of SDA-subcontractor coordination mechanisms in
several areas; and (2) problems in matching employers and participants.

SOCIAL COMPONENT. Here, the question is not so much whether the social
component is "involved" 1in the organization, but whother the other
components have caused tension and conflicts that threaten the

organization's survival. These issues will be examined later in the
second condition (Part B).

CONCLUSIONS. Our review of Exhibit 15 findings reveals that the first
condition is not satisfied for the coordination component, and that the
coordination component is a major cause of the SDA-subcontractor problem.

SECOND CONDITION: PROPER FIT

PART A. To determine whether the environment and the SDA's mission are
consistent, we must examine the first row of Exhibit 15. On the one
hand, the SDA's goals and access decisions are consistent with each other
and local conditions. On the other hand, performance standards dominate
over the SDA's goals and access decisions, with revenue, treatment, and
allocative decisions being consistent with the standards. Thus, the
mission component is inconsistent ‘with its environment, and this
condition is not satisfied. The implications nere are that while the SDA

will 1likely achieve its performance standards, it will probably not
achieve its goals.

This 1inconsistency contributes to the SDA-subcentractor problem in an
indirect way. Because performance standards dominate the mission
component, the SDA places heavy emphasis on its performance control

system and compliance efforts. This, in turn, only aggravates the co-
ordination problem.

" PART B. Organizations satisfy this condition when their work,

coordination, and social components are consistent with each other and
with the mission component. This is done by comparing each component
with all the others. For the most part, this cordition is not satisfied
for the following reasons.

First, and most importantly, the mission component calls for SDA
provision of intake services and subcentractor provision of training and
employment services. No mechanisms exist in the coordination component
to carry out this charge. Further, no workable mechanisms exist in the
coordination component to achieve the SDA's second goal of client-
employer matching. In short, the mission and coordination components are
inconsistent. And because the mission component largely determines the
shape of service delivery in the work component, the coordination and
work components are also inconsistent with each other.

Second, as explained in Chapter 5, the work component is consistent with
the mission component but in a curious way. The work component's
competency-based system is consistent with the SDA's goal of compre-
hensive services. However, the dominance of performance standards in the
mission component push the SDA and subcontractor toward short-term,
single service programs and service creaming. In other words, the work
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component is being pulled in opposite directions by the goal-performance
standard inconsistency. The major consequences here are (1) increased
conflict, stress and staff turnover in the social component, and, as
mentioned earlier, (2) SDA goals may not be achieved.

In short, a proper fit has not been achieved among the mission, work and
coordination components. This, 1in turn, has caused severe levels of
tension and dissatisfaction among subcontractor staff, has produced
SDA-subcontractor conflicts, and has threatened the very survival of the

subcontractor. Specifically, the following adverse social consequences
are occurring:

* MISSION COMPONENT: The dominance of performance standards
results in increased SDA compliance, which subcontractor
staff view as unjustified harassment (that does not solve
their problems).

° WORK COMPONENT: Staff stress is caused as the organization
is pulled in opposite directions. On the one hand, staff
prefer helping participants uovercome their individual
employment problems through comprehensive service plans, but
the dominance of performance standards pushes staff to
assign short-term, one-shot services.

° COORDINATION COMPONENT: No matter how hard SDA and
subcontractor staff work, the subcontractor's problems do
not improve because few coordination 1links exist between the
agencies. This causes staff frustration and
dissatisfaction.

* SOCIAL COMPONENT: As a consequence of all of the above, the
subcontractor experiences high Tlevels of staff turnover.
Newly hired staff soon become dissatisfied with their work.

CONCLUSTONS

Pulling together the evidence presented in this step, we find the
following causes of the SDA-subcontractor problem:

1. The coordination component is not involved fully in the conversion

process.

2. The coordination component 1is dinconsistent with the mission
component.

3. The elements of the mission component (mainly goals and performance

standards) are inconsistent with each other.

4. As a consequence (of Number 3) the work component is being pulled in
opposite directions.

5. A1l of the above have produced a severe level of stress, tension,
and conflict in the social component.
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STEP 3: DESIGN A SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM

The next task is to design a solution to the organization's problems. 19/
This 1is accomplished by changing the mission, work and coordination
components so that the two conditions described in Step 2 are satisfied.
For our SDA-subcontractor probiem, these changes in the conversion

process must address and nullify the five causes listed above. The
following changes are recommended:

* COORDINATION COMPONENT. The most critical solution is to
involve the coordination component in the conversion
process. That is, now that the SDA has well-defined mission
and work components, it should shift its focus to inter-
agency coordination issues. Following extensive meetings
between the SDA and subcontractor, the following actions
were taken to improve SDA-subcontractor coordination. These
resolve the first and second causes of the problem and
partly eliminate the fifth cause.

1. As a requirement for all contracts, the subcontractor
must provide services consistent with the SDA's
competency-based system (i.e., achieving coordination
through standardization of skills across agencies).
This greatly reduces subcontractor complaints about
referred participants.

2. Given a knowledge of the competency-based system, the
subcontractor is responsible for monitoring the
participant's progress through training, and providing
this information to SDA intake staff. '

3. SDA intake staff become responsible for placement and
follow-up services. This allows one set of staff to
know both participant and employer needs, resulting in
better, more compatible participant-employer matches.

4, Each participant's sequence of services in the ITP is
newly stored in the MIS. When it is time for a
participant to start a new service in the sequence, the
MIS prompts both the appropriate intake and sub-
contractor staff members that a referral should occur
shortly. This reduces the number of participants who
fali through the wide-open cracks in the system. The
ultimate effect of these <changes is increased
efficiency and improved SDA-staff relations.

19/ It 1is beyond the scope of this guide to describe all possible

solutions to all possible problems that an SDA or subcontractor may
experience. Hopefully, the guidelines presented here are sufficient
for handling your specific case.
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° MISSION AND WORK COMPONENTS. The third and fourth causes of
the problem concern the mission component and its effects on
the work component. If the inconsistencies in the mission
component can be eliminated or reduced, problems in the work
component may also disappear. The key issue here is the
lack of consistency between the SDA's goals and performance
standards. There are several ways of making the SDA's goals

and performance standards consistent with each other, such
as:

1. Change the SDA's goals so they reflect the performance
standards. In our case, however, this should not be
done because the goals would then be inconsistent with
local conditions.

2. Reduce the SDA's performance standards so they reflect
the goals. This makes sense, because the SDA could
allocate more resources toward fewer participants,
making comprehensive services possible.

3. Increase the SDA's revenues. If the SDA had more
resources, it could provide comprehensive services to
clients and still meet performance standards.

In our case, both Number 2 and Number 3 were implemented. The state,
after reviewing the results from the SDA's process evaluation, lowered
its performance standards and also provided additional six percent funds
to handle the situation. In addition, the SDA boosted the sub-
contractor's revenues through a re-allocation of its own funds.

Finally, as a consequence of these actions, SDA-subcontractor relations
improved greatly, and stress, tension and conflicts were reduced.

STEP 4: DISTRIBUTE YOUR FINDINGS

Many SDAs may be reluctant to share the results of their process
evaluations. There may be fears that information collected during the
evaluation might hurt the agency in some way in the future. While these
feelings can be understood, there are good reasons for sharing your
results with others throughout all leveis of JTPA. The most important
reason is that, in many ways, SDAs are islands. A manager of an east-
coast SDA, for example, might have solved a problem that is just emerging
in a west-coast SDA. If the west-coast SDA knew about the other SDA's
experience, the amount of effort required to solve the problem could be
reduced greatly. And the aggravation of "continually re-inventing the
wheel" would disappear. Therefore, SDAs are encouraged to share their
findings with other SDAs in their respective states as well as across the
country.

Congress should also be interested in these findings for two reasons.
First, SDAs with very different goals, performance standards, and
participants can be compared to determine whether "returns on investment"
are similar or vary across SDAs. Each SDA's return on investment can be
determined by calculating cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness ratios. 20/
One SDA, for example, might spend a Tittle money on a lot of people, and
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its net gains per placement may be small. Another SDA may train less
people more intensively; the returns to each person may be large. In
each case the cost-benefit ratic could be the same and each program could
represent reasonable approaches. However, if creaming is rampant, some
of the returns of the low-cost, quick placement strategy are due simply

to the characteristics of the participants, not the services they
received.

Second, with over 500 SDAs nationwide, it is unlikely that JTPA will
succeed in all places. By collecting SDA process evaluations from
several sites, Congress could pinpoint and understand the conditions
associated with program success and failure. Specifically, as described
in Chapter 1, programs generally fail because of two main reasons:
(1) the implementation strategy may not work in the field, or (2) the
program's services may not work as intended. In reviewing the
achievements of JTPA, Congress could draw from SDA process evaluations to
determine how these two factors influenced program outcomes. The studies
would also help Congress evaluate whether its own, underlying assumptions
were, in fact, correct. In the end, the studies would probably indicate
that substantial program variation exists across SDAs, making simple
blanket endorsements ("it works") and wholesale rejections ("it doesn't
work") less appropriate and meaningful. At best, such results could
assist Congress in improving the design of employment and training
programs in the future.

20/ These techniques are described in Volume VII Issues in Evaluating
Costs and Benefits.
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APPENDIX A
JTPA IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY




To understand JTPA's implementation strategy, we need to understand why
Congress designed JTPA the way it did, and how Congress expected JTPA to
work. That is, why did Congress believe that a public-private partner-
ship was important? Why were performance standards established? Why the
emphasis on training and related services? Why the allocation of
40 percent of the funds for youth and 70 percent of adult funds for
training? And, why the state coordination and labor market information
role in the program?

A review of JTPA's legislative history indicates that, as CETA neared
expiration, the House, Senate and the President proposed separate
employment and training bills to replace the CETA program. JTPA emerged
as compromise legislation from the competing interests of these and other
groups. In many ways, then, JTPA represents the collective wisdom of
lawmakers at this point in history. Wwhether Congress and the President
were correct remains to be seen. But answers tc these and other
questions may provide important clues regarding Congressional intent and

also serve as benchmarks for interpreting findings in SDA process
evaluations.

Why a partnership? Congress felt that under CETA, training was not
linked sufficiently to real, long-term jobs in the private sector.
Training occurred for jobs that did not exist. This perceived deficiency
_was due, in large part, to insufficient private sector participation in
the development of job training programs. Bi-partisan support existed
for an enlarged Private Industry Council (PIC) role under JTPA compared
to CETA to attract business 1leaders to the program. Ideally, PIC
business members would have more accurate insights into training anc
labor force needs in a local labor market--would have a finger on the
puise of the business community--in ways that Prime Sponsers alone could
not. It was also hoped that PIC business members would offer training
slots in their own businesses and, through their influence, help develop
training slots in other companies. The chief role of the public sector
in the partnership was to assure accountability for expeaditures of
public funds. [1,3] 1In short, private sector participation on PICs would
make the JTPA connection work.

Why Performance Standards? The chief reason for performance standards
was to assure accountability and efficient use of funds. [1-5] Congress
intended that the performance standards evaluate not only achievement of
outcomes but also relative gains made by participants in reaching
outcomes. Real concern existed that the performance standards might
pressure service providers to "cream," for it was "...not the intention
of this act to encourage (SDAs) to serve only the most job-ready."
[4, page 11] Some performance standards, such as cost-per-participant,
were criticized because it might discourage long-term training, which
could have significant impacts on outcomes. In short, while performance
standards were essential for accountability, they might also have a great
influence on who receives what services in the program. Hence, Congress
expected the Secretary to monitor the application of performance
standards and "fine tune" them (where necessary) in a manner consistent
with Congressional intent.
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Why the 70 percent/30 percent allocation of Title II-A adult funds? The
70 percent aliocation to training services was the mechanism Congress
developed to keep all non-training activities to a minimum. With
15 percent of the remaining funds for administration (the 20 percent
allotment under CETA was considered too generous), 15 percent remained
for support services to assure that persons with no income could still
participate in the program. Concern was expressed, however, that the low
stipend percentage might push disadvantaged into short-term training,
leading to low-paid, dead-end jobs. [1, 4, 10]

Why the 40 percent youth allocation? Congress intended youth +to be
funded at Tevels similar to CETA. Congress perceived that early inter-
vention for disadvantaged youth is socially more cost-effective, based on
evidence that unemployment at an early age is associated with long-term
unemployment as an adult. [1, 2, 5]

Why the state role regarding coordination and labor market information?
Allocation of funds and coordination by states was perceived to be the
most efficient organizational design for job training programs. State
coordination of training services would help avoid duplication of
services and establish linkages with other programs. State ailocation of
funds, such as incentive and set-aside funds, would encourage SDAs to
develop special services or service groups that otherwise might be
ignored (e.g., to encourage delivery of basic education skills and
remedial education services to prepare disadvantaged or a target group
for later occupation-specific training). States would also provide more
efficient and coordinated production of labor market information to
improve matching of training to labor market slots. {1, 4]

In summary, Congress designed JTPA to correct problems and abuses under
CETA as well as to establish new employment and training policies for the
country. Striking differences exist between the implementation of the
two programs. Yet, Congress made only one major change in the types of
services offered to JTPA participants--the elimination of Public Service
Employment (PSE). This indicates that if JTPA is an improvement over
CETA, the improvements will happen mainly through changes in imple-
mentation, aad how JTPA's implementation influences service delivery.
This emphasis on implementation underscores the importance of state and
SDA process evaluations in understanding program performance. But, nhow
is JTPA performing? Are states and SDA's honoring Congressional intent?
This is the subject of the next section.

JTPA REALITIES

Recent JTPA implementation studies suggest that, in general, JTPA service
delivery systems across states are working productively. [15-18]
However, the Congressional design and funding of JTPA have resulted in a
number of equity issues--that 1is, questions about who receives JTPA
services. Under JTPA, business-dominated state councils and SDA PICs
were created to establish service policies in their respective
jurisdictions. A major policy--or access decision--confronting the
councils and PICs was, "Whom should the program serve?" The two basic
choices were: .



1. Serving those with the greatest training needs.

VS.

2. Serving the 1labor market needs of business (i.e.,
assuring that training programs are responsive to the
needs of employers for a well-trained labor force).

The majority of councils and PICs have chosen the second policy. This

choice, however, was also partially the result of the following program
characteristics in the law:

* Inadequate funding: on average, SDAs have sufficient funds

to train only four percent of all eligibles in their
respective areas.

Spending limits: Limitations on spending for work
experience and support services, plus a lack of stipends.
These services are commonly used for youth and adults with
the greatest needs. Service providers are also unable to
retain participants due to the limits.

Spending requirements for youth (although these are often
waived or reduced by states).

Performance standards: states and SDAs are required to meet
standards, creating incentives to reduce risk by serving
eligibles most qualified to meet employer needs.

In short, serving employer and labor market needs and meeting perfcrmance
standards, all within a 1limited amount of funding, encourage SDAs to
serve eligibles who are easier to place.

The following state council and PIC policies and implementation
procedures have also reinforced this policy:

* Concern that a decline in JTPA performance levels (caused by
training the hard-to-serve) would make the program seem less
important, and perhaps not worth keeping, if further cuts in
federal spending were contemplated.

A high priority of many councils and PICs is to improve
public relations in the business community following CETA's
termination. The best way to accomplish this aim is to
serve employer needs.

Employers participating in JTPA training programs make the
final decision whether a participant (who has completed
training) becomes their employee. Thus, the private
sector's access decisions greatly influence the flow of
participants at both the front (input) and back (output)
ends of the system.

In choosing between quantity (placing as many people in jobs
as possible with a given budget) ,versus quality (providing
the best quality services to as many participants as funds
permit), most PICs tend to favor guantity.




Youth competencies are difficult to assess. Therefore,
youth programs are often oriented for those 19-21 years
old--those who are out of high school and old enough to work
full-time, where the only outcome is a placement. Youth
aged 16-18 receive relatively less attention in the program.

No states (in the studies) imposed additional eligihility
requirements on SDAs, but specific target group requirmerts
were sometimes imposed. However, the more target groups
that were identified, the less impact targeting would have,

because fewer resources would be available to serve each
target group.

° In most performance-based subcontracts, the SDA's
performance standards and financial liability are passed to
the subcontractor. Thus, subcontractors often share PIC
incentives to serve the needs of employers.

These same forces have also produced more similarity than diversity in
Tocal program priorities, services, participants and performance across
local areas. [18] Faced with performance standards and low funding, most
SDAs have designed their training programs and services around two
critical factors, achieving high placement rates at a given
target--usually a low cost. As a result, basic activities 1ike classroom
and on-the-job training are found everywhere. Few SDAs devote much money
to support services or innovative and exemplary programs, or to designing
programs targeted to groups with special problems. All of these have
higher costs and greater risk of not meeting performance standards and,
hence, are relatively avoided.

These patterns indicate that JTPA is not designed and funded to serve
those with the greatest training needs. In reality, most SDAs orient
their programs around local employer needs. All of this results in
fairly standard programs operating within the law.
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PREFACE

One fall, a small cricket found himself becoming colder and
colder with each passing evening as the weather turned
wintery. So he went to the wise old owl of the forest and
said to him, "Oh wise old owl, please tell me what to do.
The weather is getting colder and every evening I shiver and
shake with the cold. If I don't do something soon, I know I
will soon freeze to death. What can I do?"

"The answer to that is simple," said the wise old owl.

"Just turn yourself into a grasshopper, and hibernate for
the winter."

"But how can I turn myself into a grasshopper, oh wise old
owl?" asked the cricket.

Replied the owl, "Humph, don't bother me with the details.
I've given you the principle. You implement it." [19]

With passage of the -Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) in 1982, Congress
created new principles for organizing and operating the nation's largest
employment and training program. States would assume greater admini-
strative roles. Services to economically disadvantaged woulid be provided
through local "service delivery areas" (SDAs). New partnerships would be
formed between the private sector and state and tocal governments.
Performance standards would be enforced. With the new principles,
however, came very few details on implementing JTPA. No “"how-to" books
or other resources existed to guide implementation. States and SDAs soon
realized that they were "on their own,” and that successful implement-
ation of JTPA would be a learning process as they ventured into new
administrative territory.

This is, in essence, what evaluation is, a learning process, that can be
used to improve JTPA performance. Formally defined, evaluation is the
collection and analysis of information by various methods to determine
the effectiveness and efficiency of JTPA activities. In its simplest
form, evaluation involves carefully examining JTPA to identify program
elements that do and do not work, at what cost and fer what reasons. In
short, evaluation helps decision-makers pinpoint and understand the
conditions associated with program success and failure.

When these conditions become known, identifying~-indeed, creating--the
conditions necessary for effective and efficient service delivery become
possible. If state and Tocal evaluations of JTPA were conducted nation-
wide, they would Tlikely indicate that substantial program variation
exists across service delivery systems, making simple blanket endorse-
ments ("it works") and wholesale rejections ("it doesn't work") 1less
appropriate and meaningful. [15]

However, many states and SDAs are unprepared to conduct evaluations of
JTPA programs. Prior to JTPA, few states and local areas had performed
evaluations of their employment and training programs. If each agency
independently developed its own evaluation design, much duplication of
effort and inconsistency in the designs might result. To correct this



situation, the National Commission for Employment Policy funded the
Washington State Employment Security Department to develop evaluation
designs for use at the state and local level. The designs are intended

to provide guidance and some uniformity to JTPA evaluation efforts across
states and Tocal areas.

OUTCOME EVALUATIONS

In this project and most pro:: m evaluations, two types of evaluations
may be conducted, cutcome and process. As its name implies, outcome
evaluations determine the results (or "outcomes") produced by the
program. Three major types of outcomes are often considered: proximate,
final and distributive. Proximate outcomes refer to the immediate
results of program efforts. For example, proximate outcomes for a
welding training program might include getting a job after training, or
getting a job in welding or in a related specialty. Firal outcomes refer
to the long-term results of the program--for example, whether an
individual 1is still employed with increased earnings one year after
training. Positive proximate outcomes do not show conclusively that a
participant has improved his or her long-run earning capability.
However, their presence does suggest that individuals are progressing
toward stable employment, while their absence may indicate 1little
progress toward longer-run benefits.

The last type is distributive outcomes, which define proximate and final
outcomes for specific target groups (e.g., welfare recipients,
minorities, eté%% or geographic areas (e.g., rural vs. urban).
Distributive outcomes reflect equity issues in service delivery and are a
source of variation useful in explaining prcgram outcomes.

Outcemes may be measured at the completion of training (proximate), one
year after training (final) or for distinct groups of participants, such
as the handicapped. By themselves, these measures are commonly known as
"gross outcomes," or simpie percentages, totals or averages describing
JTPA performance. Gross outcomes may be the result of a variety of
factors, such as the services participants receive in JTPA, the education
or job history of participants prior to entcring JTPA, or changes in a
local economy. The central aim of an outcome evaluation is to differ-
entiate among these alternative causes to isolate and measure those
participant outcomes produced by JTPA alone. The Tlatter measures are
known as '"net outcomes," and evaluations estimating these service effects
on outcomes are known as "net impact evaluations."

Thus, while gross outcomes merely document program results produced by
any number and variety of factors, net outcomes pinpoint results caused
by the program. Therefore, net outcomes are a more accurate measure of
program performance than gross outcomes.

PROCESS EVALUATIONS

Outcome evaluations provide only part of the information needed in
program evaluation. By their methods, outcome evaluations often treat
programs as "black boxes": what goes on inside the program (or box) to
produce the results is rarely assessed. Thus, while outcome evaiuations
inform us about the results produced by the program, they rarely explain



why the results were found. Process evaluations (also known as imple-
mentation assessments, or evaluations of program implementation) fill
this knowledge gap by analyzing the processes that produced program
results. The common aim of most process evaluations is to describe the

black box--to specify the interventions and implementation strategy that
caused the evaluationis outcomes.

Two process evaluation guides--one for SDAs (and subcontractors) and one
for states--have been developed in this project. The SDA guide provides
an understanding of how SDAs are organized, or structured, how this
structure shapes operations and outcomes. and how all of this is in-
Tluenced by the statewide JTPA service delivery system. Guidelines for
analyzing organizational operations in SDAs and subcontractors are also
Presented.  Although the guide is written mainly for SDA and sub-
contractor administrators, state officials may also find it useful for
understanding "what goes on" at the SDA-level.

In this volume the state process evaluation is described. Guidelines are
presented fer tracing the influence of state policies on SDA and sub-
contractor operations. A key point in this discussion is that the
characteristics of the statewide JTPA service delivery system severely
Timit states’ abilities to perform process evaluations of their own
policies. WUnless the proper organizational supports are present, process
evaluations of how state policies influence lecal operations become
virtually iipossible to perform. The guidelines, aleng with the
requisite organizational suppcrts, are presented in the remaining pages.
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APPROACH
BACKGROUND FOR THIS GUIDE

In this section "State Process Evaluation" is defined. 1In the next
section, constraints that 1imit states from performing process
evaluations are discussed. The final section presents methods for
performing a state process ev.luation within tks constraints imposed by
the JTPA service delivery system.

In the process evaluation approach presented here, the focus is on state
Lolicies and how these policies influence JTPA activities at the Tocal
Tevel. Ideally, policies established at the state ievel move down to the
Tocal level, promoting more efficient, more eifective, or more equitable
service delivery. Sometimes, however, gaps emerce beiween ctate policy
intent and locul program realities. This ¢-ide is designed to assist
JTPA practilicners at all jevels in bridging the gap. The process
evaluation includes a set of guidelines for syst.: .tically examining the
consequences of state JTPA pdiicies for local service delivery (i.e.,
SDAs ard their respective subcontractors). [4) These guidelines may be
anplied to policy issues 1/ in the major areas of state responsibility
dervined in the Act. Exhibit 1 iists these responsiivilities and describes
representative policy issues in each.

Policy issues are not settled in a vacuum; they are developed and

resclved in the statewide JTPA service delivery system. Appendix A

contains a detailed descripticn of this system. Some of its features are

summarized below:

* Multiple Organizations: In general, the JTPA service delivery
system consists of the following 1loosely
connected organizations: the state,
service delivery areas, and subcontractors.
Administrative and/or service coordination
may occur among subceontractors, between
subcontractors and SDAs, and between SDAs
and the state. Other agencies, such as
welfare, also become part of the system
through formal coordination agreements;

° Decentralization: Each organization has its own distinct
rights and responsibilities; and,

° Local Autonomy: Each SDA is free to develdp its own
programs (within the constraints imposed by
the JTPA).

1/ A pelicy issue is a disagreement or conflict about an actual or
potential course of state action. [4]
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II.

III.

Iv.

VI.

EXHIBIT 1

STATE RESPONSIBILITIES AND REPRESENTATIVE
POLICY ISSUES

Establish and operate the State Job Training Coordinating
Council (SJTCC).

* What functions should the SJTCC perform?
* How does the mix of public/private membership influence
SJTCC functions and decision-making?

Designate service delivery areas.

¢ Under what circumstances should SDA boundaries be changed?

Coordinate JTPA services with other programs.

* What is the best way(s) to connect JTPA to the mainstream

of state and local services?

Award six percent (incentive) money.

° What criteria should be used to distribute this money to

SDAs?

Under what conditions should technical assistance be
provided to SDAs? What form of assistance should this be?

Should SDAs be required to distribute a portion of their
incentive funds to subcontractors?

Establish and administer vocational education programs
(eight percent set-aside).

° What state agency should operate this program?

* How should this activity be coordinated with SDA programs?

Establish and administer an older worker program (three peycent
set-aside).

° What state agency should operate this program?

* How should this activity be coordinated with SDA programs?
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VII.

VIII.

IX.

Establish and administer the Title III Dislocated Worker
program.

* What state agency should operate this program?

e How should this activity be coordinated with SDA programs?

Establish and administer state 1labor market information
programs.

* What information do SDAs need to develop their job
training plans?

How often do they need this information?

* Do subcontractors require similar or different
information?

Monitor the performance of SDAs.

* Under what conditions should the Governor impose a

reorganization plan?

How do state monitoring/compliance requirements affect
local operations?

Prescribe service target groups.

What target groups should all SDAs be required to serve
(if any)?

How does 1imposing target group requirements on SDAs
influence service delivery?
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These features have major advantages for local areas and, indirectly, for
states as well. SDAs and subcontractors may customize their programs to
meet the unique needs of participants and employers in their respective
labor markets. In principle, the more services are designed to meet.
locai participant and employer needs, the more effective services should
be. And the more effective the service, the more likely that local goals
and performance standards will be met. This structure also promises high
performance levels on an overall, statewide basis.

The system's major disadvantage is that it creates severe problems for
designing state policies and for conducting process evaluations of how
these policies affect local operations. Because responsibilities are
decentralized, states (with SDAs) often lack the necessary Tlocal
information to design policies that meet local interests and needs. The
numerous organizations in tha system and their differing relationships
create uncertainty that state policies can be transmitted properly to
SDAs, subcontractors and other coordinating agencies. Even if state
policies are explained thoroughly to service delivery areas, local
autonomy may sway some SDAs, PICs and subcontractors not to follow them,
or block state efforts to monitor the policies. 1In short, the loose,
multi-organizational structure of JTPA's statewide service delivery
system presents potential obstacles to states' abjlities to conduct
analyses of their policies.

In the following section, these constraints are examined in-depth to

derive workable approaches for conducting process evaluations within
them.
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CONSTRAINTS

This section is divided into three parts. First, the statewide JTPA
service delivery system is reviewed briefly. System characteristics that
1imit states' abilities to design policies and trace their effects on SDA
operations are reviewed. In the second part, a framework for examining
operations in SDAs and subcontractors is described briefly and its impli-
cavions for performing state process evaluations is discussed. A final
part contrasts the characteristics of the prior two parts with the re-
quirements of "perfect implementation" of state policies. This becomes

the basis for the state process guidelines, which are presented in the
final part of this guide.

Statewide JTPA Service Delivery System

The structure of the statewide JTPA service delivery system is a major
constraint in state process evaluations. The JTPA service delivery
system consists of several, loosely connected state and local organiza-
tions, each having specific roles and responsibilities in the system.
(See Appendix A for a more detailed description of the system.) A chief
state responsibility is monitoring the performance of Tocal areas through
its "performance control system." (Appendix A also contains a further
elaboration on the state performance control system under JTPA.) Using
the DOL regression formula or other mechanisms, states establish perfor-
mance standards for each SDA. The state monitors each SDA's progress
toward meeting its standards through a management information system
(MIS). Thus, performance control systems are concerned with overall SDA

results for given periods of time--not with specific actions or
decisions.

This means that states have 1ittle detailed information about what goes
on at the Tlocal 1level. The MIS offers few insights regarding SDA
operations and problems. Resource constraints and the geographic
separation of state and local agencies restrict states' abilities to
learn more about local level activities through other means. 1In short,
if a state were interested in examining how a policy affected SDA
operations (i.e., by performing a state process evaluation), it might not
have the toois to do so. In the next section a framework for examining

SDA operations is presented to gain more insights into this evaluation
problem.
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How SDAs Work

A complete overview of how SDAs work is presented in a companion volume,
A Guide for Process Evaluations, Local Level. Some of its more salient
features are presented here. Readers interested in a more detailed
discussion are encouraged to review the SDA Guide.

To begin, the SDA is just one organization in a larger environmant that
includes the statewide JTPA service delivery system, other service
agencies (such as welfare) as well as the local labor market and the
political-social setting. As an organization, the SDA is ccmposed of
several parts that work together to produce outcomes,-participants hired
by employers. Governance--that is, the PIC and SDA management--control
how the SDA's parts work together. Governance's aim is te convert inputs
from the environment (i.e., resources--such as staff, participants,
supplies, employers, etc.--and information) dinto outputs {(i.e.,
participants hired by employers) as effectively and efficiently as
possible. This conversion process is carried out according to the
following four components:

hd Mission: This includes the goals, objectives and performance
standards of the SDA. The planning process drives
activity in the mission component. Under govern-
ance's direction, services are chosen, service
providers are selected, and resources are allocated,
taking into account local conditions and participant/

employer needs. Implementation of the plan is
monitored through the SDA's performance control
system.

hd Work: This includes the SDA's means of achieving its goals.

It includes the training participants receive along
the path they traverse through the system. Under
subcontract arrangements, this component is performed
by another organization.
hd Coordination: This includes the coordination links between the SDA
and other agencies; the coordination of activity
within the SDA; communication patterns; rule-making
processes; and the process for matching participants
with employers.
hd Social: This includes participant, employer and staff
satisfaction and morale; the needs of participants,
employers and staff; and the values of the SDA
(particularly as reflected in the SDA's goals).

Through the mission component's performance  control system,
governance--the PIC and SDA management--receives feedback regarding how
well the organization is performing. If the governance receives feedback
indicating a discrepancy between goals (or performance standards) and
outputs, it may alter the components of the conversion process to
minimize or eliminate the difference.
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In SDAs (and virtually all organizations), the key to good performance is
achieving a proper fit among the parts (of the conversion process)--
making sure they are internally consistent, meshing together in synchrony
to produce outcomes consistent with SDA goals and Tocal conditions. 1In
states with two or more SDAs, Tocal autonomy assures that each SDA is
(relatively) free to design its own organization--that is, deciding how
the parts of organization (described above) will fit together. There-
fore, no two SDAs are exactly identical.

This decentralization of JTPA has two important implications for process
evaluations of state policies. First, as stated earlier, because state
administration is usually geographically distant from SDAs (and is a
separate organization 1in most states), states usually know little about
each SDA's conversion process--that is, the contents of each component
and whether a proper fit has been achieved, although 1long-term poor
performance is a good indicator of failure to achieve such a fit.

Second, because no two SDAs are identical in their organizaticnal
structures and processes, state policies will likely affect each SDA
differently. Consequently, states--or anyone else for that matter--may
be unable to predict (with certainty) whether a policy, when implemented,
will work as intended.

In terms of this model, three outcomes are possible when a state
implements a policy: (1) the policy improves SDA performance by
improving the fit among the organization's parts; (2) the policy has no
effect on the organization's fit and, hence, performance; or (3) the
policy destroys the fit and performance declines. The first is the
target of success for all policy; the second is an undesirable but still
acceptable outcome; the third is to be avcided at all costs. How hard is
it to develop a policy that is guaranteed to have the first cutcome?
Very hard, and virtually impossible in JTPA and most public programs.
The reasons for this are explained in the next section.

The Requirements of "Perfect Implementation"

Why is implementation so difficult? Why do policies never seem to werk
right? Mainly because the ideal state of "perfect implementation" is
virtually unattainable in practice. Here, "perfect implementation" is
used not as something to be achieved in JTPA (or any other program), but
as a concept for understanding why policies do not work as intended. The
requirements of "perfect implementation"--that is, the conditions needed
for a policy to work right--are listed below. [6]

° CIRCUMSTANCES EXTERNAL TO THE IMPLEMENTING AGENCY DO
NOT IMPOSE CRIPPLING CONSTRAINTS. Some obstacles to
implementation are outside the control of adminis-
trators. For JTPA, these include downturn in the
national economy, or changes in political support for
JTPA in Congress. When these occur, even good policies
can fail.
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ADEQUATE TIME AND SUFFICIENT RESOURCES ARE MADE
AVAILABLE TO THE PROGRAM. Programs and policies that
are physically and politically feasible may fail either
because too much is expected toc soon or because

insufficient resources are authorized to carry them
out.

THE REQUIRED COMBINATION OF RESOURCES IS ACTUALLY
AVAILABLE. Not only must adequate resources be
available, they must be available at each stage of the
implementation process. The initial flow of funding
may give life to a program, but there is no guarantee
that the flow will continue throughout the planned
duration of the program. Furthermore, even if funding
is achieved, there is no guarantee that funds can be
converted into materials, labor resources, or office
space within the time-scale of the program.

THE PROGRAM IS BASED UPON A VALID THEORY OF CAUSE AND
EFFECT. Policies are sometimes ineffective not because
they are poorly implemented, but because they are bad
policies. A policy may be based on an inadequate
understanding of the problem to be solved, its causes
and cure; or of an opportunity, its nature, and what is
needed to exploit it. That is, the typical reasoning
of the policymaker is along the lines of, "If we do X
now, then Y will result." Every policy is based on
such a theory of cause and effect (normally unstated in
practice), and, if the policy fails, it may be the
underlying theory that is at fault rather than the
implementation of the policy. An example 1is the
failure of a program 1in the late 1960s aimed at
creating employment for members of minority groups in
Oakland, California. [9] The program provided funds
for public works and for making loans available to
private firms, in hopes that (a) new business
opportunities would be created, (b) which would lead to
new jobs, and (c) which would be filled by minorities.
Despite much good wiil, the program achieved very
little. Few 1loans were taken up by firms and some
proposals for public works came to nothing. Even when
funds were spent as intended, the net increase in
minority employment was small. The program failed
mainly because it was based upon an inadequate theory
of job creation.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CAUSE AND EFFECT IS DIRECT AND
THERE ARE FEW (IF ANY) INTERVENING LINKS. Some
policies have complex underlying theories. Instead of
"if X then Y," the policy may have a longer chain, such
as "if X then Y, and if Y then Z." The more links in
the chain, the greater the risk that some of them will
prove to be either poorly conceived or badly executed.
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is achieved, there is no guarantee that funds can be
converted into materials, labor resources, or office
space within the time-scale of the program.

o THE PROGRAM IS BASED UPON A VALID THEORY OF CAUSE AND
EFFECT. Policies are sometimes ijneffective not because
they are poorly implemented, but because they are bad
policies. A policy may be based on an inadequate
understanding of the problem to be solved, its causes
and cure; or of an opportunity, its nature, and what is
needed to exploit it. That is, the typical reasoning
of the policymaker is along the lines of, "If we do X
now, then Y will result." Every policy is based on
such a theory of cause and effect (normally unstated in
practice), and, if the policy fails, it may be the
underlying theory that is at fault rather than the
implementation of the policy. An example is the
failure of a program 1in the late 1960s aimed at
creating employment for members of minority groups in
Oakland, California. [9] The program provided funds
for public works and for making loans available to
private firms, in hopes that (a) new business
opportunities would be created, (b) which would lead to
new jobs, and (c) which would be filled by minorities.
Despite much good wiill, the program achieved very
little. Few loans were taken up by firms and some
proposals for public works came to nothing. Even when
funds were spent as intended, the net increase in
minority employment was small. The program failed
mainly because it was based upon an inadequate theory
of job creation.

° THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CAUSE AND EFFECT IS DIRECT AND
THERE ARE FEW (IF ANY) INTERVENING LINKS. Some
policies have complex underlying theories. Instead of
"if X then Y," the policy may have a longer chain, such
as "if X then Y, and if Y then Z." The more links in
the chain, the greater the risk that some of them will
prove to be either poorly conceived or badly executed.
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In other words, instead of taking the direct path of paying the employer
a subsidy on wages after they had hired minority personnel, the program

expanded business capital on the promise that business would later hire
the right people.




Any social program worth having a governmental policy about
at all is likely to be a serious and complicated problem and
therefore not amendable to easy solution or even amelio-
ration. To state the proposition a 1little differently,
government gets the dregs of our social problems to solve.
The easy ones have been dealt with already by individuals
looking after their own interests, by families and other
social groups looking after their members, and by economic
units profitably exchanging labor, goods, and money in the
marketplace. Government these days picks up the problems of
physically and psychologically dependent persons, of social
groups who have historically been stripped of the capacity
to protect themselves from other social groups, and of
economic units that cannot make it in the competition of the
marketplace. To a certain extent these problems have been
created as by-products of the successes of governmental
solutions to other problems, as in black teenage unemploy-
ment being a by-product of minimum-wage legislation. In any
case, they are simply "left over" by the nongovernmental
(private and customary) and governmental processes that have
on the whole done quite well at preventing an even larger
incidence of problems. When government today turns to
solving the "leftover" problems, it is rapidly discovered
that no one knows quite what to do. Overwhelming political
pressures often dictate, however, that "something" must be
tried. Assertions that the effort is very 1likely to be
futile (or worse) are discounted as weak apologies for the
status quo. Clearly, we would all be better off. of course,
if government simply stayed away from problems it could not
solve. Alas, if only we could know, before trying and
failing, what they were!

In summary, the JTPA service delivery system has several characteristics
that increase the difficulty of conducting process evaluations of state
policies. These characteristics include multiple organizations,
decentralization, local autonomy, and the limits of performance control
systems. Methods for conducting state process evaluations must take
these characteristics into account, recognizing that a single policy may
affect different SDAs in different ways. The methods presented in the
next section attempt to achieve this end. Thus, they may not be perfect,

but they are practical for the real world in which JTPA administrators
work.
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METHODS

Introduction
The Problem Is Defined
Solutions (Policies) Are Proposed
Alternative Policies Are Compared
A Cholce Is Made
Policy Implementation
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METHODS

INTROGUCTION

Many process evaluations of policies and public programs have been
Conducted in the past. Usually, they are case histories of the policy's
origin, its development through the decision-making process, and its
consequences once implemented. The aim is to gain an understanding of
what has occurred in the past with the hope that it will serve as a guide
to the future. The Grinker-Walker (1985) reports cited in this volume
are examples of this type of analysis.

This historical approach, however, may have little utility for state (and
Tacal) JTPA administrators for ceveral reasons. First, it is not
future-oriented. That is, it does rot necessarily help state admini-
strators design successful policies either to prevent potential problems
from occurring or to solve existing ones (or at least reduce their
severity). Second, it does not necessarily help administrators overcome
the system constraints mentioned earlier. For example, under 1local
autonomy, SDAs and subcontractors can stymie state efforts to trace a
policy's influence on local operations following implementation. Third,
and perhaps most important, is the so-called “point-of-view" issue. [1]

A1l parties in the implementation process--policy-making or otherwise--
are involved, in some degree, both in trying to control cthers and in
trying to avoid being controlled by tiiem. That is, all parties have
implementation problems, and what some may perceive as "solutions" others
will see merely as aggravaticns, or worse. In JTPA, decentralization,
multiple organizations and local autonomy can foster confiict in state-
SDA relations. An historic approach to policy evaluation offers little
guidance to JTPA officials in working through their differences to build
successful policies.

For the above reasons, a case-history approach is rejected and a future-
oriented policy-making and implementation process analysis is offered in
its place. This "state process evaluation model" consists of three
sequential activities: policy design, policy decision, and policy
implementation, as shown on the left-side of Exhibit 2.

The process in Exhibit 2 has an hour-glass shape. Policy design, the top
half of the hour-glass, begins on a broad note with the identification of
an actual or potential problem. Many actors become involved in the
Process as alternative solutions, or policies, are proposed. These are
debated until, through one mechanism or another, one policy is chosen for
implementation. 2/

2/ Conceivably, a decision could be made not to implement any policy.
The process would end at this point, unless new alternatives were
presented for debate.
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EXHIBIT 2: THE STATE PROCESS EVALUATION MODEL

. /
/ Problems are defined
POLICY DESIGN \ Solutions (policies) are
» proposed

compared

Q A choice is made

/ Alternative policies are

POLICY DECISION

/
i
|
POLICY IMPLEMENTATION /// The policy is implemented
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Thus, although the process begins with sundry broad issues,
narrowing, ultimately culminating in a decision *o implement
policy.

The bottom half of the hour-glass, on the other hand, is self
After being concentrated in one place (i.e., the decision-r
policy spreads throughout the service delivery system. Depen
specific policy, a bit of its implementation process may go
intake interview; in every PIC meeting where the SDA budget is
in every subcontractor where a counselor picks up a telephone
a client referral. The focus of policy implementation is ex
policy's influence on SDA (and subcontractor) operations
constraints discussed earlier--that is, ma%ing sure the policy
as its creators intended.

Organizational and communication supports must be present 1in
for states (or any other JTPA agency) to implement the mod:
fully. Although Congress divided responsibility for JTPA am
SDAs and subcontractors to achieve certain program bene
division also has undesired consequences. Specifically, it c
restrict the flow of information from one agency to another.
that is transmitted between agencies can be highly filtered.
is highlighted; bad news is blocked. Few state administrat
comprehensive awareness and understanding of what goes on al
level and the problems service providers face. When problems
they often erupt under crisis conditions fueled by 1intenset
pressures with parties or interest groups demanding an immedia
(or attempting to block one). Under these circumstances, st:
tempted to specify, implement and enforce policy in a "top-
that ignores local concerns. Of course, problems do get sol
way, hut oftentimes only a few interest groups are satisfie
results, and the political process has hurt future
subcontractor relations. 1In short, while setting up a general
Congress has failed to specify a mechanism to help states
subcontractors work together to solve their common problems
course, 1is not necessarily unreasonable; Congress cannot ant:
great variation that exists among the states.

States, SDAs and subcontractors can create their own me
establishing forums and communication networks that bring a’
parties together on a regular basis to air their common
problems, exchange information, and reach workable solutions a
the parties of interest. Examples of such forums are 1jsted
of these alrzady exist in several states:

* The SJTCC can serve as a forum to debate and solve SDA o]
issues;



Special task forces (made-up of state, SDA and subcontractor
representatives) can be created to study a prohlem, evaluate
alterpative solutions, and recommend a policy for
implementation;

Subcontractor conferences can be convened where subcontractors
m2et regularly with SDAs to raise and solve policy issues;

State-SDA-subcontractor-coordinating agency confe: ances can be
convened, which bring all parties ir JTPA together to share
information, raise problems anc¢ debate solutions; and,

An  independent agency can be established to solve
"irreconcilable" policy conflicts among states, 3DAs and
subcontractors.

Contacts established in the forums can also lead toc informal
communication netwovrks traversing all organizations in the system. 3/

Implementation of the state process model within such forums would

proceed as follows. (Please refer to the right-hand elements of
Exhibit 2):

PROBLEMS ARE DEFIMED: State, SDA and subcontractor representatives
(hereafter referred to as ‘members") debate issues to reach common
definitions of mutual nroblems. Causes of the problem are
identified;

SO'UTIOMS ARE PROPOSED:  Members propo<. alternative policies
(agreeable to them) that deal with the causes to solve the problem.
Mechanisms for implementing each policy are aliv proposed:

ALTERNATIVE POLICIES ARE COMFARED: Members compare the merits of
the alternative policies recommending one (or more) for impiemen-
tation. 4/ Because the members themselve: have studiad the problem,
debated <their own alternative solutiuns, and made their own
recommendations, t:a recommended policy will tikely be acceptible to
most members and JTPA agencies;

Liaison staff responsible for interagency affairs also create
informal communication networks through their wcek.  However,
liaison staff are often part of the performance control system,
responsible for supplementing MIS data with other "soft" information
about what's going on in another agency. This mo~itcring/compliance
role may inhibit and/or distcrt communication flows.

States may wish to delegate decision-making authority to the furum.
In this case, the members would select a policy for implementation,
not just recommend one.



A CHOICE IS MADE: The poli:zy-maker decides to implement the policy,
or refer it back to the forum for further discussion. However, the
probabiiity of this happening can be reduced if the policy-maker is
also a member of the forum: and,

THE POLICY IS IMPLEMENTED: Members and the policy-maker monitor
policy implementation. Prior to implementation, members have
determined how the policy should work (i.e., cause-effect) in the
field, and what local managers should do to implement it properly.
Local activities in these specific areas are monitored to determine
if the policy is working as intended and whether the problem is
disappearing. If the policy is not working as intended, it is
revised or replaced with an alternative.

In this process, a policy's ultimate success is determined largely BEFORE
it is ever implemented. Here, success is contingent on having a working
membership composed of state, SDA and subcontractor officials that is
recognized and respected as the system's policy authority. This process
can hopefully defuse and solve problems before they erupt as full crises.

In the secticns that follow, methods for implementing each part of the
mode! are presented.

THE PROBLEM IS DEFINED

Problems requiring policy intervention are not defined by operation
manuals, MIS computer systems or in employment and training handbooks.
For the most part, what defines a problem depends greatly on what FACTS
are known about the system, what VALUES are being applied, and WHO has
placed the problem on the agenda from what level and for what reasons.
Let's look at each of these factors.

In any given state there is much information describing "what goes on" in
JTPA. These facts may be ejther "hard" (such as MIS performance data) or
"soft" (such as gossip, hearsay, or speculation). Examples of such facts
include 1) high SDA placement rates, 2) the number of jobs created
through an econemic development program developed in a SDA, 3) a high
level of creaming across SDAs, 4) a low level of coordination among locat
agencies, or 5) the joy of a youth finding his or her first job. By
themselves, facts are merely descriptive of JTPA's operations. But
through politics--the system we have for attaching values to facts--
juczments about what is good and bad with JTPA become possible. [6, 15]
These judgments cannot be PROVED correct or incorrect; they can orly be
APPROVED as right or condemned as wrong by the exercise of another value
Jjudgment. Thus, if we used corgressional intent (i.e., Congress' values)
to judge facts 1-5 above, facts 1, 2 and 5 could be classifed as "good"
while facts 3 and 4 could be classified as "bad."

But does this make everything in the "bad" category a problem requiring
solrtion? No, not necessarily. Through the political process, someone
with sufficient power must place the problem on the agenda before efforts
are directed at solving it. For example, PICs may repeatedly petition
for mnre state-sponcored economic development programs, but it is not



until the Governor declares a poor economy as being a statewide issue
that such programs emerge. Definitions of problems also may change over
time as more facts emerge, or values change, or pcwer shifts from those
who perceive a problem to those who do not. [6]

In summary, there are no hard-and-fact rules for deciding what is or is
not a problem in JTPA. These will always be political decisions that
change over time. Thus, what one state defines as a problem may go
unrecognized as such in another state.

Once a problem is defined, the next step is to collect more information

about it. Specifically, the problem can be defined along the following
dimensions:

* SCALc AND INTENSITY: How widespread is the problem? How serious is
the problem Tor those affected?

* INCIDENCE: Is the problem distributed equally among all those
affected? If incidence is not uniform, future policies will have to

discriminate among recipients, and a simple "package" may not
suffice.

* CHARACTERISTICS (OF THOSE AFFECTED): 1Is the problem particularly
serious for some groups, such as youth?

e TARGETABILITY OF PROGRAMS: What data do we need to direct resources
where they will do the most gcod?

¢ ATTRACTION: What attracts people into programs? Problems often
result in programs to solve them. Will people change their behavior
in order to qualify for the program and receive its benefits? This
can artifically increase the scope of the problem.

* RATE OF CHANGE: How is the problem changing? For example, are
unemployment rates rising or falling sharply?

* UNCERTAINTY: How will the problem develop in the future? Will the
problem solve itself? What are the "most optimistic" and "most
pessimistic" scenarios?

Answers to these questions are used to develop a precise definition of
the prcblem and provide the basis for identifying its causes. To
illustrate how this is done, I will first use Pressman and Wildavsky's
study of a jobs program implemented in Oakland, California, during the
late 1960s. {9] Although the program was judged a failure, it offers
several lessons for this discussion.

On the surface, the problem can be simply stated. Oakland had a large
minority nopulation; its unemployment rate was twice the national average
(8.4 percent vs. 4.1 percent national average); and racial tensions were
high. Most observers felt that Oakland was a tinderbox--the next Wat-:,
ready to blow. Action was needed to prevent a serious problem from
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becoming worse. 1In its simplest terms, the problem was defined as a lack
of jobs for the unemployed and underemployed. It was felt that immediate
action was needed to prevent a future riot in Oakland. 5/

The causes of Oakland's minority unemployment problems were never fully
understood by those involved with the program. However, Pressman and
Wildavsky offer their own interpretation. [9, p. 152-153]

...The urban ghetto is often within two blocks of some
of the highest value of real estate in the nation.
Industry and commerce thrive around it so that the
unemployed can sit in their doors and watch the "fat
cats" go to work. Typically, this distressed neighbor-
hood 1lies in the heart of a growing, diversifying
region that is by no means "outside the mainstream of
the Nation's prosperity" but is at its very heart...

...The East Bay is an area of rapid growth with a
diverse economic base, a high per capita income, and so
forth, but in which, because of certain charactersitics
of the postindustrial economy and deficiencies in the
Tabor market, many residents remain chronically un-
employed, even during periods of high aggregate
demand...The problem is...one of rigging a strong and
well-developed metropolitan economy so as to reduce the
disparity between the location and characterstics of
jobs available and the 1location and skills of the
distressed population.

In short, if the problem is either poorly conceived or does not exist, in
fact, even an "excellent" solution will not work in practice.

The following example shows how JTPA officials might go about defining a
problem. In one state all SDAs have failed to achieve their respective
performance standards for the number of yuuth dropouts with positive
outcomes. The state, with the help of SDAs and subcontractors, has
agreed to study the problem and formulate an appropriate policy response.
To begin, two possible sources of the problem are proposed, and within
each source, alternative causes of the problem are voiced, as shown
below.

SOURCE OF PROBLEM POTENTIAL CAUSES IN EACH SOURCE

ENVIRONMENT 1. The number of youth dropouts in the SBA's
population is lower than expected.

2.  Another state program is already providing
services to youth dropouts.

5/  The person perhaps most responsible for labeling these condjtions as
problems was Eugene Foley, Assistant Secretary of Commerce in charge
of the Economic Development Administration.
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SOURCE OF PROBLEM  POTENTIAL CAUSES IN EACH SOURCE

SDA/SUBCONTRACTOR 3.  An adequate number of youth dropouts exists, but
outreach/intake services have not reached them.

4, Enough dropouts apply and enroll in JTPA, but
too many also dropout during training.

To determine which, if any, of these potential causes is correct,
information about the problem's dimensions is collected. From these
data, the following facts became important to those studying the problem:

1. Information from the state's public education authority reveal that
substantial numbers of youth drop out of high school in a majority
of the SDAs.

2. The authority also provides information showing that several high
schools with high dropout rates operate their own outreach programs

to get youth back in school. JTPA services are rarely coordinated
with these efforts across SDAs.

3. SDA intake figures clearly indicate that the number of dropouts

applying for services is usually lower than the SDAs' required
performanc~ standards.

These facts indicate that both the environment and the SDA/subcontractor
are sources of the problem. The environment is a source because another
program is already serving this target group. The SDA/subcontractor is
also a source because JTPA programs fail to attract dropouts who are not
already enrolled in programs operated by some high schools.

Now that the problem is defined and its causes understood, the
policy-maker(s) can begin thinking about what must be done to scive the
problem. That is, the policy-maker needs to specify a set of conditions,
or "objectives," that, when satisfied, would indicate that the probiem is
solved. In this example, five policy objectives a.e proposed, each
categorized along five dimensions, as shown in Exhibit 3. Of course,
other objectives are still possible. For exampie, one objective might be
that a policy require 1ittle management to implement. However, the
dimensions listed here are major concerns in most policy debates.



EXHIBIT 3

POLICY OBJECTIVES FOR YOUTH DROPOUT PROBLEM

DIMENSION

Effectiveness

Efficiency

ODrganizational Fit

Equity

Uncertainty

OBJECTIVE

Three-fourths of the SDAs satisfy their
performance standards for youth dropouts
within two quarters after the policy is
implemented.

The average positive outcome cost for youth
dropouts increases by no more than five
percent.

The policy does not require SDAs and
subcontractors to greatly reorganize their
staff to accommodate the new policy.

The distributioen of racial’/ethnic groups among
served dropouts matcles the distribution in
the SDA's youth dropout population.

The policy can adapt to unpredictable changes
in dropout rates in the - SDA's youth
population.
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In summary, at this point in the process a clear (and hopefully accurate)
definition of the problem has been established, and the causes of the
problem are understood by most members engaged in the policy-making
process. Furthermore, a set of objectives has been established that,
when achieved, will indicate that the problem has been solved. As we
shall see later, the objectives will become invaluable later in comparing
alternative policies and monitoring their influence on SDA/subcontractor

operations during policy implementation. Now, let's move on to the next
step.

SOLUTIONS (POLICIES) ARE PROPOSED

There are usually several ways of solving any given problem, some more
effective than others. In this step, our interests are: 1) proposing
alternative policies, and (2) explaining how each solves tlie problam.
This explanation has two components. First, how a policy will deal with
the causes to solve the problem must be explained explicitly. That is,
at this stage, each proposed policy is a hypothesis--or an educated
guess--that it, when implemented, will nullify the causes of the problem
and, hopefully, will do so without undesirable financial, political,
social or other consequences. The second component is that the policy be
a workable solution of the problem. Although a policy may address the
causes of a problem well, the policy is of little value if it cannot be
impiemented in the field. Let's return to the Oakland unemployment
problem to illustrate this step.

Even though the sponsors Tlacked a clear definition of Oakland's
unemployment problems, they had a clear idea of how to solve them. Their
basic approach was that a massive injection of federal money could create
permanent jobs for the hard-core unemployed. Their central hypothesis
was that a program of grants and Tloans to businesses would create
3,000 new jobs in the city. They saw the business grants/loans as a way
of involving private sector firms of various sizes in the effort to
provide jobs for the unemplcyed.

However, their approach had some fundamental flaws. The underlying
question, raised by one ¢iiiciel, was, "Aren't we skirting the problem?
...how do you connect with the jong-term unemployed? We still have not
heard a formula on guaranteeing that the right people get the right
jobs." [9:24] The following explains in more detail why this approach
faiied. [9:149]

...They did understand that it was insufficient merely to
create economic growth; they knew they had to seek
assurances that new jobs would go to the minority people in
whose 1interest the federal money was presumably being
expended. But, their desire to move with the greatest
possible speed persuaded them to devise a program based on
promises rather than performance. Their innovation, they
thought, was funneling money into a city rapidly on
condition that it be used to generate the right kind of
employment. Their creativity consisted in moving money and
devising mechanisms of compliance after it had been spent.
No one asked them whether it might have been better to give
firms incentives to hire minority personnel by paying part
of the cost after the men had bee,.gyﬁed.



In other words, instead of taking the direct path of paying the employer
a subsidy on wages after they had hired minority personnel, the program

expanded business capital on the promise that business would later hire
the right people.

Another fault of the Oakland project was that its implementation plan was
unworkable. In fact, there was no implementation plan. [9:143]

From the outset, the emphasis was on designing the program,
obtaining initial agreement at the local 1levei, and
committing the funds. A1l this was done quickly, with
fanfare and enthusiasm...The latter steps of implementation
were felt to be "technical questions” that would resoive
themselves if the initial agreements were negotiated and
commitments were made. But the years have shown how those
seemingly routine questions of implementation were the rocks
on which the program eventually floundered.

The lesson to be learned is that the design of policy and how that policy

will be implemented must be considered jointly, if the policy is to be a
success.

One way of doing this 1is to «create alternative strategies for
implementing each proposed policy. Each strategy would describe
administrative requirements for implementing the policy, anticipating
possible pitfalls, political pressures, resource 1limits and other
possible barriers. 6/ 1In general, strategies will have better chances of
success if: (1) they implement a policy based on a sound theory, and
(2) implementation remains simple and requires 1ittle management. [1,6,9]
Examples of such implementation strategies include the following:

o

Targeting policy directly on the problem;

Minimizing tne number of steps and decisions needed to
implement the policy;

Paying as much attention to the creaticn of organizational
machinery for implementing a policy as for designing one;

Providing the implementing agency with additional resources to
carry out the policy; and,

Inserting performance incentives 1into the implementation
process (where an incentive is defined as the promise of a
reward contingent on demonstration of certain performance, with
the amount of the reward proportionate to the degree of
performance).

6/ Many, perhaps wmost, constraints remain hidden in the planning stage
and are only discovered in the implementation process. Further,
feasibility conditions keep changing over time: old constraints
disappear or are overcome (e.g., through learning), while new ones
emerge. [9]



Now, let's illustrate how alternative policies are developed through the
youth dropout problem presented earlier. The task of creating an
alternative may be best described as "structured brainstorming." It is
“brainstorming” because it basically involves thinking about new and
different ways of solving a problem. In general, as the number of
persons involved in this activity increases, so will the number of
alternative policies. It is critical that state, SDA and subcontractor
representatives be involved in this stage (through the various forums
proposed earlier) because, due to their positions in the system, a sub-
contractor may have quite different ideas about how to solve a problem
than a state official.

This brainstorming is "structured," however, because it must develop
alternative policies that take into account the definition of the
problem, its causes, and the specific objectives that a future policy
should satisfy. That is, a policy should clearly address the problem,
nullify its causes and satisfy most (if not all) of the objectives to
receive serious consideration. The multitude of facts collected in the

previous step can often help members to think of policies that meet these
concerns.

For the youth dropout problem, three policies are proposed. Exhibit 4
contains a brief descripticn of each pclicy and its underlying theory
(i.e., how it solves the problem), implementation strategy, and ability
to satisfy objectives. By constructing such a table, all members of the
policy-making process can reach a common understanding of exactly what is
being proposed to solve the problem and how it should work. In the next
step these alternative policies are compared.

ALTERNATIVE POLICIES ARE COMPARED

In this step the alternative policies are compared, and one Or more are
recommended for implementation. 7/ Returning to Exhibit 2, the key point
here is that policy comparisons are just one step in a much larger stream
of activity designed to solve pressing problems. Those making the
comparisons are usually aware that: (1) a policy decision will be made
at a certain time; (2) action will be taken at that time; and (3) such a
decision cannot be based on information that is available later. For the
task of making policy comparisons, this means partial information avail-
able now 1is better than complete information after implementation
begins. [2] But, the mere availability of partial information does not
guarantee that it will be used in making policy comparisons. If the
information does not help policy-makers predict the success of alter-
native policies, it will likely be ignored. Moreover, intense political
pressures advocating one policy over all competitors may virtually

eliminate any formal comparisons of alternative policies from the
process.

1/ This, of course, assumes that more than one policy was proposed in
the previous: step. As mentioned earlier, if the members of a forum
cannot reach agreement, the process ends or starts all over. If the
decision-maker 1is also a member of the group, then the recom-
mendation is also the decision (i.e., the next step in the process).



DESCRIPTION

EXHIBIT 4

ALTERNATIVE POLICIES

HOW IT WORKS

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

DOES IT MEET 0BJECTIVES

se state six percent
unds to provide SDAs/
ubcontractors with a
bonus" for each
ositive outcome for
outh dropouts.

Payment on performance
creates incentives to
serve mere dropouts.

Provide bonuses after
SDA gives state proof
of performance.

Fits well into SDA and subcontractor
operations. Average outcome costs
can be met, but amount of bonus

may be too low for 3/4 of all SDAs
to meet standard with all racial/
ethnic groups represented.

Satisfies uncertainty.

oordinate JTPA services
ith high school
rograms.

Most dropouts already
in school district
programs. Therefore,
school districts sub-
contract with SDA/
subcontractor for
services. High school
responsible for co-
ordinating program.

Schoel districts mainly
responsible for imple-
mentation. SDA
appoints one 1iaison
staff to coordinate
JTPA services with
district high schools.

With access to dropouts increased,
most SDAs should meet standards.
Most racial groups should be
represented based on past high
school records. Fits well into
SDA's subcontracting operation,
but SDAs wary of district control
of SDA services. May not meet 5%
cost ceiling, but can drop school
district subcontract if youth
dropsut problem declines.

rovide technical
ssistance to SJAs/
ubcontractors to
evelop and operate
ustomized intake
ervices for dropouts.

Customized outreach
will be able to
locate and enroll
dropouts not picked-
up by high schools.

Hire consultants to
train SDA/Subcontractor
outreach staff. Show
staff how to integrate
dropout outreach
services into on-

going youth outreach
services.

Effectiveness of new outreach
unknown, so 3/4 of SDAs may not
satisfy standards. Satisfies
cost limits and equity require-
ment. Fits well into current
outreach efforts. Can be stopped
if youth dropout rate in
population falls.
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In short, the task or comparing alternative policies can range from the
very simple (e.g., a hallway discussion between two power figures in the

policy-making process) to the very compiex (e.g., a cost-benefit
evaluation of each alternative). The aim here is to reach a middle
ground: to present a practical and simple method for comparing

alternative policies that can be implemented in a relatively short amount
of time.

The method chosen is the PGLICY MATRIX, shown below. [5,12] The matrix
has three parts: (1) the desired ends/objectives--what the policy is
supposed to achieve; (2) the policies, or ways of accomplishing the ends;
and (3) outcomes, v the ability of a specific policy to achieve a
specific objective. The objectives are the rows; the policies are the
columns; and the outcomes are the cells. As a whole, the matrix presents
an overview of the strengths and weaknesses of each policy which can be
studied quickly to arrive at an informed policy recommendation or

decision.
EXHIBIT 5

POLICY MATRIX FOR THE YOUTH DROPOUT PROBLEM

POLICIES
A B C D E F
N
2
0BJECTIVES 3
4
5 5

Before policies can be compared, two tasks must be performed: (1) the
imp ~tance of each objective must be decided; and (2) the predicted
outr.omes of each policy for each objective must be estimated. Each task
is illustrated using the youth dropout problem introduced earlier in this
section.

Exhibit 3 contains the fiv: policy objectives for the youth dropout
problem. 1% is unlikely that each objective has equal importance to
policy-makers.  Their relative importance--which is always a value
judgment--can be measured by having policy-makers distribute 100 points
across the five objectives. The more important the objective, the more
puints it should be assigned. This activity can be conducted in a group
setting, so state, SDA and subcontractor officials can reach common



agreement on how the points should be distributed. {7,121 In our
example, the following distribution of points was decided:

OBJECTIVE POINTS
1/Effectiveness 35
2/Efficiency 20
3/0rganizational fit 20
4/Equity 15
5/Uncertainty _10
100

The next task is to predict the outcome: of each policy (as described in
Exhibit 4) for each objective. 1If policy-makers so desire, a consid-
erabie amount of effort may be devoted to calculating predicted outcomes.
For example, Appendix B provides an excellent example of how cost-
effectiveness analysis can be applied to predict outcomes of job training
programs. Other popular technigues, such as cost-benefit analysis, can
also be used. [13] As mentioned earlier, however, policy-makers may not
have the time, money, skills or inclination to use these techniques,
particularly if political pressures are demanding an immediate solution.
In these cases, the infermation collected in the previous steps may be
sufficient to make educated guesses about a policy's ability to achieve a
specific objective. However, if conditions permit, collecting additional
information for evaluating policy outcumes is encouraged. 8/

There are different ways of measuring how well a policy satisfies an
objective. Some examples are listed below:

MEASURE DEFINITION

Rank The alternative policies are ranked
according to their ability to meet an
objective.

Verbal Outccmes for an objective may be a

verbal scale, such as poor, fair,
good, excellent.

/

8/ Different types of information can be collected. For example, SDAs
and subcontractors can be surveved to determine their opinions about
each alternative policy. The problems of attracting dropouts to
JTPA programs can be studied in greater depth. The causes of
dropping out in the first place can be studied, with an eye toward
developing a joint school district-JTPA program aimed at preventing
dropouts. Or each alternative could be implemented on a trial basis
in different SDAs to see which one works best.



MEASURE DEFINITION

Points Instead of wusing a verual score,
points can be assigned. For exampie,
100 points means a policy satisfies an
objective completely, while 0 points
means the opposite extreme.

Monetary How much does it cost for the policy
to acnieve an cbjective?

Time How long will it take for a policy to
achieve an objective?

Deviation from Objective Points are assigned based on how well
' the policy satisfies or fails to
satisfy an objective. For example,
25 points can be assigned if the
policy greatly exceeds the objective,
0 points if it satisfies the objective
exactly, -25 points if it completely
fails to meet the objective.

These are just a few of several, alternative measures that could be used.
Once a measure is ciiosen for each objective, outcome scores can be
calculated or assigned and inserted into the matrix, as shown below for
our youth dropout example. The objectives correspond to those in
Exhibit 3; the policies to Exhibit 4.

EXHIBIT 6: YOUTH DROPOUT POLICY MATRIX WITH MIXED MEASURES

POLICY
Priority
Objective Points A B C
1 35 0 10 -5 Deviations
2 20 $39 $55 $45 Cost (per youth)
3 20 Good Fair Good Verbal
4 15 3 1 2 Ranik
5 10 80 40 60 Points

Exhibit 6 contains a variety of measures across the objectives--
deviations, cost, verbal, rank and points. With the objectives,
policies, priority points (reflecting importance of the objectivus) and
outcomes summarized in one place, policy-makers can quickly compare the
merits of one policy versus another along a number of dimensions. Seeing
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the tradeoffs in one place often forces policy-makers to rethink their
judgments from previous steps. It is critical to note, however, that the
Exhibit 6, by itself, does not indicate which policy is superior to all
others. 9/ This decision always remains the responsibility of the
policy-maker.

In the youth dropout example, the importance given to Objective 1 (by the
35 priority points) eliminates Policy C from further consideration (due
to its negative score). The choice between Policies A and B is difficult
because of their relatively similar scores. The final recommendation in
this case 1is Policy A, due to its low cost (Objective 2). MNext, the
recommendation is formally considered by the policy decision-maker(s).

A CHOICE I35 MADE

At this point in the process (in Exhibit 2) an individual or group having
the authority makes a decision regarding the policy. The decision is
usually either tr implement the policy as recommended, or to implement a
revised version of the policy, or to choose a different policy for
implementation, or to not implement any policy. 1In the jast case the
process either ends or starts over again as policy-makers go back to the
d.awing boards tr develop new policies for consideration.

If the decision-mak:: ras been largely removed from the policy-making
process, she or he may be unaware of the many tradeoffs, judgments and
other decisions made in the previous three steps. Therefore, it is
important that some of the history of the process be conveyed to the
decision-maker in some form, such as a report, a memo or even a telephone
conversation.

In our youth dropout problem, the decisicn-maker concurs with the
recommendation and Policy A, incentive payments, is approved for
implementation. As we shall see in the next section, the information
collected in the policy-makiig process will play a key role in monitoring
policy implementation in the next stage.

POLICY IMPLEMENTATIO*

To reinforce a message stated earlier, every policy has two parts, an
underlying theory and an implementation strategy. A decision to
implement a policy is really an educated guess that the policy's theory
and implementation strategy will produce desired outcomes. Because no
one can foresee the future with complete accuracy, policy-makers need to
monitor outcomes to verify that the policy is working as intended and
that it has few undesirable side effects.

9/ If all the outcome scores are quantified and most are commensurate,
an overall performarte score for each policy can be calculated.
[5,7,12] while this score measures which policy is best, policy-
makers are by no means obligated to choose that policy for
implementation.
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If a policy is not working right, it may be because its underlying theory
is incorrect, or its implementation strategy is unworkable, or both. If
the reasons for policy failure are understood, policy and decision-makers
can possibly revise, terminate or otherwise alter it as deemed necessary.

Information from the local level must be collected in order to make these
judgments.  However, (state) officials responsibie for monitoring a
policy will not be able to monitor everything that goes on at the local
level. The geographic separation of the state and local areas makes such
an approach unworkable, plus it interferes with the normal operation of
the state's performance control system. Further, even if a state wanted
to monitor comprehensively, it would 1ikely not have the resources to do
so in all SDAs. Moreover, state attempts to collect comprehensive
information on SDA operations will Tikely be perceived as unwarranted
harassment by local officials and will be resisted. The proper tactic,
therefore, is to restrict monitoring to the policy objectives developed
previously. If the objectives capture both the Jnderlying theory and the
implementation strategy of the policy, the chjzctives will serve as a
useful means of focusing the monitoring effort. In this case, the key
monitoring questions become:

* Has the policy achieved its objectives?

* Has the policy produced unanticipated outcomes, or side effects?

* Why did these outcomes occur?

To answer these questions, indicators that measure the policy's outcomes
at the local level must be developed. The choice of indicators depends
greatly on the policy's underlying theories, implementation strategy, and
objectives. Let's use Policy A (Exhibit 4) to illustrate how this is
done.

Policy A's underlying theory is simple. By providing a reward, state
bonus money, contingent on proof of performance, local authorities will
have increased incentives to serve youth dropouts, which--in some un-
specified way--will solve the youth dropout problem. Instead of evading
state scrutiny, SDAs might seek out such scrutiny to receive their
bonuses. Its implementation strategy, distributing funds based on proof
of performance, also sounds simple, at least from a state perspective.
But eithar the policy's underlying theory or implementation strategy (or
both) could break down. The underlying theory might fail if the bonus is
not big enough to motivate local officials to serve more youth dropouts.
Or the theory might fail if local authorities only serve dropouts in one
racial group and ignore the rest (for example, because they are harder to
find). The implementation strctegy might fail if SDAs are required to
submit considerable paperwork to prove their performance. Or it might
fail if an administrative SDA =ilocates little of the bonus money to
subcontractors, who are actually doing the work. The policy might also
have undesirable side effects, -.ch as fewer services for youth who are
not dropouts. The key point, nen, is (1) to develop indicators that
capture a policy's wunderlying theory, impiementation strategy and
possible side-effects, and (2) to relate the indicators to the policy's
objectives. An example follows fo: the Policy A objectives.
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POLICY
OBJECTIVES

Three-fourths of SDAs
satisfy youth dropout
performance standards.

Average cost for dropouts
increases by no more than
five percent.

SDAs/subcontractors must not
reorganize service delivery
to accommodate policy.

The distribution of racial/
ethnic groups among served
dropouts matches the dis-
tribution in the SDA's
youth dropout population.

Policy can adapt to changes
in dropout rates in SDA's
youth population.

If Policy A (Exhibit 4) is

EXAMPLE
INDICATORS

Youth dropout positive
termination rate (in a
period).

Number of dropouts applying
for services.

Number of dropouts enrolled.
Number of dropouts terminated.

Repeat of above indicators for
all youth.

Average cost per positive
outcome (in a period). 10/
Number of reorganization plans.

Number of staff hired to
implement policy.

Allocation of bcnus money
among SDAs and subcontractors.

List of all program changes
made to accommodate policy.

Number c¢f changes in client pathway.

Number of new local coorcination
agreements.

PIC/staff reaction to policy.

Number of dropouts enrolled
and number with positive
outcomes by racial/etnnic
group (in a period)

Evidence indicating dropout
rates are increasing or
declining.

Program changes in response
to rate fluctuations.

implemented, states can effectively

control these costs through the size of the bonus payments. There-
fore, this objective has a good chance of being met if the state

inplementation strategy is sound. .
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There are several points worth noting about these indicators. First,
most of them are numeric, but some are verbal. In practice, numeric
indicators will need to be supplemented by brief explanations of how
local officials went about implementing the policy. This information can
be collected through telephone conversations with local staff, a mail
survey or other means. 11/ Second, indicators for the third objective
are intended to capture the policy's influence on the mission, work,
coordination and social components of local agencies. These indicators
are especially useful in assessing the success of the policy's imple-
mentation strategy. Third, although the indicators refer to a single
SDA, they can also be used to describe trends across SDAs. Thus, the
above indicators can be collected for all SDAs and compared in some way,
such as by computing averages or displaying the numbers in tab es, charts
and graphs. For example, the average youth dropout placement rate among

all SDAs can be caiculated for each month over a six month period and
displayed in a graph.

In the end, though, those responsible for monitoring the policy must
interpret the numbers and decide whether the policy is working properly.
This task is made easier if the criteria for determining whether a poliy
satisfies or fails to meet an objective {s stated explicitly beforehand.
For example, in the youth dropout problem, the effectiveness objective
requires that 75 percent of the SDAs satisfy their performance standards
for youth dropouts after policy implementation. Is the policy a success
if only 70 percent achieve the objective? How about 50 percent? If
multiple objectives exist, success or failure may be based only on
indicators for the most important objective. If these issues are settled
beforehand, officials will be in a better position to interpret findings
during the implementation stage.

If the pelicy is not working correctly, officials must use the available
evidence (or collect additional information) to decide whether the under-
lying theory or implementation strategy (or both) are at fault.
Normally, the decision is to discard the policy whenever the underlying
theory proves to be faulty. [1,9] But if the theory is sound but imple-

mentation has failed, the policy can often be ccrrected to achieve
intended results.

In closing, a final issue must be raised: who should condi-* the
monitoring? Ideally, if a policy-making forum (consisting of stu.., SDA
and subcontractor representatives) developed the policy, it st.uld also
be responsible for monitoring it. The reason for this is simpie: not
only .is this group probably the most knowledgeable about the pnlicy and
the problem(s) it addresses, it also is 1likely to have the su3sport of
local officials. Thus, while its attempts to monitor policy at the local
level may not be welcomed with open arms, they will 1likely face the least
resistance. If monitoring is performed solely by the state, local actors
might view it as part of the state's compliance activity. The net result
here might be lack of cooperation by local actors or even the provision
of inaccurate (but favorable) information about policy cutcomes.
However, if state monitoring is endorsed by the policy-making forum, it
too might gain local acceptance.

11/ The Grinker-Walker and Westat studies contain survey instruments
that could be adapted for this purpose. [3,14]
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CONCLUSION

The purpose of this volume has been to describe & general approach for
studying how state policies influence local operations. Aithough the
focus of the illustrations has been youth policy issues, the approach can
be adapted to most problems requiring a policy solution at the state
level. The approach is based on the simple proposition that policy
issues in JTPA can affect all levels of the state service delivery
system, and that state, SDA and subcontractor officials must work
together to solve their common problems. Thus, while states, SDAs and
subcontractors were created to perform different functions in JTPA, the

policy-making process is the coordiration tool for bringing them together
when problems arise.
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APPENDIX A
THE STATEWIDE JTPA SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM

Structure of the System
Coordination and Accountability
State Performance Control Systems
SDA Performance Control Systems
Pros and Cons of Performance Control Systems
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Understanding how JTPA works begins at the state level with a system-wide
view of the prograsi. This perspective is important because SDAs are not
islands; they are part of a multi-organization system coordinated at the
state Jevel as defined in the Act. What goes on in any one organization
cannot be understood fully without also looking at its relations with
other organizations in the system. 1In this appendix a model of the
statewide JTPA service delivery system is presented. A discussion of
state-SDA relations within the model follows.

A word of caution is needed before we begin. Parts of this section have
an air of finality, as if the model perfectly matches what goes on in the
JTPA service delivery system. That is not true, because all models--
whether they are of organizations, airplanes or persons--are a
simplification of reality. Real organizations are enormously complex.
Models help us manage the complexity, to simplify it and sharpen its
featur making it easier to understand.

The models presented in this section may not exactly match your own
program or image of JTPA. But, they should nonetheless serve as building

blocks for developing and implementing process evaluations customized to
your own program.

STRUCTURE OF THE SYSTEM

For most states, the JTPA service delivery system consists of three major
organizations, the state, service delivery areas and subcontractors. The
numbers of each organizaticn vary considerably across states. 1In eleven
states no SDAs exist; the state provides all services to parti-
cipants. [1] SDAs may choose either to provide all services or sub-
contract all or part of this function to other organizations in the local
area. SDAs providing most services to participants may also elect to
establish satellite offices to improve access. 1In some cases, sub-
vontractors may be a state agency. Due to the coordination mandate, SDAs
iand their subcontractors) are often linked with organizations outside
the system, most typically local welfare offices. [2] To a great degree,
Congress has established the roles and responsibilities of each

organization in the model, which may be summarized briefly as
follows [3,4]:

STATES (GOVERHORS)

Establish the State Job Training Coordinating Council (SJTCC).

Designate Service Delivery Areas (SDAs), approve locally developed
plans, and distribute grant funds to localities based on formulas
established in the act.

Monitor local program performance, prescribe variations in
performance standards based on special conditions in the state, and
award incentive bonuses for exceeding goals (or take action, in-
cluding sanctions, when performance fails to meet standards or
remains poor).
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Establish and administer a new statewide dislocated worker program,
a discretionary older worker program, a coordination and special
service program, and a state labor market information system.

SERVICE DELIVERY AREAS

Establish Private Industry Councils.

Develop Job Training Plans.

Implement Title II-A and Title III (where applicable) programs as
stated in their Job Training Plans in accordance with performance
standards and coordination criteria established by the state.

Monitor program performance of subcontractors (if applicable).

SUBCONTRACTORS

Develop and submit proposals for training programs contained in SDA
Job Training Plans or state training programs.

Implement training programs in accordance with performance standards
esteablished by the state or SDA and specified in legal subcontract
agreements.

By the model, most services are delivered to participants at the
subcontractor level in most states [3, 4, 5]; what "goes on" at this
organizational level essentially determines the services, or treatments,
that participants receive in the system. [6]

Characteristics of the JTPA system that pose challenges to administration
and evaluation alike are as follows:

Multiple organizations: the state, local service delivery areas and
subccntractors form a statewide system of employment and training
servi_es.

Decentralization: Several organizations (state, SDA and
subcontractors) are responsible for administering JTPA.

Local autonomy: Each organization is free to develop its own

programs, creating nonstandard forms of treatment and
implementation.

Dynamic programs: Treatment and implementation change over time.

Multiple delivery strategies: Many treatments are possible to
achieve a set of outcomes.

Conflicting/multiple c-als: Multiple goals may exist, some possibly
conflicting with each other.

Multiple 1levels of coordination: Administrative and/or service
coordination may occur among subcontractors, between subcontractors
and SDAs, and between SDAs and the state.
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In short, JTPA is a highly complex service delivery system. The more
SDAs there are in a state, and the more these SDAs subcontract services,
the more complex the system becomes. This raises an important question:
if responsibility is divided across so wany organizations, how is
accountability in the system maintained? How is service delivery co-
ordinated between the state and SDAs? Between SDAs and subcontractors?
These questions are addressed in the remainder of “Mis appendix.

COORDINATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Basically, states with multiple SDAs and subcontractors coordinate
service delivery and maintain accountability through two mechanisms,
standardization of outputs and performance control systems. [7,8]

A1l service delivery systems are created for a purpose, to produce a set
of cutputs. Congress created JTPA to train or prepare economically
disadvantaged youth and adults for employment. The Secretary
standardized these outputs by establishing performance standards for all
states and SDAs. Allowed services could be delivered as each provider
saw fit. Hence, subcontractors are not told how to run their training
Programs, only to meet performance standards of their subcontract.
Similarly, SDAs coonrdinate with the state in terms of their own perfor-
mance standards. SDAs are expected to meet performance standards on an
annual basis; now they do this is their own business.

Outputs are standardized within a performance control system to achieve
coordination and accountability throughout the statewide system.
Performance control systems consist of two parts, the plan and: control.
The plan specifies the desired outputs, or set of performance standards,
at some future time. In JTPA, these plans include the Governor's co-
ordination and special services plan, the job training plans of SDAs, and
(performance) contracts of subcomiractors. The purpose of control is to
determine whether the standard ‘has been achieved. Achievements are
monitored  through Management Information Systems (MIS). After
performance standards are established for the SDA, its actual performance
is later measured in terms of these standards and the results fed back up
to the state. Similar MIS-feedback occurs between SDAs and sub-
Contractors {or SDA satellite offices).

Thus, performance control systems are concerned with overall ~esults for
given periods of time--not with specific actions or decisiuns. Stales
use performance control systems to verify that SDAs meet thei: respective
performance standards--but not to monitor SDA decisions and program
activity. For SDAs that subcontract or have satellite offices, the major
concern is that the subcontractor/office fuifills minimum contract
requirements, that it contributes to overall SpDA performance without
squandering its resources. Together, state and SDA performance control
systems form : "chain of accountability" across organizations and, hence,
in the system as a whole.

In virtually all performance control systems (including JTPA), SDAs and
service providers generally have considerable freedom to meet their
respective standards. Why is this autonomy important? Mainly because
SDAs, compared to the state, are closer to the local labor market and, at
Teast in principle, are in a better position to develop programs serving
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local eligibles and employers. Similarly, subcontractors, compared to
the SDA, are directly involved in service delivery and, hence, are in a
better position to design customized programs meeting the needs of their
respective employers and participants. In principle, the more services
are designed to meet local participant and employer needs, the more
effective the services should be. And the more effective the service,
the more likely that performance standards will be met.

Another reason for SDA and subcontractor autonomy is the design of the
service delivery system itseif. 1In JTPA states, SDAs and subcontractors
are independent organizations joined together through loose adminis-
trative agreements. Each organization lacks the authority--as well as
the administrative resources--to control most actions and decision-making
in the oth r organizations.

A Tinal reason for service provider autonomy are limitations of the MIS.
In general, a MIS may be used properly to monitor SDA or subcontractor
performance. However, an MIS does not contain sufficient information for
administrative organizations (that is, the state or an SDA that sub-
contracts and/or has satellite offices) to make decisions for service
providers. Many service decisions are based on "soft" information not
contained in an MIS. Knowing that a national manufacturer plans to open
a new plant in your community may have a greater influence on decision-
making than 211 the information in a MIS. Further, a MIS oft:n reports
aggregated, historic information which may be of 1ittle use for solving
current and/or future management problems. Last, most administrative
organizations lack the time to absorb all the information a MIS can
offer. So, the wise administrative organization knows what it can't know
and lets the service providers stay independent.

Perfermance control systems work when everything runs well. But what
happens when performance standards are not met? This issue is addressed
in the following sections.

STATE PERFORMANCE CONTROL SYSTEMS

States have distinct responsibilities in the performance control system.
Some of their responsibilities are defined in the law, but others are the

re.utt of their position in the JTPA service delivery system. These
responsibilities include the following:

* Designs the (state; performance control system (including MIS);

Prepares an annual statement and coordination and special services
plan;

Calculates performance standards for SDAs, -granting variations und
waivers to the standards within guidelines established by tke
Secretary;

Allocates Title II resources to SDAs in aczordance with formulas for
meeting performance standards;

Provides certain support services, such as labor market information,
to assist SDAs meet their performance standards;
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Monitors SDA performance; and,

* Maintains limited personal contact with SDA.

The main purpose of moritoring and personal contacts is to flag problems
in the SDA. The state uses varying amounts of parsonal contact with SDA
staff to supplement its MIS-based performance control system. Typically,
the information in the MIS cannot capture all the problems that an SDA
might be experiencing. For example, an MIS usually cannot determine
whether an SDA‘s problem is due to ei*her its own poor performance or a
downturn in the iscal economy. Further, SDAs may manipulate the MIS to
hide its problems from the state. Because of these limitations of the
MIS, states often keep in touch with SDAs to learn about their operations
with an eye toward foreseeing problems. But too much contact interferes
with SDA autonomy. Thus, states walk a tightrope between being ignorant

of SDA problems and becoming so familiar that they ares tempted to
interfere.

If problems are detected, the state must first determine their source,
either outside (such as economic downiern in the local economy) or inside
the SDA. If the evidence indicates thai the problems are from outside
the SDA, there is 1little the state can do. Performance standards or
resource allocations may be adjusted to reflect the new economic
conditions, or perhaps the state might target an economic development
program into the area. States face real constraints here because
they--as well as the SDA--do not control the environment in which the SDA
operates. So, when the cause of poor performance is in the environment
and beyond the control of the SDA, the SDA has really only one choice:
adapt to the change as best it can and wait until better times arrive.

But, what if the 1local economy is sound and the SDA itself seems to be
the source of the problem? States have basic options to choose from,
most defined in Sections 105 and 106 of tphe JTPA. if the problem(s) are
neither too severe nor urgent, the state (i.e., the Governor) may use the
state review process for job training plans to correct the problem. For
example, in the SDA's next plan submission, the state may require a
separate report on the current status of the problem, the SDA's success
in solving the problem, ard whether future actions are planned or
necessary. In short, the state may elect to continue periodic monitoring
of the SDA problem, making sure that it is resolved, at best, or at least
does net beccme any worse.

On the other hand, if %he problem 3 %3th severe and urgent, the state
may impcse a reorganization plan on the SDA. This plan may include one
or all of the following measures (Sec. 106):

¢ Restructure the SDA's PIC;

Prohibit the SDA from further use of designated subcontractors;

Select a different entity to administer the area; and,

¢ Make any other changes the state deems necessary to improve
performance.
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The top three items in the Tist are ways the state may change the
governance/management of the area. These are common, potentially
successful methods of solving (severe) problems in public and private
organizations using performance control systems. [7 8] The last item
really indicates that states have tremendous latitule and power in how
they deal with SDA performance problems. But whether a state actually
uses this power may depend greatly on the severity of the problem and the
political context in which the problem exists. For example, a Governor
may be very reluctant to make major changes in a SDA if its local elected

officials have a history of supporting the Governor on various state and
local issues.

It may not be too surprising, then, that most states choose to provide
some form of “technical assistance” to the SDA having performance
problems. This is a useful, potentially effective way of handling the
performance problem. But the form of the technical assistance is
critical for thi¢ fintervention to be successful. Typically, state
technical assistance has been a management strategy, such as setting
clearer goals or increased monitoring. In other words, a common state
reaction to poor performance i: to tighten the screws. Unfortunately,
this often does more harm than good. Why is this so?

First, training/service programs are fundamental to achieving good
performance. When a state attempi: to improve performance by either
adding to the administrative/manage: :at burden or controlling service
delivery, SDA effort previously directed at service is now used to

perform nonservice (compliance)-related activities. The emphasis
switches from serving participants to satisfying performance standards
and state-imposed reporting requirements. In essence, an ends-means

reversal occurs, and actual service delivery suffers as a consequence,
Tikely reducing SDA performance even further.

Second, providing services effectively to participants is complex work
requiring competent staff. If SDA staff are incompetent, no set of state
plans, rules or orders can make them more competent. Furthermore, these
measures often prevent competent staff from doing their work effectively.

In sum, state technical assistance that merely tightens the screws
(through various management strategies) will likely not prove to be an
effective mechanism for improving SDA performance. Instead, technical
assistance directed at improving services seems more appropriate, mainly
because services are the "means" of achieving program "ends" (performance
standards). Services may be improved, for example, by increasing the
capability of staff, such as by gradually replacing incompetent staff
with more qualified individuals, increasing staff skills (through staff
continuing education), or hiring a consultant to raise staff levels of
performance 1in specific areas where weaknesses may exist. Other
mechanisms, such as altering program content, structure or service
deliverers, may also Tead to service improvements.

SDA PERFORMANCE CONTROL SYSTEMS
Performance control systems are also present in SDAs which subcontract or

operate satellite offices. In these systems the home office monitors the
performance of subcontractors or branch offices. The main concerns of
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the home office are %that each subcontractor/branch satisfy 1its own
svandards, and their cembined efforts satisfy the standards for the SDA
as a whole. SDA responsibilities in its performance control system
differ from the state. Major ones are listed below:

* Managing the "strategic portfolio," or the opening ard closing of
subcontracts and satellite offices to provide a specific mix of
services to specific participants;

Allocating the financial resources of the SDA within the constraints
imposed by the JTPA and state allocations;

Designing the performance control system; 12/ and,

Monitoring the performance and activity of subcontractors/ satellite
offices on an informal basis.

Generally, the SDA performance control cystem works much like the state
system: subcontractors and satellite offices require autonomy to make
their own decisions; monitoring cccurs through the MIS, supplemented by
informal contacts. Likewise, if a performance f-arlem(s) is detected,
the SDA must first determine if the source of the p.oblem is outside or
inside the subcontractor/satellite office. If the subcontractor or
office is the source of the problem, the SDA has these (and other) basic
means of intervention:

* Cancel or not renew the subcontract;

Replace the manager in the satellite office; and,

Provide technical assistance, increase compliance monitoring, or
both.

Again, if the last action is taken, technical assistance/compliance that
merely "tightens the screws" will likely divert resources from service to
satisfying the additional requirements (imposed by the SDA), 1in most
cases reducing performance of the subcontractor or satellite office.
Actions that increase staff skills (e.g., staff training) or otherwise
improve service effectiveness will Tikely result in better performance
levels.

PROS AND CONS OF PERFORMANCE CONTROL SYSTEMS

Because most states have SDAs, most operate one form or another of a
performance control system. However, a PIC or SDA may choose between
subContracting or delivering services itself, which translates into
operating either a muiti-organization performance control system or an
MIS for tracking its own performarca. While the cnoice may be dependent
on staff skiils, other factors also influence this decision.: First,
performance control systems work hest in stable and simple environments.

12/ In many cases, SDAs may simply extend the state system down to the
subcontractor/satellite level, sometimes in modified form.
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For SDAs, this means having a fairly stable, predictable local economy
that is simple to understand and monitor. These environments allow SDAs
and their subcontractors to standardize their services and operating
systems, creating stability in organizations. Managers often agree that
satisfying performance standards is easier under these conditions.

Complex and dynamic environments, on the other hand, are less supportive
of performance control systems. For example, developing performance
standards for a rapidly changing local economy and "hard to serve"
participants is at best a difficult task. Performance in such environ-
ments is likely determined more by events happening outside the SDA than
the relatively short-term services participants receive.

Performance control systems also work best in highly diversified areas.
For example, if an SDA is serving a large number of target groups, sub-
contracting services by target group 1is one Tlegitimate way of
establishing & performance control system. Such diversification would
nake sense if each subcontractor provided a unique set of services
customized to meet the specific employment and training needs of its
target group. Other Vvorms of diversifying, such as by region or service,
are also possible. And once an SDA has decided to diversify (or sub-
contract), it ijkely finds that adding/deleting subcontractors becomes
relatively easy. However, if an SDA's services are the same for most
participants across all regions, then it might make more sense for the
SDA to provide most services itself.

Performance control systems also have two major, negative
characteristics. First, they tend toc stifle innovation. Innovation (of
services) involves risk--a risk that performance standards may not be met
if the innovation fails. Because performance is the bottom line in most
SDAs, PICs may be less willing to innovate, particularly when current
services are meeting standards. Thus, performance control systems
encourage conservative program management.

Second, these systems emphasize economic consequences but downplay social
ones. Every major decision that a PIC or SDA director makes has economic
as well as social consequences for most groups. The economic
Consequences of JTPA are its perfcrmance standards--percent employed,
average wage rates and so forth. They are easily measured and, hence,
are easily integrated inZo the MIS and performance control system.
Hence, they often have the ur:!ivided attention of the PIC, management and
most everyone else in the system.

But there are social cowsequences to decision-making as well. These
Consequences are often harid to measure and, hence, are rarely included in
performance control systcus. Examples include decisions to orient
services around the job-ready instead of the hard-to-serve, to ignore
youth below the age of 18 because their outcomes (or competencies) are
difficult to measure, or to emphasize placements instead of the gain in
skills or wages from training. When the screws are turned really tight
and pressures mount, SDA (or subcontractor) management may have no other
choice but to ignure social consequences of their decisions and to meet
performance standards--no matter what. Thus, performance control systems
direct energy and resources toward achieving results measured chiefly in
economic terms and may, under the worst of circumstances, inhibit social
responsiveness and vesponsibility.
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Is it possible to develop a performance control system that accounts for
social consequences of decision-making under JTPA? Well, yes and no.
Although we cannot measure the social dimension precisely in most
instances, crude measures may be possible. let's use "need" for servigon
as an example. On a scale of 0.00 to 1.00, an unemployed, single mein: o
on welfare with children and no skills or work history might be giu«+:
"1.00"--having the greatest need. Someone who is wunemployed . .-
unskilled might be given a ".50". Someone who is unemployed but has .
good job history might be given a ".25"--that is, having lowest neea.
Then, placements could be adjusted, or "weighted," by these need faciors,
such that a welfare mother counts as a full-placement (1.6}, an
unemployed/unskilled person counts as a half-placement (.50), and the
last counts as a quarter-placement (.25). This would mean that, to
achieve one placement, a provider could either place one welfare mother
or two unemployed/unskilled persons or four skilled persons. This is
Just one way of including social and economic factors in a performance
control system. However, such adjustments would require that reliable
and vaiid measures for the concept of "need" be available, and that
sufficient resources exist to treat the hard-to-serve.

SUMMARY

This appendix has shown how performance control systems work to maintain
a ‘"chain of accountability" throughout the statewide JTPA service
delivery system. Each SDA is concerned that the combined efforts of
subcontractors satisfy its performance standards; states are concerned
that SDAs meet their respective performance standards to satisfy state
accountability requirements. Thus, although revenues are spread across
multiple organizations at different levels in the system, accountability
is maintained through the chain and, hence in the system as a whole.
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APPENDIX B
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS IN AN
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM
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THE COST EFFECTIVENESS TECHNIQUE 13/
By
HENRY M. LEVIN

The use of cost-effectiveness analysis in evaluaticn can best be shown by
constructing a simpie illustration of its use. From this hypothetical
example it is possible to grasp the added dimension that the approach
provides for social decision making. Following this illustration we will

at“empt to describe the principles and procedures for considering and
mrasuring costs and effects.

Assume that we are engaged in evaluating programs designed to reduce the
rate of recidivism of convicts who are released from the state prison.
For purposes of this .xercise let us define the rate of racidivism as
that proportion of former prisoners who are arrested and convicted of
criminal acts within five years of being released. The existing program
is one that keeps a record of the addresses and employment circumstances
of former prisoners, as well as requiring those who are released on
parole to report periodically to their parole officers. Beyond these
bookkeeping relationships there are no systematic attempts to provide
either jobs or psychological counseling and assistance.

To reduce an apparently high rate of recidivism, the State Prison
Authority wishes to consider a number of alternative programs for ex-
prisoners. These include: (1) a job placement program, (2) a psychol-
ogical services program, and (3) a program that combines both job
placement and psychological services. With the assistance of evaluation
experts, a major social experiment is initiated to determine the impacts
of the three alternatives on the rate of recidivism. For a period of six
months all of the released male prisoners who are returning to the major
cities of the state are assigned randomly to one of four groups: (1) job
placement, (2) psychological services, (3) combination of job placement
and psychological services, or (4) normal existing arrangements for
ex-prisoners.

After five and one-half years the experiment ends with the following
results. The five-year rates of recidivism were 15 percent for those in
the job placement program; 26 percent for those in the psychological
services program; 12 percent for those in the combination program; and
37 percent for those ex-prisoners who received no special treatment.
Based upon this appraisal it appears that all programs were more
successful than the existing approach, but the combination treatment
showed the best results, followed by the job placement program and the
psychological services one. Under normal circumstances the evaluation
might have ended heve with the policy recommendation that the combination
program be selected, but we wish to review the costs as well.

13. Levin, Henry M. "Cost-effectiveness Analysis in Evaluation
Research." M. Guttentag and E. L. Struening (eds). Handbook of
Evaluation Research. Volume 2. Beverly Hills, CA; Sage. 1575.

Copyright 1975 by Sage Publications, Inc. Reprinted by permission
of Sage Publications, Inc.
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Appendix Exhibit 1 shows a hypothetical cost-effectiveness comparison of
the anti-recidivism programs for released prisoners. The three
experimental treatments discussed above are compared with the results of
the normal program. For simplicity we have assumed that exactly equal
numbers--10,000 subjects--were assigned to each group. The five-year
recidivism rates are shown, and beneath them in parentheses are noted the
rankings of the result (I is best). Based upon these rates we can
calculate the number of persons who were not recidivous, who were not
arrested and convicted of criminal acts within five years of their
release from state prison.

Hypothetical total costs for each program are shown on the next line. It
is assumed that the normal program is least expensive because it is
essentially an "auditing" or "accounting" approach for maintaining infor-
mation on the location and activities of each ex-prisoner. The joc
placement and psychological services programs are most costly, and the
combination of them is the most expensive. It is assumed that some
aspects of the combination program are duplicated in the separate ones,
so that the cost of the combination approach is somewhat less than the
combined tctal of the two separate components. When these costs are
divided among the number of subjects in each group, it is clear that the
"rormal program" is the least expensive and the combination shows the
highest average cost per subject.

But the average cost per subject tells us nothing about the cost for
obtaining the desired criterion, namely the reduction in recidivous
subjects. The next line compares the average cost per nonrecidivous
subject. According to this comparison, the "normal" program shows the
lowest average cost per nonrecidivous subject, followed by the job
placement program and the psychological services one, while the
. mbination program seems to have the highest cost. But this comparison
is not completely valid because the programs are being credited for
subjects who probably would not have been recidivous even in the absence
of the programs. For example, the "normal program” is merely a book-
keeping effort. While maintaining regular contact and information on the
activities and whereabouts of released prisoners will have some effect on
the 1ikelihood of their returning to crime, it is likely that even in the
absence of such a program 3 significant portion of the men would not be
recidivous. Accordingly, using the total number of nonrecidivous
subjects as a basis for calculations understates the cost of each
"success", because it counts any nonrecidivous person as a credit to the
program. This bias is most severe for the "normal pregram," but it is
also evident for the other groups.
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APPENDIX EXHIBIT 1

COST-EFFECTIVENESS COMPARISON OF
ANTI-RECIDIVISM PROGRAMS FOR RELEASS™ PRISONERS

Treatment
Job Psychological Combination Normal
Placement Services of These Program
Experimental
Population 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Five-year rate
of recidivism .15 .26 .12 .37
(2) (3) (D (4)
Number of persons
not recidivous 8,500 7,400 8,800 6,300
(2) (3) (1) (4)
Total Cost $10,000,000 $ 9,000,000 $16,000,000 $ 5,000,000
Average cost
per subject $1,000 $ 900 $1,600 $ 500
(3) (2) (4) (1)
Average cost per
nonrecidivous subject $1,176 $1,216 $1,818 $ 794
(2) (3) (4) (1)
Number of persons not
recidivous in
comparison with 2,200 1,100 2,500 ---
normal program (2) (3) (1)
Additional cost
beyond normal program $5,000,000 $4,000,000 $11,000,000 ---
(2) (1) (3)
Marginal cost per
additional non-
recidivous subject $2,273 $3,636 $4,400 -==
(1) (2) (3)
Source: Levin (1975). Table 5.1.
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These preliminary calculations lead us to the final set of results in
Appendix Exhibit 1. If we assume that the "normal program" is required
by Taw, then we do not have the opportunity to eliminate it. Assuming
that each of the other treatments also provides for regular contact with
the person and collection of the relevant information, the policy
question is what cost (for each additional nonrecidivous person) is saved
by one of the special treatments. In comparison with the "normal
program," the job placement, psychological services, and combination
programs enabie an additional 2,200, 1,100, and 2,500 persons, re-
spectively (out of 10,000 subjects), to avoid returning to crime and
prison. As we noted from the recidivism rates, the combination program

seems most successful, followed by job placement and psychological
service programs.

But the additional costs beyond the normal program vary from treatment to
treatment. While the job placement program costs an additional $5
million, the psychological services cost another $4 million, and the
combination program had an added cost of $11 million in comparison with
the standard approach. From these data we can calculate the marginal or
additional cost for each additional nonrecidivous subject. This varies
from $2,273 for tho job placement program to $4,400 for the combination
approach. In other words, it cost about half as much to reduce
recidivism by one person via job placement as via the combination
program. The psycholegical services program was about midway in cost per
additional nonrecidivous subject.

In summary, although the experiment demonstrated that the combination
program showed the most success in reducing recidivism, its higher cost
would not Le justified. Rather, job placement would appear to be the
most promising approach from the cost-effectiveness vantage point.

To illustrate the impact of choice of approach on the budget of the
social agency that is administering the program, we can calculate that
the cost of "saving" an additional 1,000 released prisoners from
returning to prison is about $2.3 million under the job placement
program, $3.6 million under the psychological services appreach, and
$4.4 million under the combination program.

This illustration brings out a number of points. First, often what
appears to be the most "effective" program may not be the most :ost-
effective. In this instance the governmental cost for each additional
nonrecidivous man would have been twice as high had the most "effective"
treatment been used as a basis for program selection. Second, not only
may effectiveness rankings differ from cost-effectiveness rankings, but
the total social costs of making the wrong choice by not considering
program costs may be substantial. Third, different measures of cost may
provide different implications, as a comparison of the figures on average
cost per subject, average cost per nonrecidivous subject, and marginal
cost per additional nenrecidivous subject show. Therefore, it is
imperative that the appropriate cost comparison be used in order to
obtain appropriate results.



