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YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE REFORM
JOBS, 1980

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 5, 1980

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, PoOVERTY,
AND MIGRATORY L.ABOR,

COMMITTEE ON LLABOR AND HumMAN RESOURCES,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, in room 4232, Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building, commencing at 9:34 a.m., Senator Gay-
lord Nelson (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Williams, Nelson, Javits, and Metzenbaum.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR NELsON

Senator NELSON. The Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Pov-
erty, and Migratory Labor today begins 4 days of hearings on
legislative proposals relating to youth employment and the admin-
istration’s welfare reform jobs bill.

The subcommittee is pleased to have Secretary of Labor Ray
Marshall as the leadoff witness at this set of hearings. A number of
witnesses representing State, county and local governments, com-
munity-based organizations, vocational and educational agencies,
employment and training institutions, and business and labor
groups will also present testimony to the subcommittee.

However, before Secretary Marshall begins, I would like to make
a brief opening statement. :

During the past 3 years, the Congress has worked cooperatively
and diligently with the Carter administration, and particularly
with the Department of Labor, to develop a wide variety of employ-
ment and training programs to serve economically disadvantaged
youth. In 1977, Congress enacted the Youth Employment and Dem-
onstration Projects Act as a 3-year experimental program aimed at
testing out various approaches to transitioning young people from
school to work.

At the end of this fiscal year, that legislation expires. Therefore,
Congress must Jecide what program or series of youth employment
programs to reauthorize for future years, the length of the reau-
thorization, and the levels of spending for the programs.

On January 10, President Carter announced a major new educa-
tion, training and employment program for youth. At that time the
President stated that the youth program was his administration’s
“major domestic initiative for 1981." When fully implemented in
1982, the President’s youth initiative, together with current youth
programs, will provide almost $6 billion for basic education, work

(1}

Q




2
experience, and training ftor over 2.3 million young people. The
total $6 billion program represents a $2 billion increase over the $4
billion that will be spent on education. training ard employment
programs for youth by the Department of Labor during this fiscal
year.

The current %4 billion of youth employment programs breaks
down as follows: $826 million will be spent on the YEDPA demon-
stration programs; $1.3 billion will be spent on the Job Corps ($416
million), summer employment (8609 million), and the Young Adult
Conservation Corps ($250 miliion) and an additional $2 billion will
be spent on young people who participate in the public service
employment program funded under title II-D and title V1 of CETA
and under the title I[I-A, B and C programs that provide for on-the-
job training, work experience, institutional training, and other
services needed to enable persons to obta‘n unsubsidized employ-
ment.

All of these programs and all of this spending are directed at one
of the most serious and pervasive problems confronting our society;
namely, excessive youth unemployment. Over the years 1 have
been fully supportive of the efforts to develop programs to serve
disadvantaged youth, and this year I certainly intend to work with
the administration to shape and develop an effective youth employ-
ment program. And, of course, I continue to support this objective.

However, in view of the events of the past few weeks, it is my
judgment that any new youtiu employment initiative will have to
be launched without new and additional commitments of Federal
funds next vear and for the forseeable future.

Right now, every key economic indicator-—the inflation rate, the
prime interest rate, the balance of trade, productivity growth and
unemployment-—shows our economy to be in great peril. Yesterday,
leading banks raised the prime interest rate to an astounding 17%
percent. an all-time record level. It is predicted to go even higher
in the next few days, and there have been numerous reports that
President Carter will propose credit controls to get inflation under
controi.

The newspapers also have reported that the administration is
looking for ways to further reduce the fiscal 1981 budget. In the
employinent area, Monday's Wall Street Journal reported that
IL.abor Department programs could provide at least 15 percent, or
%1.5 billion. of an overall $10 billion reduction. Last night’'s Wash-
ington Star reported that among the options being considered by
the administration for reductions in 1981 were reducing the
number of public service jobs for unemployved workers from 450,000
to 3R0.000, cutting the summer jobs program by half to 500,000
jobs, and eliminating the Young Adult Conservation Corps which is
projected to provide over 20,000 jobs for youth next yvear.

There is no more worthy or important objective than helping
economicallv-disadvantaged vouth with education, employment and
training. But unless we can get inflation under control, there will
be no jobs available for young people.

Federal spending, in my judgment., must be reduced. We have no
choice. The reduction of spending will be an important part of the
solution to our economic problems. Therefore, it would be inappro-
nriate, especially in view of the reductions that will likely occur in

9



3

other popular and worthwhile programs, to undertake massive new
commitments to spending Federal resources when just the opposite
is necessary.

I believe the action that should be taken at this time on the
youth employment initiatives proposed by the administration and
by other Members of the Senate is to have the subcommittee

additional resources should become available, then we can deter-
mine whether it would be appropriate to expend additional money
on youth employment and education programs.

In this way this subcommittee and the full Committee on Labor
and Human Resources, and the full Senate, can send a clear mes-
sage that we are serious about controlling inflation while remain-
ing fully cogmizant of the problems confronting youth in American
society.

I would hope, Mr. Secretary, that you will address the issues I
have raised here, plus the question of how you cut back on CETA
employment and how you balance off, if that is to be the fact, a
reduction in the summer youth jobs which I think over the years
have been very useful and very valuable, and substitute an in-
crease of some $2 billion for a new initiatives program.

At this point in the record we will insert the opening statement

of Senator Williams.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRISON A. WiLLIAMS, JR.

Senator WiLLiaMs. Mr. Chairman, I join you and the Members of
the Subcommittee in welcoming Secretary Marshall to these cham-
bers once again.

We are always pleased to have you with us, Mr. Secretary.

I share the view of others that we are meeting at a difficult time.

Under other circumstances, this might have been an exhilarating
point of departure.

We have before us the President’s proposal for a broad and
promising initiative against joblessness among our youth—we will
introduce the bill itself later today.

We also have before us the President’s proposal for a program of
jobs and training for welfore recipients and other low-income
household heads.

Both of these proposals—particularly the elements that would
modify CETA—are carefully crafted and worthy of serious and
deliberate consideration by the Committee and the Congress.

You have every right to be proud of them, Mr. Secretary.

But this is our problem: with new budget cuts in existing pro-
grams, how can we go ahead with new programs without robbing
Peter to pay Paul?

One answer, of course, is that existing programs often can stand
revision—to streamline them and tailor them to emerging needs.

I think this is the case with the youth employment authorities in

title IV of CETA.
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4

These authorities expire at the end of the current fiscal year—we
have learned a great deal with them about the nature and extent
of youth unemployment—so this is a good time to coasidering
revision.

Another answer lies in the fact that we are an authorizing
Committee and this is authorizing legislation, with no provisions at
this point for direct entitlements.

As such, their implement:tion depends upon enactment of appro-
priations.

This is certainly the case with the welfare jobs legislat:ion. From
the beginning, the target date for funding and implementing these
programs has been fiscal year 1982.

Perhaps that date will have to be delayed further, but a case can
be made for pressing ahead with enactment of the authorizing
legislation, if the Congress is willing.

As always, 1 rely on the keen judgment of the Senator from
Wisconsin as to what is feasible so far as passage of employment
and training legislation is concerned.

A final answer to our dilemma is that we don’'t have to be
embarassed about asking for reasonable levels of funding for pro-
grams of high national priority and great human need.

We are all deeply concerned about the tragic consequences of
inflation.

We are all aghast at a prime interest rate that exceeds 17
percent.

We recognize that fiscal austerity, leading to a balanced Federal
budget, would help to break the inflationary psychology—the fatal-
ism about inflation—that grips the economy.

But we also recognize that we are on the verge of a recession
without a very good idea about how damaging it might be.

And in these circumstances, it is a dubious proposition at best
that budget balance should be achieved at the expense of educa-
tion, training, health, and social services programs which directly
affect the ability of individuals to get and hold a job, to improve
their productivity, and to expand their capacity for self-reliance.

I will be interested in your own thoughts in this regard, Mr.
Secretary.

So, subject to the judgment of the Senator from Wisconsin as to
how far we can move with these initiatives, I think we should go
ahead, and I am greatful personally to him for his commitment of
time, eifort, and leadership in these endeavors.

Senator NELSON. Senator Javits?

Senator Javits. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, on a personal note—and I express my pleasure at
your being here this morning on so critical a subject—I1 beg yocu to
excuse me for about 20 minutes so I can keep another appoint-
ment. I will be back.

Mr. Secretary, I have heard the injunction given you by the
chairman on the budget question. The fact is, this is the only new
initiative in the whole of the President’s budget. Secondly, the
budget takes account of material inflation in this country, some-
thing in the area of 14 percent, and it looks like it’s 183 now. And
third, that public order is certainly as itnportant as inflation.

11



-

o

Now, we have to have an eye to those additional considerations,
as well as strictly money equations, as we go through this.

I hope very much, with the chairman, that we can hold the line,
but the inflation factor is & very serious question on holding the

Personally, I believe that the only way to deal with balancing the
budget is an across-the-board cut, and that if we start to cut youth
and cut health and education, and they suffer, it’s completely out
of proportion, because that’s the record, unfortunately, of the Con-
gress. If we cut across-the-board, everybody has got to take their
lumps. That's what ’'m going to fight for.

Now, as to your programs, may I say this: I think there’s a great
identity between your program ctnd the administration’s, which is
being introduced by Senator Williams, and the program which 1
myself have introduced. I think the big difference-—and I hope you
will zero in on this difference, very seriously—is the question of the
22 percent set-aside which relates to the link between education
and work, especially in the CETA program. That was a program of
Hubert Bumphrey’s and my own, with which our chairman was
very sympathetic and greatly facilitated, and I am very grateful to
him.

But I think for me, the burden of proof is going to be on the
administration to prove to us, or to prove at least to one Senator—
to wit, myself~—that we’re not going to cheat the pProgram by dis-
pensing with a set-aside in order to build some power base, wheth-
er it’s in your department or in any other. I really think the
burden of proof is on the administration. Just like the administra-
tion is for block grants, for that reason, as against a particularized
grant. The burden of proof has always been to show that the
function will not be cheated but, on the contrary, advanced.

major consideration and that we have got to substitute brains, to
sacrifice, and to dispense with the frills in order to meet our
national responsibilities, which is to hold the budget line. I will
vote that way. As I have Just indicated, I have never voted for an
across-the-board ~ut in my whole public life, but I'm going to now
because I think it’s the only way to do it in order to keep a fair

will yield what he may cousider is unyieldable, or she, and get
together. It’s the ornly way to do it, and that’s the most patriotic of
any. I hope we will all think that way.

Thank you sn much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Senator Javits follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAVITS
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tor of the Center for Manpower Policy Studies at George Washington University,
and former Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz, of the National Manpower Institute.
We are beginning four days of hearings on youth employment legislation and the
Jobs Training Component of the Admininstration's Welfare Reform proposal, two
critical areas for public policy.

The country and the Senate should be very anxious to have the benefit of the
testimony during these hearings on remedying the shocking problem of youth
unemployment in our country and on affording household heads of public assistance
recipients the means of escaping out of the syndrome of welfare dependency
through the opportunity for e.nployment and training.

The scourge of youth unemployment continues to be in my judgment an economic
and social calamity in our country. The officially recorded unemployment statistics,
which most observers agree grossly understate the n.agnitude of the problem, are
themselves so astonishing as to strain credulity. Unen <loyment among youth be-
tween the ages of 16 and 21 is estimated officially at more than twice the national
average, 14 percent, and according to_a recent report by Ohic State University,
could actually be closer to 20 percent. For black youth aged 16 to 21, unemplovment
is recorded officially at 30 percent, but Ohio State reports black youth unemploy-
ment is actually closer to 40 percent in the United States. And for voung blacks who
are enrolled in school and who are looking for work the new data indicate that
unemployment could be as high as 55 percent.

Mr. Chairman, even these shocking statistics could be on the conservative side. In
many of the inner cities of our country, such as in the South Bronx in my own City
of New York, youth unemployment easily approaches 5 percent.

[ shudder to think what could happen in our cities this year if the long expected
1980 recession materializes in full force. A severe economic downturn, which would
strike the older less resilient cities the hardest, could wipe out even the scarce job
opportunities that remain for poor and minority youth, and deny them any reason-
able chance of breaking out of poverty any time soon.

Mr. Chairman, a number of bills have or will soon be introduced in the Senate to
remedy the problem of widespread youth idleness. Bills have been introduced by
Senators Metzenbaum, Kennedy, Hatch and myself (S. 221%). And I understand the
President’s own proposal, the Youth Act of 1980, a two title bill, has or will be
introduced very shortly by Senator Williams, the Chairman of our Committee.

As in 1977, when the underlying legislation was first enacted—the Youth Employ-
ment and Demonstration Projects Act, Public Law 95-93—we will no doubt have a
number of bills before us. I have looked at the wvarious proposals that have been
introduced and 1 have seen nothing in any of these bills that cannot be cranked into
the final version that is reported from the Committee. I have every expectation that
we will have the best thinking of the Administration and the Congreos velore us
embodied in the various measures that have been submitted and reterred, and we
will draw from them the elements that will comprise what will no doubt be an
amalgam of the various approaches.

One thing can be ascertained at this time and that is that we share a common
purpose: The statement of purpose of the Administration's bill is very similar to my
own and to that of other bills that have been introduced and 1 would like to read
from it to indicate the commonality which we share as we embark upon constdera-
tion of this vital domestic initiative. Sec. 102 of the draft of the Administration bill
reads as follows: “It is the purpose of this Title, in coordination with the Youth
Education and Training Act set forth in Title II of this Act, to increase the future
employability of youths most in need by increasing their basic educational compe-
tency in work-place skills through a carefully structured combination of education,
training, work experience. and related services. This Title is designed to help
achieve these objectives through providing the optimum mix of services focused
upon disadvantaged youths. Additional purposes »f this Title include improving
local accountability for program performance, simplifying reporting, increasing local
decision-making on the mix and design of programs, providing extra resources for
distressed areas, providing incentives for promoting’ special purposes of national
concern, improving access by youths to private sector employment, assisting and
improving staff and program capacity for those who provide the services, and
providing trust-worth)‘r job references for participants.”

So it is clear, Mr. Chairman, that the purposes embodied in the Administration’s
bill are similar to the purposes that have been included in the other measures that
have been submitted. in my own bill, S. 2218, I have focused upon the following five
purposes:

(1) that youth employment and training programs aperated under CETA should
concentrate upon employability development and remedial education and training
as opposed to work experience;

15
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(2) that legislation should encourage, to the extent feasible, community collabora-
tion among the various deliverers of services, including community based organiza-
tions, so that we can harmonize the mix of services for idle youths:

(3) that we must endeavor to promote a strengthening of the linkages between the
schools and CETA at the local level so that inschool youth would have the opportu-
nities to be exposed to employment and trai--ing services;

(4) that me must try to provide somewhat greater concentration of federal re-
sources on _areas with the highest¢ unemployment among youths; this will be very
important in the present enviroment of budget restraint:

(5) that we should seek to bring about some consolidation of the existing youth
Frograms in order to facilitate easier implementation and administration at the

ocal level.

to work with the administration in the development of an acceptable bill. I am
hopeful that can be accomplished and I welcome this initiative from the Administra-

tion.

Senator NeLsoN. Thank you, Senator Javits."

Mr. Secretary, the committee is very pleased to have you here
today. Your statement will be printed in full in the record and you
may present it however you desire.

STATEMENT OF HON. RAY MARSHALL, SECRET2 " . ¢ LABOR,
ACCOMPANIED BY JODIE ALLEN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY, POLICY EVALUATION AND RESEARCH; CHARLES
KNAPP, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY, EMPLOYMENT
TRAINING ADMINISTRATION; RICHARD JOHNSON, ACTING AD-
MINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF POLICY EVALUATION AND RE-
SEARCH; AND ROBERT SCHWARTZ, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

Secretary MARSHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Senator
Javits.

What I would like to do, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, is
to summarize both of the statements, one dealing with the new
Youth Traiping and Employment Act, which is the Labor Depart-

the administration’s welfare reform proposals.

Mr. Chairman, I am accompanied today by Jodie Allen, on my
immediate left, who is Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy Evalu-
ation and Research in the Department; Dr. Chuck Knapp, on my
immediate right, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Employment and
Training; Dick Johnson, the Acting Administrator of the Office of
Policy Evaluation and Research in ETA, on Ms. Allen’s left; and
Bob Schwartz, the Assistant Director of the National Institute of
Education, on Dr. Knapp’s right.

I would like to briefly summarize my statements, Mr. Chairman,
and then permit as much time as possible for questioning.

As you have said, this is a very important problem, youth em-
ployment and unemployment. There are too many young people in
our country who cannot find jobs, who cannot hold jobs, who
cannot progress toward a life of productive contribution and eco-
nomic independence. This is a major failure of our soclety, and it's
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a major failure of democratic industrial societies all over the world,
one that most of those countries consider to be one of their gravest
internal domestic problems.

That is one of the reasons that, from the start of this administra-
tion, President Carter, Vice President Mondale, and I have been
personally committed to correcting that failure. We have already
come a substantial way. Our 1980 expenditures for youth training
and employment programs are $1.6 billion over the 1977 level. This
investrment has played a major role in stopping the trend which
had existed toward increasing -unemployment and underemploy-
ment among our disadvantageéd youth. But there is still much to be
done if we are to consolidate our gains and continue to work on
this important problem.

This new bill is designed for the dual purposes of continuing the
most promising elements of youth programs expiring in 1980, and
of applying the knowledge we have developed about what works
best for whom in youth employment and employability develop-
ment. :

The goal of the Youth Training and Employment Act, in coordi-
nation with the Department of Education’s Youth Education and
Training Act, is to increase the future employability of disadvan-
taged youth through a carefully-structured combination of educa-
tion, training, work experience, and related services.

This new bill is designed to address the needs of youths at
different ages and stages of development, with a variety of strate-
gies and services that aim to move youths into long-term productiv-
ity: to establish locally developed achievement benchmarks for both
program providers and program participants: to consolidate local
programs and increase local decisionmaking on the mix and design
of prograrns; to redirect present youth unemployment programs
toward intensive services for out-of-school youth, and provide
through the Department of Education for the basic educational
needs of in-school youth; to improve accountability for program
performance and simplify reporting; to provide extra resources to
distressed areas; to provide incentives for promoting special nation-
al purposes; to promote linkages between CETA prime SpoOnsors
and educational agencies and institutions; to improve access by
youth to private sector employment; and to improve staff and
program capability.

When fully implemented in 1982, we estimate that the Labor
portion of the program would provide services to over 1.1 million

yvoung people an increase of more than 450,000 over current pro-
gram service levels.

Senator NELsoN. What are those figures again?
Secretary MARsHALL. The Labor portion will provide services to
over 1.1 million young people.

Senator NELson. This is the new initiative. the new program
you're talking about?

Secretary MARSHALL. Yes; it is.
Senator NeELson. That is 1.1 million young people?
Secretary MARSHALL. It is.

_ Senator NEeLson. That is in addition to all current programs
in——
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Secretary MARSHALL. No: the addition is 450,000. Right now in
Labor Department programs we have approximately 2 million
young people involved in all of our youth participation programs
including about 650,000 in the title IV youth programs. This would
add another 450,000 to the title IV programs to bring them to a
level of about 1.1 million.

Senator NELsSON. Net?

Secretary MarsuaLL. Net, yes, sir.

Senator NELSON. So what you’re saying is that the total number
of young people in all of the department’s youth employment pro-
grams, including job training, Job Corps, the summer youth pro-
gram and this new initiative will be 2.4 million?

Secretary MARsHALL. It will be about 2.5 million.

Senator NELsoN. Of which there will he a net increase over
current programs of——

Secretary MARsHALL. Of about half, the 450,000.

Senator NELsSON. Current programs are costing about $4 billion,
1s that correct?

Secretary MARSHALL. Yes.

Senator NELSON. And what will be the total cost then if this
program were added?

Secretary MaRsHALL. The total cost when fully implemented in
19827 T might enlarge on that. We're asking for 300,000 in 1981.
For the Labor Department’s part, it would be about $1 billion when
fully implemented in 1982, so that we’re not asking for very much
1in either the Department of Education or the Department of Labor
budgets during fiscal 1981.

Senator NELsoN. But you're asking for a net increase in youth
programs of $1 billion?

Secretary MARsHALL. For the Labor Department, and about $1
billion, when fully implemented in 1982, for the Department of
Education. '

Senator NELSON. So it’s a total $2 billion increase?

Secretary MARSHALL. Yes. , ,

Senator NELSON. And that will bring all youth programs to $6
billion in round numbers?

Secretary MARSHALL. In round numbers: yes.

Senator NELSON. And the $450,000 figure applies to all——

Secretary MarsHALL. No; that applies to the Labor Department’s
part and not to the Department of Education’s part.

Senator NeLsoN. The Education Department figure will be how
much?

Secretary MARSHALL. 31 million.

Senator NELSON. So you're talking about a new increase of $1.4
million?

Secretary MARsHALL. $1,450 million.

Senator NELSON. And a total cost in both Education and Labor of
an additional $2 billion?

Secretary MARSHALL. An additional $2 billion, that’s right.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, may I interject for a
minute?

Senator Nerson. Yes.

1o
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Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Secretary, isn’t it a 32 billion increase
in authorization, with only an actual $250 million increase in out-
lays?

Secretary MARSHALL. Let me have Ms. Allen give you the exact
figures for outlays and authorization.

Ms. ALLeN. For 1981, we are requesting an additional $300 mil-
lion in budget authority for the Department of Lalt~r. We estimate
we would only ouilay $100 million of that amount.

Senator MerzZzENBAUM. That’s for 19817

Ms. ALLEN. Yes. In 1981, for the Department of Education, we
are requesting an additional $900 million in budget authority, but
estimating that only $50 million of that would be expended because
of forward funding.

Senator METZENBAUM. So what you're really saying is in 1981
there will only be an additional $150 million, although on paper it
will appear to be $1.2 billion?

Ms. ALLEN. That’s correct, Senator.

Senator METZENBAUM. Isn’t that less than that total commmitment
that we have been talking about, or the President has been talking
about, to youth unemployment? Because certainly $150 million in
outlays, which is really the critical figure, not what's authorized—
that's the rhetoric—but the reality is only an increase of $150
million. Isn't that but a drop in the bucket?

Ms. ALLEN. In the following year, fiscal 1982, that would be the
first full year of implementation for both components. The Depart-
ment of Education will receive forward funding, so they will re-
ceive %900 million in budget authority in 1981, most of which will
not be outlayed until 1982,

In 1982 we would seek the full $2 billion increment, $1 billion for
the Department of Education and %1 billion for the Department of
Labor. 1981 is a transition year, in which both programs would be
building up.

Senator NELSON. Are you seeking the full appropriation for 1981?

Ms. ALLEN. On the Education side we are seeking the full appro-
priation of $900 million because of the traditional forward funding
of education programs. Because it will be forward funded, we will
request 35900 million in budget authority, but estimate that the
actual outlays would only be 350 million for planning purposes,
because the program will not actually become operational until
1982,

On the Labor Department side, we don’t receive forward funding.
We would be requesting $300 million in budget authority, but we
estimate we would only outlay $100 million of the $300 million in
fiscal 1981 and would carry over the remaining 3$200 million to
continue the program build up in 1982, We would then be request-
ing additional budget authority in 1982,

Senator METZENPAUM. And how much of that would be cut back
under the proposed budget cuts that we've been reading newspaper
accounts of?

Secretary MarsHALL. Nore. We don’t plan to cut back any of the
new youth initiative-—We don’t know how much is going to be cut
because no decisions have been made. Whether there will be cuts,
or which programs, or what the magnitudes will be, the only thing
that is happening so far is the exploration of options.

17
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But in that exploration, the new youth program will not be cut.

Senator NELsoN. The which program?

Secretary MAagrsHALL. The youth proposal.

Senator NELsSON. None of the youth——

Secretary MaRsHALL. None of our proposed new youth programs.

Senator MEeTzZENBAUM. But how about some that are presently
existing? For example, newspaper accounts have reported that
there’s a possibility the summer program will be reduced by 50
percent, and that the Young Adult Conservation Corps will be
completely eliminated. :

Secretary MARSHALL. They're not a part of the youth initiative.

Senator METZENBAUM. Wait a minute. They may not be a part of
the youth initiative, but they affect young people.

Secretary MARrRsSHALL. That’s right. And there is some possibility
that if the budget does get cut, that those programs could be cut.
But no decision has been made on that.

Senator METZENBAUM. And that would be for 19812

Secretary MARsHAaLL. For 1981; yves.

Senator METZENBAUM. Then is it true, Mr. Secretary, that if the
summer program and/or the Young Adult Conservation Corps pro-
grams are substantially cut, that although we have been talking
about a strong commitment to our unemployed young people, the
fact is that in fiscal year 1981 it is entirely lik-., that there may
be less funding available than there presently is at this moment?

Secretary MARsSHALL. That'’s likely, but I think if programs are
cut, what we will try to do is cut those that are least targeted, like
the Young Adult Conservation Corps, which has only about half
disadvantaged young people involved in it, and is a very expensive
program. We can do a lot more for young people through the Job
Corps, which will not be cut and through our other youth pro-
grams, than we can through the Young Adult Conservation Corps,
for example.

But as I say, no decision has been made about that, and I think
it would be premature for me to say what the outcome is likely to
be.

Senator METZENBAUM. The summer program very much is a
youth program.

Secretary MARSHALL. Yes, and we have been working to
strengthen that program. But what we have also tried to do is to
have a much larger year-round program. The summer program has
been very difficult to administer, and we are trying to go increas-
ingly to year-round programs for young people, rather than having
simply a summer youth program. It is very hard to start those
programs up and to give rruch training in just the summertime, So
the Initiatives that we propose here, and the initiatives that we
started in the Youth Employment and Demonstration Praject Act
have greatly increased the participation of young peocople in the
programs, and I think can do a lot more to make it possil:le for
them to get permanently into the work force than the summer
youth programs.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Secretary, as I understand the an-
swers to the last group of questions, it would appear that until July
1931, or until September 1981, which is better than a year and a
half from now, there will actually, in all probability, be a cutback
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in funding for youth employment as far as outlays are concerned,
rather than any full commitment to taking 40 percent of the young
black people, young minorities, off the streets, and 15 to 20 percent
of young people generally off the streets.

Is that correct, that we've got at least a year and a half lag
before we see any movement ioiward, that during this period there
will actually be some retrogressive steps taken?

Secretary MARsHALL. Well, as I say, I don’t know what the
outcome of this is likely to be. Obviously, if you did cut these
current programs and did not go forward with the $300 million
that we’'re asking for the new youth program, there would be some
cuts. But that has not been determined.

Senator METZENBAUM. Let me ask another question.

You’'re also talking about doing more for young people, and how
many more people are going to be involved, in response to the
chairman’s inquiry. Explain to me how you're doing more for youth
with this proposal, while the total number of service years will
actually decline in 1981. It appears to me that you’re going to serve
more youth but provide less service, or to spread out the money to
more people, but actually the bottom line is not going to be that
meaningful.

You have already said that some of these programs don’t work
and you really want to make it a meaningful experience so that it
reall{ has some impact on long-term unemployment of *1ese young
people.

Now, am I correct, that the tctal number of service years will
decline in 19817

Secretary MArsuaLL. Well, if we do not cut the existing pro-
grams, there will be no decline in service years. Let me let Ms.
Allen give you the exact numbers on that.

Ms. ALLEN. Senator, if we assume there are no reductions in
existing programs, such as summer youth or——

Senator MEeTrzENBAUM. Which is quite an assumption to make.

Ms. ALLEN. Well, at least with respect to the programs covered
by the new initiative, which essentially replaces the current YETP,
YIEEP, and the YCCIP program. Those programs are projected to
have a modest increase in service year levels in fiscal year 1981
associated with the additional $100 million in outlays that we
project. Since the amount is not large, the increase will be modest.
But we do project that there would be an increase of about 6,800
service years, which would translate into an additional 156,000
persons served.

Senator METZENBAUM. You're saying there would be 166,000
more pecple served?

Ms. ALLEN. That 156,000 more pecople would be served.

Senator MgeTZzENBAUM. And what about the service year
comparison”?

Ms. ALLEN. About 6,800 additional service years. That is full-time
equivalent service years. Since many of the slots we would create
are parttime, and since there is turnover in the slots during the
year among participants, you can serve almost two times as many
people as you “:rve full-time equivalent service years.

Senator MeETZENBAUM. It's 6,800 more service years?

Ms. ALLEN. That’s correct, Senator.

19
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Senator METZENBAUM. What does that amount to in people?

Ms. ALLEN. It's 156,000 people.

On March 10, DOL issued a recalculation of the estimated serv-
ice years associated with the proposed youth initiative. ™ _ e esti-
mates differ from those quoted on March 5 because they exclude
the number of service years attributable to YIEPP for purposes of
comparability with the new youth initiative. The revised estimates
of service years project an increase of 40,000 in fiscal vear 1981
which would mean an increase of 217.000 persons served. The
increases for 1982, when the program is fully implemented. are
expected to be 133,000 service years or an additional 516,000 per-
sons served.

Senator METZENBAUM. Let me just say, Mr. Secretary, that I
have tremendous respect for you as the Secretary of Labor, and I
have great respect for our President, and I was one of those who
applauded enthusiastically when he talked about our commitment
{:)o our young people and that that would be one exception in the

udget.

I am frank to say to you that both the rumor mill, the media,
and the facts of this proposal, leave the issue quite wanting as I see
it, because at the very best, at the very. very best, if we don’'t make
any cutbacks in the Young Adult Conservation Corps or we don't
make any cuts in the summer youth program, at the very best
we're talking about having some impact almost 18 months from
now. I think the challenges call for much more urgent measures
than that, and in much greater dimensions.

I don’t think the budget and the current proposals measure up to
that which the American people were led to believe by our Presi-
dent. I would hope the administration would see fit, with all this
budget cutting that is being talked about, to actually go back and
take another look at this. I think it’s too little. and far too late,

Secretary MARsSHALL. Well, let me say, Senator, that I do believe
that we have made a major commitment, that this administration
increased spending for youth by $1.6 billion, and we increased
spending for the disadvantaged in our employment training pro-
grams, from $2.2 billion in 1976, when we came in. to about 59
billion now. Much of that was achieved through greater targeting
of our programs. There are about 2 million young people who now
participate in these DOL programs, and by the time we get this
program fully implemented, it will be 2.5 million young people
approximately which will be about half of the target population
that we're trying to serve. That is a very high penetration in that
population.

I don’t know of any program that I have been associated with—
and I started studying these programs back in the 1950's and
1960’s—that will serve as many of the yvoung people as this one
will.

Now, what we have tried to do—I1 think it's important to keep
the whole thing in perspective, that when we came in, we passed
the first comprehensive youth program in the history of the coun-
try with the help of the Congress. Then that caused a significant
increase in participation in the program. In fact, almost all of the
gains in black teenage employment in the United States have been
in our program since we got started. It was the first time during

Q

.

o



14

the decade of the 1970’s that black male teenage employment in-
creased at all. So we were able to reverse the trend.

Now, simultaneously, what we tried to do initially was to take
those programs with demonstrated effectiveness and expand them
as fast as we could. The Job Corps, for example, is one of the best
programs we have for serving severely disadvantaged young people.

We are in the process of doubling the size of the Job Corps
because of that. In some other areas we weren’t sure what worked
and what kinds of things we could do. We therefore called that act
in 1977 the Youth Employment and Demonstration Project Act,
and we have learned a lot from that. So what we are proposing
here is that we build on what we have learned, that we add $2
billion to a $4 billion program, which is not insignificant.

In fact, I hope that you and your colleagues can get us at least
that much, because the concern I have is that we might not even
be able to get that amount for this very important program. That’s
the reason we proceed very cautiously, to try to build on the
knowledge base that we put together from the Youth Employment
and Demonstration Projects Act.

We found that there were a number of problems in making it
possible for the most disadvantaged young people to participate,
and that is what we intend to target our resources on.

It’s not the whole youth universe, because there are a lot of
yvoung people who will not need help in getting into the main-
stream of the American economy, but there is a group of people
who are severely disadvantaged who will need that help. If we can
concentrate these resources on their problems, we think we can
make a significant impact with this program on the solution to
that problem.

Now, the kinds of things that we learned, that we are trying to
build with this program, are not all things that necessarily require
more money. There are things that require program redesign. We
learned, for example, that one of the real obstacles in getting
young people into the work force was basic education. Many young
people had come through the schools who were not functionally
literate. So part of what we propose to do here is to correct that, to
see to it that that becomes a component of the youth effort.

We also learned from employers that too many of our programs
were unstructured, without any success criteria or performance
standards, and therefore it was difficult to know—when people got
out of the program, what they had learned and what they were
prepared to do. So a second part of what we propose is to correct
that by having benchmarks clearly defined so that young people
can get tested on those aspects of the program and when they came
out would know—and the employers would know—what they had
learned.

Another feature that we think is very important is the need to
improve the linkages between this program and other programs
which have sizable amounts of money in them already. Th:ough
that linkage process—for example, we can leverage the education
system, which has a lot of money in it. We think the linkages
between public employment training systems, the private sector,
and the school systerm needs to be improved, and by using these
funds we can leverage much larger funds at the State and local

Q

21




15

level, as well as in other Federal programs. The whole package
we’'re putting together, therefore, can have a significant impact on
the employment problems of the young who are seriously
disadvantaged.

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Marshall.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator NELSON. Just one more question to pursue the point
raised by Senator Metzenbaum. I realize that no decisions have
been made, or apparently have not been made on cuts in the
President’s budget. But in any event, .the speculation is that if
there is to be a significant cut that some of it is going to have to
come from CETA programs——

Secretary MARSHALL. That’s right.

Senator NeLsoN. I would think there would be no avoiding that,
as a matter of fact. If there was to be a $10 billion cut, some of that
would have to come from CETA.

I'm assuming then from what you say, that your posture would
be that cuts would not come specifically from youth-targeted pro-
grams, but from public service employment. But one out of three of
those jobs, I belicve, is still a youth job. So if you cut $1 billion or
$1%2 billion out of public service employment, one-third of those
jobs eliminated would be jobs that are presently held by youth,
even though that isn’t a targeted program. Is that correct?

Secretary MARsHALL. That's right. I think if you cut the CETA
system generally, or public service employment, there is no doubt
that some young people would be cut out of that part of the
pProgram as well. ‘

Senator NELsON. But in your figures of an increase in net em-
ployment of 450,000, do you include a contemplation of any cut in

ETA, or is this without any cut?

Secretary MARSHALL. It’s without any cut.

Senator, it is well that we here included both of the things I'm
talking about today, because the proposal that we make for the
work and training opportunities program, which is our welfare
reform jobs program, would add a net of 400,000 jobs in addition to
these that we're talking about, and many of the participants in the
welfare reform programs would be young people. So we need to put
that into our calculations, as well.

Senator NELsoN. Go ahead. I don’t know where you were at——

Secretary MArsHALL. Well, I kind of got off that. I think I can
conclude by saying that actually I made most of the points that I
think needed to be made in my testimony about the youth pro-
gram. If you would like for me to summarize the part of the
statement before we talk about the Work and Training Opportuni-
ties Act, or the welfare reform Jobs program, I would be glad to do
that, or I can continue to answer questions about the youth pro-
gram, as you see fit.

Senator NELsoN. Well, maybe you could finish the youth pro-
gram. I regret to say that I didn’t have an opportunity to read your
statement before I came. But could you summarize for us what this
new initiative program contemplates doing and how you contem-
plate doing it?

Secretary MARSHALL. The main thing it contemplates doing is,
first, to introduce a system of benchmarking. The Labor Depart-
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ment’s program will concentrate mainly on older, out-of-school
youth. The Department of Education’s program would concentrate
on inschool youth. We would try to improve the linkages between
education and the labor market through programs providing incen-
tives for people to cooperate. We think the benchmarks are very
important in establishing success criteria for the program for
young people, as I mentioned to Senator Metzenbaum, because one
of the complaints we got from employers was that when people,
young people, came through our employment training programs it
was not clear what they had been able to do.

We also intend to provide more intensive services to young
people, to try to do more to overcome the serious disadvantages
they have, and to concentrate this intensive treatment on the most
severely disadvantaged young people.

We also think it’s important to provide performance benchmarks
for the deliverers of services, so that we can judge their perform-
ance.

Senator NELsoN. Now, your part of the program will address the
problems of out-of-school youth under age 24, is that it?

Secretary MARSHALL. Under 21. The major emphasis of our pro-
gram is on out-of-school youth, but we also have a sizable inschool
program as well.

Senator NELsON. What exactly do yYou propose doing for out-of-
school youth that is not being done under any program now?

Secretary MARSHALL. I think the thing we propose to do is to
have much better coordination now between the basic education, or
computation and reading skill program, and the job. We have
learned from our programs that on-the-job training plus academic
training provides much more for young people. We have to be sure
they have the necessary educational background in order to be able
to absorb the training. That is an important difference.

The other main difference is that we intend to do more bench-
marking than we do now, so that when a young person comes
through the program with a certificate, we will know what that
young person has learned, that the services provided for young
people will be much more intensive than they have been before.

We will also try to consolidate some of the programs to ease the
management burden at the local level. To provide for better coordi-
nation with education there will be two kinds of incentives—one
for better program performance by the prime sponsors, and the
deliverers of services generally, and second, incentives to improve
the linkage between the employment and training activities and
the school system or the educational activities.

The other thing we will try to do, of course, is to concentrate
these funds on the most distressed areas, as well as the most
distressed people.

Senator NELsoN. But what exactly are you going to be doing with
these out-of-school youth?

Secretary MARSHALL. Well, the exact things we will do will be,
first, to try to see to it that the young people get better basic
education.

Senator NeLson. Well, what are you going to do? Are you going
to recruit some young people and set up special classes?

Q
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community in order to get the high school equivalency.

For example, if Young people have dropped out of school, it might
make more sense in the local community to create special facilities
rather than sending them back into the same schools from which
they dropped out. So the prime sponsors would be able to make
that determination in cooperation with the local education authori-
ties and decide where it would be best to provide that kind of
education, just as we will try to do everything we can to get young
people into the private-sector programs. We have a new private-
sector initiative under CETA, as you know, and we want to coordi-
nate that activity more with our youth program as well, so that on-
the-job training opportunities could be provided by the regular
Private-sector employers in that local labor market.

As you know, we have got the private industry councils set up
now in over 450 local labor markets, and we hope to improve the
linkages between the youth program, the private-industry councils,
and the school system, so that a plan can be developed at the local

tion as well as training.

In addition to on-the-job training, there will be institutional,
classroom training as well.

Senator NELSON. But you’re not going to handle the education
aspect of it; the inschool aspect is not——

Secretary MARSHALL. We will have an inschool program. Let me
let Ms. Allen describe in some detail what we have in mind with
the Labor Department’s part of inschool activities.

Ms. ALLEN. Senator, we simply have education linkages specified
throughout the bill. Most generally, we require that all work expe-
rience for school-age youth, whether they are currently in or out of
school, must be linked with educational programs designed to pro-
vide acquisition of basic skills and basic education. That’s a general
Program requirement.

We also stipulate that prime sponsors in areas which include
target schools funded under the companion Department of Educa-
tion Youth Employment and Training Act must allocate sufficient
funds_ from their basic grant to make adequate part-time work

experience.
In addition to those general features, we earmark approximately

$145 million for education incentive grants, to finance programs
developed cooperatively with the local education agency.

I would note that this amount isn’t itself larger than the dollar
value of the current YETP 22-percent set-aside. Essentially, we
have replaced the 22-percen* set-aside by an incentive structure
which as the Secretary noted we think is a better way to encourage
joint planning between the prime sponsor and the local education
agency, and hence, improve the quality of the linkage programs
which currently exist, in addition to expanding them.

Q
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Senator NELsON. All right. Go ahead.

Secretary MagrsHALL. Well, that concludes my testimony on our
youth proposal, Mr. Chairman.

Before turning to discussing the Work and Training Cpportunity
Act, which is the job component of our welfare reform proposal, I
would like to observe that in many ways it is very fitting that we
consider these two proposals together. First, they have substantial
overlap between the two populations addressed by these proposals,
as you have noted, Mr. Chairman, in your gquestioning.

f(%'n the one hand, over 300,000 AFDC mothers are under the age
of 21——

Senator NeELson. How many?

Secretary MAagrsHaLL. 300,000. Many more are now older who
entered the rolls in their teens. On the other hand, 28 percent of
youth now participating in our major youth programs, the youth
employment training program, receive public assistance either in
their own right or as part of a larger family; 28 percent of those
who are now participating in our program also will receive welfare
themselves or are in families that receive welfare.

There’s another relationship that is more subtle, but perhaps
even more important, and that is the importance of helping the
whole family. We are providing not only economic support but also
the example provided by working parents which is so crucial to the
development of the children’s own aspirations and capabilities for
financial independence.

The work and training opportunities program is one of the two
major components of the administration’s welfare reform proposals.
As you know, the cash assistance portion of the proposals has been
passed by the House of Representatives. Since the job component is
an essential companion to the cash assistance program, in assuring
that the major goals of the administration’s reform are achieved, 1
urge that this committee give early and favorable consideration to
the proposals we are discussing here today.

These proposals have been developed over the last year through
extensive consultations within and outside the Government. In
their design we have tried to strike a balance between the require-
ment for budgetary restraint on the one hand, and, on the other,
the no less urgent need to renew our commitment to solve the
problem of poverty in our prosperous Nation.

I think that the recent favorable action by the House of Repre-
sentatives on the cash assistance portiua of the proposals is a clear
indication that our balancing efforts have been generally successful
and that our approach is on the right track.

As in the more comprehensive reform package submitted by
President Carter 2 years ago, we are proposing a coordinated jobs/
cash approach to solving the welfare problem. Our two bills repre-
sent these two facets and neither can succeed without the other.
President Carter has long believed that an approach of this type is
not only most acceptable to both participants and taxpayers, but
provides us with the only hope of reducing long-term dependency.

Our current welfare system is generally held in low esteem, but
not, 1 believe, because of its objective of helping the poor. Most
people agree that society should provide basic incomes for those
unable to support themselves or their families.
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The problem is that our current system is defective in two impor-
tant ways: Benefits for those unable to work are quite low in many
areas, and, on the other hand, many people who could contribute to
their own support are forced to rely on weifare berefits because of
inadequate job skills and work opportunities.

The cash assistance reforms will address the first of these two
deficiencies by improving direct income assistance to thousands of
our poorest citizens who are unable to support themselves and
their families. A minimum benefit level would be introduced into
the aid to families with dependent children program; all States
would be required to extend AFDC eligibility to two-parent farnilies
with unemployed principal earners; food stamps wouid be replaced
by more generous cash benefits for most aged and disabled recipi-
ents of supplemental security income benefits; various important
administrative reforms would be introduced; and a substantial por-
tion of the [iscal burdens of welfare would be shifted from hard-
pressed States and localities to the Federal level.

The second avenue of attack, upon which I will concentrate the
rest of my remarks, is a major attempt to insure thuat most family
breadwinners neither need to rely on welfare nor to eke out a
precarious living for their families in unstable employment at sub-
sistence wages.

I don’t think there is much question any more about the rel-
evance of employment programs to solving the problem of welfare
dependency. Numerous studies in the last few years have highlight-
ed the fact that increasing numbers of welfare recipients mix work
and welfare. Few, however, are able to obtain the types of jobs
which can permanently remove their families from welfare depen-
dency.

Attitudes toward the relevance of work for the welfare popula-
tion have also shifted dramatically among the general public. and
among welfare participants themselves. This has occurred as wel-
fare eligibility has been extended more broadly to two-parant as
well as single-parent families, and as labor force participation
among women with children has increased dramatically at all
income levels.

adequacy of our welfare programs, we must also work to insure
that reliance upon such programs is minimized among those per-
sons with the potential for self-support.

There are several obvious benefits to this approach. First, and
most lmportant, is that by helping people to secure adequate-
paying, stabie jobs, we can provide them with the opportunity to
obtain a far higher income for themselves and their families in
both the short and long run. The second benefit is that by reducing
welfare caseloads, not only can we reduce taxpayer burdens, but we
can also use some of the savings to improve benefits for those
unable to help themselves. And finally, by assisting the formerly
dependent to become employed, we can expand the supply of useful
goods and services produced in our soclety.

We believe that getting people to work by improving their skills
and opportunities is also the only way to fight both inflation and
unemployment simultaneously. Studies show that Job programs are
a cost-effective way to fight unemployment. And that properly
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targeted programs which aim at workers in need of skill improve-
ment can do this without creating inflationary pressures by in-
creasing the supply of skilled workers.

There is nothing productive about an unemployed or potential
worker forced to live on welfare or unemployment insurance. The
best way to increase our national productivity is to make sure that
we are using all our human resources to their fullest extent—that
our policies are building self-sufficiency, not dependency.

What we propose to do, Mr. Chairman, is to build on the existing
programs that we already have, with this welfare reform, the
WTOP program as we call it. We believe we have learned a lot
about how to do this from the welfare participation in the CETA
program, as well as the very carefully designed welfare reform
demonstration projects that we currently have underway in 13
places.

Let me describe some of the features of the jobs part of the
proposal. In order to restrict program costs, we have limited eligi-
bility for program benefits to the most needy families. To qualify
for job search assistance, a person must be an adult in a family
with children with current income sufficiently low that they could
qualify for AFDC benefits in their State of residence.

Eligibility for a federally assisted job or training position is limit-
ed 0 one adult per family and that adult must be the sole parent
or, if there is more than one adult, the family’s normal principal
earner. We have, however, introduced some additional liberaliza-
tions into the principal earner rule to allow families to designate
another adult for participation if the normal principal earner 1S no
longer available for work or has not been placed in a job or train-
ing position after 16 weeks of assisted job search.

I would also emphasize that while single parent family heads
with preschool children are not required to work in order to re-
ceive their full cash assistance benefit, they may apply for and
receive job and training services on an equal basis.

I believe that this is a very important provision. Most of these
women are young and have only one or two children. An increas-
ing number have finished high school. Without help, their pros-
pects are dim. Even in our most generous States, welfare benefits
provide less than a poverty level income. If we can help these
young women find and hold jobs now, before their self-image has
been reduced and their abilities diminished by years of dependen-
cy, we can offer them nct only an immediate improvement in
income, but the chance for a far better life.

To meet the varied needs of those eligible and likely to partici-
pate, the new part E program will offer a wide range of employ-
ment and supportive services through two major project compo-
nents. The first of these is the job search assistance program.

Mr. Chairman. one of the things we have learned in our experi-
ence is that it is frequently possible that no further training
beyond a systematic job search is necessary to find jobs for many
people who otherwise would remain on welfare. That has been one
of the main lesscns that we learned so far from our demonstration

projects as well as from the experience we have had under the
CETA program.
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Services provided through cooperative arrangements between
State and local employment and training systems will include:
Instruction in job search techniques which many people need; indi-
vidual and group job search activities; private sector job develop-
ment; referrals to unsubsidized jobs; arrangements for supportive
services, such as child care, transportation, and medical care; certi-
fication of eligibility for WIN and targeted jobs tax credits; short-
term remedial services; employability development planning; and
referral to federally assisted work or training.

As under the current WIN program, the Federal Government
would pay 90 percent of the cost of the program. States would pay
the remaining 10 percent. Funds would be allocated among States
by a formula based on the relative number of AFDC recipients and
estimated service costs within each State and allocated to local
areas within States on a similar basis.

The second major program component is public employment.
Those unable to find jobs after 8 weeks of job search would be
referred to the local CETA prime sponsor for placement in a feder-
ally assisted job or training position.

While in these positions, they would receive a wage which either
greatly reduces or eliminates their family’s need for welfare. At-
tempts to place workers in regular public or private sector jobs
would continue while they are in federally assisted positions. If no
Job is found for them by the end of 78 weeks, they would reenter
the job search assistance programs for another 8 weeks of active
Job search before becoming reeligible for a federally assisted job or
training positions.

This provision is designed to make sure that persons do not
remain indefinitely in PSE jobs, that their employment potential is
reassessed periodically in the light of their recent training and
work experience, and that intensive efforts are made to find them
adequate paying jobs in the regular pPublic or private economy.

A relaxation of the current CETA limitation of a maximum of 718
weeks in PSE is provided for those still unable to find a regular job
after 8 weeks of search. This is to prevent atrophy of acquired
skills and work habits and a lost chance for future self-sufficiency
for those families whose only alternative to federally assisted work
is a return to welfare dependency at a lower income.

Activities undeir this program will include on-the-job training
positions in the private sector, public service employment, vocation-
al and remedial training, and supportive services such as day care
which enable participants to undertake emplcyment.

Several special features of the program are worth noting. Most
participants will receive a mix of work and training. Effort will be
made to provide skills and work experience which lead to useful
jobs in the regular economy. Flexible hours and part-time work
will accommodate the needs of single parents with young children.

Since one of the goals of this program is to give people work that
needs to be done in local communities, it will emphasize types of
work that are not currently being done by local and State govern-
ments. Areas of particular emphasis will include community eco-
nomic development projects and projects which support other Fed-
eral initiatives in areas such as housing rehabilitation, day care
and other social services, energy conservation and environmental
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cleanup. Linkages will also be developed with activities begun
under the private sector initiative program, PSIP, for private
sector job development and on-the-job training.

The estimated net cost of our job program is $2.8 billion. The
gross budget cost is $5 billion, but $2.2 billion in savings in other
assistance programs such as welfare, food stamps, and medicaid
will result from the increased earnings of participants. States and
localities will also realize almost $600 million in welfare savings as
a result of the program.

Under these two programs proposed in our bill, each year about
2 million persons would be provided assistance in improving their
employability and finding public and private jobs. If we are to meet
our objective of offering an employment alternative to welfare for
all those who can benefit from it, we will need over 600,000 job or
training positions in 1982, the first full year of planned implemen-
tation.

To reach this goal, we propose to fund 400,000 new job and
training positions under the new part E of CETA. The remaining
slots will come from titles II-B and II-D and jobs created through
WIN tax credit placements. We believe that this strategy strikes a
proper balance between the needs of low-income families and the
requirements of fiscal restraints.

There are several factors which governed our choice:

First: The group we have chosen for priority—family breadwin-
ners—are widely recognized by the public as the priority group for
employment assistance. This is because in helping them we help
their children. ‘

Second: Focusing scarce resources on this group is also cost-
effective, since the alternative cost of providing Government cash,
food, and health benefits is much higher for families than for those
with no dependents.

Third: We are still providing very substantial levels of employ-
ment and training assistance to other disadvantaged groups. Not
counting our summer youth programs, assuming current levels of
funding are continued in 1982, we will be providing almost 1 mil-
lion job and training slots to nonwelfare recipients under titles II-
B, C and D, title VI, the Older Americans Act, and various youth
programs. . .

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the work and training opportunity
program is, I believe, an essential step in the evolution of a truly
comprehensive employment and training system. In its first full
year of operation alone, it will provide the opportunity for 1'%
million people to escape from poverty. Over time, many more will
be helped.

This program represents a major commitment by the Carter
administration to attempt to insure that families will have the
opportunity for self-support through full-time employment and the
skills required to hold useful jobs at adequate wages. For many
families, the program can mean a chance to avoid welfare depen-
dency and to move into the mainstreamm of American life. For
others, long or newly dependent on welfare benefits, it can mean
an immediate gain in income, an enhancement of self-image, and
hope for a permanently improved way of life. I believe that a
commitment of this sort responds to the needs of millions of our
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poorest families, is consistent with the expressed preferences of the
American public, and is deserving of your full support.

I believe that when we have these two parts in place, our new
youth initiative and our work and training opportunities program,
we will have in our public employment training system a very
significant system that can meet the needs of both the structurally
unemployed in our society, as well as the important countercyclical
needs, and that it will be a very good investment for the country.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be glad to try to answer your
guestions now.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Marshall follows:]

STATEMENT OF RAY MARSHALL
SECRETARY OF LABOR
BEFORE THE -
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, ‘POVERTY AND’
MIGRATORY LABOR N
OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES
UNITED STATES SENATR

March S, 1980

Mr. Chairman and Membars of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you
today to present the Administration's proposal for the
new Youth Training and Employment Act, the Labor Department's
portion of the new youth education and training legislation.

There are too many youths in the U.S. today who cannot
find jobs, cannot hold jobs or cannot progqress towards
a life ofrproductive contribution and economic independence.
This is a major failure of ocur society.

Since the start of this Administration, President
Carter, Vice President Monuale and I have been personally
committed to corrccting that failure. We have already
come a substantial wavy, Our 1980 expenditurcs For youth
training and employment programs are $1.6 billion over
the 1977 level. This investment has played a major role

in stopping the trend towards increasing unemplovment and
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underemployment among our disadvantaged vouth. But there
is still much to be done if we are to consolidate our gains.
This new bill has been designed qu the dual purposes
of continuing the most promising elemené§ of youth programs
expiring in 1280 and of applying the knowledge we have
developed about what works best for whom in youth employment
and employability development. The goal of the Youth Training
and Employment Act, in coordination with the Department
of Education's ¥Youth Education and Training Act, is to
increase the future employability of disadvantaged youth
through a carefully structured combination of education,
training, work experience, and related services.
This new bill is designed to
o address the needs of youths at different ages
and stages of development with a variety of strate-
gies and services that aim to move youths into
long term productivity,
o] establish locally developed achievement benchmarks
for both program providers and program participants;
o consclidate local programs and increase leocal

decisionmaking on the mix and design of programs:
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o redirect present youth unemployment programs
toward intensive services for ocut—-of-school youth
and provide through the Department of Education

N,

for the basic educational needs of in-school
youth;
o improve accountability for orogram per formance
and simplify reporting;
provide extra resources to distrescsed areas:;
provide incentives for promoting special national
purposes;
o promote linkages between CETA prime sponsors
and educational agencies and institutions:
o improve access by youth to private sector employ-
ment; anagd
o improve staff and program capability.
When fully implemented in 1982, we estimate that the
Labor portion of the program would vrovide services to
over 1.1 million young people, an increase of more than
450,000 over current program service levels. The Education
program under Title II would provide services to one million
secondary school age youth,
I want to stress that the Act is a comprehensive proposea

to improve the basic educational and employment skills
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of the nation's youth. It addresses the needs of young
people and their potential employvers. It offers assiIstance
to students, in both junior and senior high schools, as
well as those who have left school. It secks to expand
and coordinate existing services while simultaneously drawing
on local knowledge and creativity to develop new ones.
It stresses long—-range planning, Efirm links between school
and community, and strong incentives based on performance.

Precisely because it is a comprehensive proposal,
the Act’'s two main components should be viewed together.
There is a basic division of responsibility with the Depart-
ment of Education focusing primarily on those who are still
in school, and the Department of Labor focusing on those
who are not. The two programs have been designed to work
together smoothly to provide a full range of services for
the target group of young pecple. This is a united effort,
one which will build on existing programs and structures,
to forge strong links bhetween the worlds of school and
work.

Before discussing the specific proposals the Adminis-—

tration has developed for dealing with the c¢critical rroblems
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caused by excessive youth unemployment, I would like to

vast array of special demonstration Projects, research

studies, program evaluations, and the intensive nine month

study by the Vice President's Task Force on Youth Employment.

Through our experimentation and through discussions with
experts, practitioners, trainedq observers, and pParticipants

in our program, we know a great deal about the nature of

youth unemployment, the problems it causes, and the approaches

that work best.
The Nature of Youth Employment
The major findings of our review of youth unemployment

are as follows:

1. Youth unemployment accounts for a major share

of aggregate unemployment and is a problem of substantizl

concern.
T 2. Youth employment Problems are critical because

they are so inequitably distributeqd. The gap between white

and non-white and between the rich and poor, has widened

congiderably.
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3. The long—range hardship related to youth joblessness
is significant and increacing.

4. Joblessness among youth has substantial social
costs and conseguences.

There is a natural pattern that cccurs for almost
everyone frém age 14 to 21. This pattern includes fEregquent
job changes and occupational exploration, shifts f£rom part-
time intermittent work to full—-time year-—-round employment,
and igcreasing stability in work patterns and career goals
as vouths get older and develop a progressive interest
in and committment to work.

Most youths follow such a seguence of experiences,
interests and competency development. ©Only for a minority
is progress disrupted by such events as early school leaving,
drug or alcochol addiction, arrest and incarceration, and
early childbirth. However, the odds of experiencing this
kind of occupational and developmental disruption are far
greater for certain groups, such as youths from economically
disadvantaged backgrounds, minorities who have suffered
from limited educational and social opportunities in early

childhood, young women whose occupational options have
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been limited by artificial barriers and youths with mental
or physical handicaps. Those who start off with a disadvantage -
or this sort frequently face restricted employment opportunities,
In addition; they have less peer, prarental and institutional
support in mitigating the consequences of such disadvantages.
The result is that such youths fall farther and farther
behind.

There are no clear paths of success or of failure,
but evidence suggests correlations between labor market
experience in the teen years and subseguent employment
and earnings; school completion, employment and earnings;
sustained teenage unemployment, juvenilg delinguency, and
future employment problems. The correlations between early
labor market experiences and future labor market outcomes
become more evident as an individual ages, The problems
also become more difficult to remedy. All of these factors
have implications for the design of youth employment and
training opportunities to assist those who have fallen
behind.

The general theory underlying our proposed youth bill
is that there is a variety of needs among vouths of different

ages, that certain elements are inter-related, and that
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it is important to try to target limited resources on those
most likely to fall behind and stay there.

Accomplishments Under CETA Youth Programs

To attack these problems, the Carter Administration
has significantly expanded, enriched and improved the perfor-—
mance of employment and training programs for youth. The
ambitious goals of the 1977 Youth Employment and Demonstration
Projects Act (YEDPA) have been largély achieved. Our efforts
to double Job Corps capacity are continuing and program
offerings have been broadened. Longstanding problems in
the summer youth program have been tackled and substantially
solved.

The Carter initiatives have surely contributed substan-
tially to increasing youth employment and to reducing the
unemployment differentials between nonminority and minority,
and between rich and poor vouth, The CETA system has demon-—
strated its delivery capacity in mounting new initiatives
while improving existing programs. Experimentation and
demonstration activity, unprecedented in size and scope,
provided and is still providing knowledge necessary to
improve the effectiveness of employment and training services.
A s0lid foundation has been established for youth policies

of the 19B0's. Let me give you a few examples.
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The four major new youth employment and training
programs created under YEDPA were fully underway -
within six months of the signing of the Act.

They have now been stabilized and are fully inte-
grated with other cETA operations.

The new CETA youth programs have served over

three gquarters of a million Youth since their
inception, with an average of two hundred thousand
bParticipants on board at a time during the last
Year, Dur ing Fiécal Year 1979 alone, over 450,000
youth participated in the two new formula funded
youth programs; over 175,000 received carecer
employment experience; over 99,000 received tran-—
sition services; 8,600 were in on-the-job training;
46,800 received classroom training; and over
121,000 were in work exper ience. Many more youths
participated in the summer job program and in
other CETA programs.

Of those who left the programs in FY 1979, over
64,000 entered employment, and 179,000 others

had positive terminations, such as entering the

military, or returning to school. During Fiscal

35
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Year 1979, 5,500 youth received their General
{High School) Equivalency Diploma (GED); over
64,000 returned to school, and almost 28,000

received academic credit for their employment

and training activities.

o The programs are highly targeted on those most
in need; over four-fifths of the participants
are from low income families and almost two fifths
are minorities.

o

The programs have been an important contributing
factor in increasing youth employment. Program
enrollment accounts for cne—fourth of the measured
employment growth of all teenagers since December
1977 and virtually all ©of the growth for black
teenagers —- the only gains for black teenage
males in the 1970's.

Minority youth in particular have made notable gains.
The new youth component of the National Longitudinal Survey
(NLé), a specially designed study of over 12,000 youth,
show that between January 1978 and Spring of 1979, 2.5
million youths or 6.9 percent of all youths reported partici-
pation in one or another CETA program. The rate of participa-
tion for black youths was 17.4 percent, and for Hligpanics

12.2 percent, compared to 4.8 percent for whites.

%
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At the time of the NLS survey, employment in these
programs accounted for one in seven jobs held by Rlack
youth ages 16 to 19 and a tenth of those held by Hispanics,
During 1978, 44 percent of Black youth aged 14-19 who held
a job participated in an employment program, as did 23
percent of youth Hispanic workers.

Lessons from Program Experience

Past experience with Yyouth employment ang training
Programs, and extensive analysis of the CETA youth Program
efforts over the 1last 2 1/2 years, provide a number of
lessons concerning the effectiveness of alternative activities
and strategies in meeting youth employment needs. These
lessons provide the basis for the the design of the Adminis-—
tration's Youth Training and Employment Act. They are:

o Local youth programs should be consolidated.

The delivery system must be streamlined and paper-—
work reduced,

(o - Youth employment policies should reflect the

developmental needs of youth. Different strategies

are needed for youths of different ages.
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Locally developed benchmarks and performance
measures are regquired to certify to employers

the achievements of youth. Program records should
document pre—employment expecrience, employvyability
development, educational attainment, and vocat tonal
competence.

Intensive efforts for older, out-of-school youth
have been most effective and should be emphasized
in new initiatives.

To be effective, Federal employment and training
programs must reflect workplace realities in

their demands and rewards. Increased cmphasis

is nceded on performance requirements for program
operators to make sure that Federal dollars are
buying high quality services which meet current
labor market needs and realities.

Greater local flenibility is needed. National
priorities should be achieved through incentives.
Incentive funding can be provided for special
activities, such as weatherization; or for categories
of youths with special needs, such as the handicapped:;

or for programs operated by special types of
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service deliverers, such as private-for—-profit
organizations.
o The problems of excessive Youth unemployment
are highly concentrated both geographically and
among certain groups of citizens. Resources
must be carefully targetted on communities and
population groups with the greatest needs, such
as dropouts, minorities, youth from poor families,
and youth with handicaps or other special problems.
}o Finally, addressing problems of high youth unemploy-
ment requires sustained planning and program
linkages among the private Sector, schools, the
CETA system, community based and voluntary organiza-—
tions, parents, and concerned citijizens.

The Design of the Youth Employment and Training Act of 1980

The legislation that we are proposing is an outgrowth
of these lessons and experiences. The Act would rewvise
and extend through 1984, title IV-A of the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act (CETA) . The major features
of the program are as follows:

Participant Eligibility

Youths ages 14 to 21 will be eligible. Youths age

14 to 15 will not be eligible for paid services during

ERIC
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the school vear, but could receive counseling, occupational
information, and similar services. In addition, 14 and
15 year olds may participate in the sumper program if an
educational component is included. \x

The family income of eligible vyouths must be at or
below 85 percent of the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower
living standard income level, except that up to 10 peccent
of each prime sponsor's funds could be used for youths
who do not meet such income reguirement bg} who otherwise
demonstrate need for services. Eligibility will also be
extended to severely handicapped, offender, or pregnant
youths in accordance with standards prescribed by the Secretary
of Labor or to those youth attending target schools designated
under the basic skills program ia the Administration's
proposed Youth Education and Training Act.

Both in-school and out—-of-school youth will be eligible.
in order to participate in an employment or training program,
school—-age youths will be regquiread to participate in a
suitable educational or basic skills program o©or component.

The Secretary will issue regulations which will designate ,

a specific period of joblessness prior te application for

the program or a specific periocd of initial unstipended

ERIC :
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participation during which counseling and other transitional
services, will be available.

Stipends, Allowances, and Compensation:®

It is the intent of the program to\provide payments
primarily for work. No stipends would be paid to school-
age youths {(under 18) for the time spent in educational
or institutional training programs, except in exceptional
circumstances as specified by the Secretary in regulations.
Training allowances could be provided to youth age 18B-21
as specified by the Secretary. Allowances may be paid
to cover the documented costs of program participation,
for example, transportation costs. Also, at the discretion
of the prime sponsor, modest monetary and nonmeonetary incentives
may be provided for youths in training pursuant to the

regulations of the Secretary. These types of allowances

"would not be payments merely for time spent in an education

Program. Rather, the intent would be to defray participation

O
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costs and reward improvement, while avoiding incentives
which might encourage youths to drop out of scheol in order
to get into - -the program,

Compensation will be paid for work performed by partici-

pating youth of any age. The existing wage provisions

M
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in section 442 of CETA, and the anti-substitution and labor

consultation provisions of section 443 of the current law

will not be changed. \

\.

Framework of the Legislation

The new legislation would consolidate the existing

subparts of title 1IV-A and revise title IV-C of CETA,

The three existing subparts would be replaced by the follewing

new subparts differentiated by the extent of local and

Federal responsibilities.

Allocations for Basic Programs

The first subpart would provide general purpose basic

grants

to prime sponsors. These grants would constitute

59 percent of the total program fungs.

[+
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Three—-fourths of this amount would be distributed

as general allocations among all prime sponsors

according to the current YETP formula.

Egual Chance Supplements, constituting one-fourth

of the basic grant funds allocated to prime sponsors,
would provide extra funds to those prime sponsors
with very large concentrations of disadvantaged
yvouth, for the purpose of providing intensive

programs and services in distressed areas. These
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grants are an essential feature of our proposal.
It is very clear that additional resources are
needed to give an eqgqual chanae to youths who
live in areas where concentraéed problems of
unemployment, poverty and social disorder pose
multiple employment barrijers. A highly-targeted
formula has been developed for these supplementary
allocations.
The legislation would also continue the existing law's
set—-asides of funds to Governors for special Statewide
yYyouth services (5 percent) and to programs for Native American
youth (2 percent) and eligible youths in migrant and seasonal

farmworker families (2 percent).

Program Design

Both the generally distributed allocations to prime
sponsors and Equal Chance Supplements would be available
for use as general purpose basic grants. A wide variety
of services, such as those currently available under YEDPA
would be authorized. The intent is to authorize prime
sponsors to provide the array of services needed to give
each participant the skills needed to get and keep a job.

Emphasis would be placed on efforts to overcome sex—stereotyping
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and on career development for nontraditional occupations
and on efforts to assist the handicapped.

Prime sponsors would be required Ep develop well-designed
and well—-supervised programs focused upgn the achievement
of basic and ocCccupational skills needed for and leading
to employment in the regular econcmy.- The object is to
support programs of the caliber of Job Corss that will
serve youth in nonresidential settings.

The owverall program funded with the basic grant woulad
center on out—-of-school youths, including those beyond
high school age or dropouts of high school age. Services
for eligible in—-school youth would be worked out in coopera-—
tion with local education agencies (LFA's) and would include
exposure to labor market and career information as well
as work experience carefully coordinated with educational
activities. Prime sponsors would support work experiesnce
and related services but not basic educatien in the schools
or local educational agencies with funds under this Part.
Prime sponsors' programs operated through community-based
ocrganizations, and other alternative arrangements could
be used for educational programs leading toward a high

school cor equivalency diploma. Programs may be operated

O
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by postsecondary institutions, Lut funds may not be spent
for courses leading toward a postsecondary degree. érime
sponsors whose jurisdictions include ﬁhrget schools funded
under the Youth Education and Training Act legislation
will make adequate part—time work experience opportunities
available for youth teo support programs under that Act

in those schools pursuant to an agreement with the local
educational agency.

Services for eligible out-of-school youth, including
dropouts, would emphasize development of basic reading,
writing, and arithmétic skills for those who need them,
supported with employment opportunities and work experience.
Training would be developed in cooperation with local educa-—
ticonal agencies and private industry councils to assure
its usefulness to employers so that as many as possible
of the work opportunities are located in the private sector.

Per formance Standards

The Secretary would establish performance standards
for prime sponsors, In addition, prime sponsors would
be required to assure strict accountability and per formance
standards designed to monitor their service deliverers

carefully. Individual achievement records would be kept

10N
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for each youth to continuously document the participation
and progress of youths throughout their perioé of enrollment.
These records would be available as a Jjob reference for
any youth wishing to use it for that purpose. Records
would be released to non—-program personnel only with the
consent ©of such youth.

Benchmarks of achievement will be locally developed
by prime Sponsors, in consultation with local educational
agencies, private industry councils, youth opportunity
councils, prime sponsor planning councils, labor organizations,
and other appropriate community organizations. Consistent
with basic criteria issued by the Secretary, benchmarks
will be developed in the areas of basic employability skills,
work maturity (such as reliable attendance on the job) ,
basic educational skills (Such as reading, writing, arithmatic
and speaking), and occupational competencies. Benchmarks
would be designed to utilize achievement of minimum standards,
such as returning to school, completion of a GED, etc.

Prime sponsor performance standards will be based
on program outcomes such as job placement, job guality,
job retention, and retwtn to school, as well as on program

management criteria.

O
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Incentive Grants

A major emphasis of the legislation will be to provide
workable incentives for prime Sponsors to improve program
quality and focus program resources on nationally set priorities.
Twentv—-two percent of program funds would be allocated
to two types of incentive grants. The first is:

o Special Purpose Incentive Grants

The Secretary of Labor would make Special Purpose
Incentive Grants to pPrime sponsors, Governors,

and Native American and migrant grantees for
programs and projects designed to assist in meeting
special national objectives. Such purposes may

be types of projects (e.g., weatherization);
programs focused upon groups needing special
services (e.g., youths wjith special needs, pregnant
tecnagers and young mothers, youths with language
barriers, offenders and institutionalized popula-
tions); and special arrangements for the delivery
of services (e.qg., through the private sector,
community based organizations, community development
corporations, and other intermediaries). Sponsors
would be required to commit a matching percentage

from other resources for these programs.

E M BB-724 O—HO——4




44

There would be no specific étatutory formula
for allocating these funds. However, the Secretary
would provide Special Purpose Incentive Grants
for various special purpose objectives on the
basis of appropriate factors, such as drop-outs,
high incidence of poverty, unemployment, sudden
loss of employment in industry or agriculture, etc.
Funds would be granted based upon an acceptable
program design. Only sponsors with satisfactory
past performance in this and similar CETA programs
wounld be eligible for Special Purpose Incentive
Grants. Incentive grants would not entail permanent
funding —-- priorities may-change, and renewal
of funding would be conditioned on acceptable
per formance and attainment of agreed upon goals
for special programs as well as on availability
of funds.

The second type of incentive grant would be:

o Education Cooperation Incentive Grants

The Secretary would make Education Cooperation
Incentive Grants available to prime sponsors

to carry out programs developed on a cooperative

.y

basis witihh local cdGucational agencics.
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Grants would be available to prime sponsors to
cover part of the costs of programs to be carried
out pursuant to agreements with a local educational
agency or agencies. The remaining costs would

be funded out of general purpose basic grants,
Title II-B, other CETA program funds or other

funds and would be coordinated with commensurate
resources provided by the local educational agency
to insure integrated programs linking employment
activities to education., These funds can be

used to support work experience or other employment
related services(for youths in the target schools
funded under the companion education legislation.

A second activity would be support for alternative
education programs to attract dropouts back to
school. As in the case of the basic grants,

these funds would be used for work experience

and related activities, but not basic education

in the schools of.any local educational agency.
Programs operated by community-based organizations,
vocational schools, and through alternative arrange-
ments may include eaucational programs leading

toward a GuD or high school diploma.

BE{
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The Secretary would initially announce the funds
available for Education Cooperation Incentive
Grants sufficiently in advance of the beginning

of each fiscal year to enable joint CETA-education
Planning to take prlace. Initial apportionments
would be made based on the same formula as is

used for basic grants, and in the same proportions
(three-fourths YETP formula, one—fourth highly-
targeted formula).

Secretary's Discreticnary Program

The third part of the title would make ten percent
of program funds or $150 million, whichever is less, available
for use in the Secretary's discretion for such purposes
as staff training and development; interagency pPrograms;
large—scale projects; arrangements with community-based
and neighborhood organizations, private sector intermediaries,
labor—related organizations, and local non-profit corporations;
and knowledge development and dissemination.

Advisory Councils and Review Committees

A final, important element of coordination is the
establishment of advisory and review committees. Title

IV now reguires each prime sponsor to have a youth council
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under the prime sponsor's planning council. The new legis-
lation would require prime sponsors to establish a youth
opportunity council which would assist in the development
of youth program plans. If the prime sponsor enters into
an agreement with the local education agency, the Youth
Education and Training Act in complementary fashion, provides
that the CETA Youth Opportunities Council can also serve
2s the review council for basic skills grants. In this
Case, one~third of the members would ke named by the prime
sponspr, one—-third by lucal education agencies, and one-
third by the private industry council. Adequate representation
on the youth council of pProgram eligible vouths must be
assured.,

CETA Title 'V would be amended to provide that the
National Commission on Employment Policy establish a committee
on youth to consider the problems caused by youth unemployment,
and to ‘help the Commission advise the Secretary, the President,
and the Congress on the effectiveness and quality of training
and employment policies and programs affecting youths,

and to make recommendations to enhance interagency coordination

of youth programs.
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Transiticonal Provisions

Finally the youth legislation would provide for a
pPhased transition, authorizing the Secretary to permit
prime sponsors to continue existing local CETA youth program:
started under subparts 2 and 3 of the current title IV-
A through fiscal year 1981l, as they move ahead upon enactment
with planning and organization so that new programs can

be started in fiscal year 1981 and become fully operational
in fiscal year 1982.

Conclusion

In closing I would like to stress that the program
we are proposing is not only a humane and equitable apprcach
to solving a seriocus Societal problem, it makes sense in
simple economic terms as well.
What we are talking about is making an investment
in people whose skills we are going to need over the next
decade. We must act now to make sure that the demand for
skilled workers will be met in a way which helps address
the problems of excessive youth unemployment. The coordinated
education and employment approach we are Propoesing can
help make this happen and in so doing provide important
long-range economic and social benefits to all Americans.
That concludes my préparoﬁ testinony. I will Le glad

te answer any qguestions of the Subcommittee.
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Senator NeELsonN. Thank you very much, Mr. Marshall.

Do you have some questions, Mr. Chairman?

Senator WiLLiams. Yes; I wasn’t here when you were first intro-
duced, Mr. Secretary, so let me take this moment, if I may, to say
that I am always pleased when you are here in our committee
room to talk to the programs that you administer. You do it with
an excellence that I applaud; stimulated by the response you have
to the needs of the people that are served by your Department.

Secretary MArsHALL. Thank you.

Senator WiLLiams. It is exemplary, and I am always pleased to
welcome you here.

Under other circumstances, this could have been a most exhila-
rating presentation. But we are faced with a most unusual situa-
tion in our Nation and in our economy, and it places upon every-
body a need for budgetary restraint. ‘ )

It seems to me, however, that the youth initiatives that were
announced with such great promise should have our full consilera-
tion notwithstanding the unique situation we’'re in. And that's
what this committee is doing. -

I understand Chairman Nelson indicated that this will be our
intention, to thoroughly consider the youth initiative efforts, both
in the Labor Dep=zrtment’s part of this program, and the education
aspects of th- vouth initiatives as well as the welfare reform jobs
legislation. I am grateful for the chairman’s leadership in this. His
record within our committee has been one of very enlightened
responses to the nceds of the disadvantaged.

I will be pleased later today to introduce the legislation which
yYou have addressed today. I feel that we can give it our full
thought.

I would start with a question that has probably been answered:
How this program has been evaluated under the President’s direc-
tive to all departments, to examine earlier budget figures for poten-
tial reduction. The budget figures we have had for about 1 month
are subject to review to see what can be reduced from the budget
already submitted by the President.

What has been the evaluation of this program in that regard?

Secretary MArsHALL. Within the process that is going on, the
new_ youth initiative is exempt; that is, we are not considering
cutting back on our request for funds for the new youth initiative.

Senator WiLLIAMS. And was this discussed earlier?

Secretary MarsHAaLL. Yes, sir, we talked about it.

Senator WiLLiams. We proceed with the expectation that you’re
standing fast on the initiatives that you’re advancing here today?

Secretary MArRsHALL. That's right; yes, sir.

I also emphasized that despite all the discussion in the media,
that no decisions have been made on any programs in the Labor
Department. The only thing that is happening is, in the light of the
serious inflation problem, to examine options, and we don’t know
that any of our programs will necessarily be cut.

But even in that process of examining options, the stipulation is
our new proposal, like the new youth initiative, will go forward.

Senator WIiLLIAMS. Simplistically, how do you state the realistic
figure here for the expected increase in outlays on you:h training
and employment for fiscal year 19817 There is nothing h:zre really

S0
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that would reflect a request for 1980, am I right? I think the most
important figure is the outlay expected for 1981, and the increases
in training and employment for young people.

Secretary MARSHALL. Let me have Ms. Allen repeat those.

Ms. ALLEN. Senator, we are requesting an additional $300 million
in budget authority for the Department of Labor. In fiscal 1981, we
are estimating that our outlays will increase by $100 million. On
the education side, we are requesting 3$900 million additional
budget authority, but that is mostly advance funding for oatlays
anticipated in fiscal 1982. We estimate that only $50 million would
actually be outlays by the Department of Education in fiscal 1981.
So that the total incremental to outlays between the two compo-
nents in fiscal 1981 would be $150 million.

Senator WirLriams. Where there is inflationary impact, that is
the figure that counts, am I right on that?

Secretary MARSHALL. I’'m not sure it has inflationary——

Senator Wirriams. If it has. Did I say “if’? [Laughter.}

Secretary MARSHALL. Then I would agree to that.

Senator WiLLiAMSs. As a matter of fact, you can go through the
logic that this kind of investment is one of greater productivity,
greater product, which is a reliever of inflation.

Secretary MARrRsHALL. That’s right. We actually believe, Senator
Williams, as you know, that that is the case and we can demon-
strate it. This is an investment in young people, and it will over-
come future labor shortages. We do have a serious problem, and it
will be particularly serious for minorities.

We will have a net decline in 4 million young people in the work
force during the 1980’s, but the minority youth work force, the
group that is most disadvantaged now, will need continued special
attention in order to make it possible for them to take advantage £
the opportunities opening up during the 1980’s.

The best time to deal with that problem is now, when unemploy-
ment is high, and it will help relieve inflationary pressures in the
future if we get them into the labor shortage areas. You have to
view this by not just what happens in 1 year, but what happens
over a series of years. We think, therefore, the most cost-effective
way to deal with the problems of unemployment and inflation is—
and any pressures you might get in the labor market—is through
these kinds of investments. )

Senator WirLLiams. Those to be served in such large numbers
would require basic education and, certainly, training.

I didn’t hear you address yourself to how the training and educa-
tion capabilities in the field would be organized institutionally. On
the education side of this bill the program arises out of the schools.
Under the CETA system, where education and training do not
always conform to existing institutions, it’s not as easy to see how
we’'re going to be able to respond with the training staff capabili-
ties.

Secretary MARsSHALL. One of the things that we think is impor-
tant, is to provide as much flexibility as makes sense for the local
prime sponsors and the local education authorities to decide what
kind of plan makes sense in their setting.

For example, what kind of institution you train young people in.
For many young people who have dropped out of high school, it

rey
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sometli'rnes makes very little sense to send them back into those
schools.

We have found in our Job Corps program, for example, that it
sometimes is possible to take those young people and give them the
basic education skills while you’re teaching practical skills, better
than you could if you just gave an education in abstraction. You
get higher motivation because young people see that they need that
skill in erder to do the things, in order to be a plumber, or electri-
cian, or sheet metalworker, or whatever. You can teach them
mathematics, you can teach communications skills in those settings
sometimes much better than you can for those young people turn-
ing them back into the schools where they dropped out. So we
would provide the flexibility for the local prime sponsors, working
with the local education agencies, to decide what and where it
makes sense for young people to get trained.

What we have to avoid is the assumption that you send people
right back into the same setting with the same kind of education
that they had dropped out of, and for whatever reason been turned
off from.

So we think that is one part of the problem. We need to recog-
nize that people can get basic education in nontraditional setitings,
and sometimes get it much more effectively than in a classroom
traditional educational setting. :

The second point that we want to emphasize with the program is
the need to improve the linkages between our employment training
system, public and private, and the school, in order to facilitate the
preparation of young people for work while they’re in school.
That’s the reason why we work very closely with the Department
of Education in the development of this activity, and also the
reason we have Mr. Schwartz here from the education component,
the National Institutes of Education, who has worked with us in
the development of this.

Maybe I should let you respond.

Mr. ScHwARTZ. Just a couple of comments, Senator.

One is that, just as the Secretary was describing, the need when
one is talking about older, cut-of-school youth, to really deal with
the motivational problem and to try and link up basic skills in-
struction, with more specific occupational skills instruction, that
same philosophy permeates the education part of this program.
That is, we on the education side are trying to focus on junior high
schools and senior high schools serving the most substantial con-
centrations of youth and trying to make and enable those schools
to design basic skills programs much more closely dovetailed with
the requirements of the work world.

In terms of the specific linkages, Ms. Allen alluded earlier to
some that are built in on the labor side of this program. There are -
also linkages built in at every step on the education side, to make
sure that school people, as they are designing programs, are work-
ing collaboratively with people from the prime sponsor and from
the local employer community, to make sure that the standards
and benchmarks on the education side are realistically grounded in
the requirements of the work world, and generally to make sure
that we have a collaborative approach.

5¥e
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Senator WirLLiams. I might come back with further questions, but
I will yield now. Thank you very much.

Senator NELsSON. Senator Javits?

Senator Javits. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, there are two things that trouble me about what
you have testified to, that seem to be artificial. I would like to have
your comments.

Of the 22-percent set-aside, the expert witnesses that will testify
after you—at least certainly two of them-—seem to favor as compel-
ling the utilization of that money for the fundamental purpose of
linking education and training. You, yourself, testified to its excel-
lence.

So, from what I have read in the material, and your testimony,
I’'m not persuaded by the weight of the evidence that a system
which has worked out well is improved by the change. Or, why
tamper with something which has worked out well, or why are we
throwing the 22 percent overboard when you spend so much time
assuring us that this will be as good if not better.

Why not just keep it? We know that’s pretty good.

The second thing is, why split this up between labor and educa-
tion? All of 2 sudden we have an Education Department, which is
fine for its proper purpose. But you have beer: doing a very good
job and you're dealing with prime sponsors who have to deal with
one department, and here we are again with the bureaucracy put-
ting a banana peel under a program that seems to have worked out
its bugs and is doing quite well.

These are very troublesome, Mr. Secretary, and I haven’t heard
anything so far that would persuade me that this is the way to go.
Now, you carry that burden, whether you believe in it yourself or
not, and you have testified that you do. I would like to know why.

Secretary MAarsHALL. All right, sir. I think, in general, the 22-
percent set-aside can be improved on by an incentive system which
we propose here. One of the defects, as I understand it from the
people who studied it carefully, is that it’s an automatic pass-
through and there is no necessary performance standard involved
in the set aside.

Now, we believe that we ought to provide incentives for the
young people and benchmarks for their performance. We believe
we also ought to provide incentives for exemplary performance by
the people who operate these programs.

Let me have my colleagues, who have spent more time on that
particular aspect of it, respond more fully.

Ms. ALLEN. I guess, Senator, I would just add to and reaffirm
what the Secretary has already said. While we do believe that the
22-percent set-aside has been a very important feature in promot-
ing cooperation between local education agencies and employment
training programs, the experience has not been uniform. We think
that we can improve upon it by setting up an arrangement in
which there is an incentive for both sides to cooperate.

At the moment the prime sponsor has to give 22-percent of his
funds to the local education agency or he can’t get the rest of his
grant. So that dcesn’t make him an equal partner in the arrange-
ment. Also, there is no particular interest on the part of the prime
sponsor in the quality of those programs. We think that we will
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improve cooperation on both sides, just as the Secretary said,
through the incentive grant arrangement, and we will also encour-
age, through the language that we specify, augmenting the re-
sources, earmarked with additional resources from both the educa-
tion and prime sponsor side, so that in fact the total amount of
money allocated to cooperative programs will increase even above
the already increased earmark.

Senator JAviTts. Mr. Secretary, I’ll wait for your answer to the
other part of the program: Why split this up between the Depart-
mentis of Education and Labor?

Secretary MarsHaLL. I will let Ms. Allen——

Ms. ALLEN. No, no. [Laughter.]

Secretary MARSHALL. Well, I think the reason, the main reason
for doing it, Senator, is that we do need in our systems to get
better coordination between the world of work and schools. The
barriers between them have been, I think, too great. I spent 28
years in academia and know something about those barriers. I
know that we do not serve young people very well if we have a
closed system that is not forced to confront the world of work,
which is what we have tended to have.

I think both systems, both of our departments dealing with this
youth problem, will be enriched by the need to cooperate, the need
for the education people to pay more attention to work, and to pay
more attention to the world in preparing young people not only for
a job, but for life.

Now, education in the true sense of trained intelligence is not
just preparation for jobs; it’s preparation for life. If we have com-
partmentalization between the education function and life, then
we’'re not adequately preparing young people for life.

I think the same thing exists on the other side. I think—employ-
ers have told us that, that one of their concerns is that the schools
are not preparing people to meet their entry level requirements. I
believe that by this kind of coordination between employers at the
local level, through the private industry councils in the private
sector initiative, and the education system, that we will move to
break down the barriers by having a joint program at the Federal
level. I think we have had good cooperation at the Federal level,
but by trying to promote these linkages at the local level, we will
break down the barriers.

I believe that private sector participation, and people with labor
market concerns, participating in the school system, will improve
the school system and I think they can also do a lot to improve the
labor market performance. So it seems toc me to be a fairly natural
linkage, one that we have made artificial by simply dividing things
into compartments, that the world itself is striving not to compart-
mentalize.

That’s as much as I can say about it.

Senator JAvITS. Mr. Secretary, I hope you will forgive me—
you're my friend and I love you dearly—but you sound like you
Just came down from Mars. Because this has been going on for 3
years, and all this has been working. Ms. Allen says it’s working
pretty well.

The thing that worries me about this—and neither of you have
convinced me otherwise—is that you're taking it all up to Washing-
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ton, and all of us Congressmen and Senators are always talking
about local decisions. That’s where it 1s now.

Why don’t we leave it there? It’s working pretty well. All you're
going to do is bog this thing down with new approvals and new
decisions that you have to make in Washington, minimum time 2
years.

Secretary MAaRsHALL. Well, one of the things we're trying to do is
to avoid that and let most of the decisions be made at the local
level. Our main objective is not to make these decisions but to let
them be made at the local level.

Senator Javirs. They are being made there, Mr. Secretary.
What’s your improvement? That’s happening now.

Secretary MarsHALL. Well, I think that what employers tell us
from the youth program is they’re not working very well there,
that there’s not close enough cooperation between the private em-
ployers and the school systems, and that too many young people
are coming out of the school system who are not prepared for the
world of work. So something is wrong.

I think this is one of the most extensive social demonstration and
knowledge development activities we have ever been involved in
under the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act. We
studied that very extensively, talked with a lot of employers and a
lot of people who are at the local labor market level, and they are
convinced that one of the most serious problems that we have in
the whole area is the lack of basic education for young people, and
that we need to do whatever we can to continue to build on what
we’'ve got.

1 believe we have done a reasonably good job, but I believe it can
bﬁ'much better and that it is not at this stage an organic relation-
ship. '

Senator JaviTts. So your real testimony is, overturn the present
system, though it’s pretty good, because of the excellence in educa-
tion that you're going to attain through your system.

What timelag do you estimate it’s going to be, now that you have
kicked this up to Washington—and the bill says that you put it in,
that is, if Senator Williams will introduce it, that you’re to make
the approvals. Are you simply going to opt in all the programs that
are on the books now and then try to correct it afterward, or is
everybody going to have to come up and apply anew?

These are practical questions and I would like your answer.

hSecretary MARSHALL. Again, let me have Ms. Allen comment on
that.

Ms. ALLEN. The money would still be apportioned among the
prime sponsors according to a formula.

Senator Javits. What is the formula?

Ms. ALLEN. The same as the general, the basic grant allocation.
Three-quarters of it would be according to the current YETP for-
mula; one-quarter of the money would go out according to our new
equal chance supplement formula, which is more concentrated. But
the availability would be apportioned.

We simply require that the prime sponsors, in cooperation with
the local education agency, come up with a joint plan and that it

meet certain minimum standards. But the money would still be
allocated by formula——
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Senator JAvIiTs. Ms. Allen, how long is that going to take? You
tell us, now, on your honor, how long is it going to take to get that
plan kicked up to Secretary Marshall and get it approved?

Secretary MArsuAaLL. I’l] let Dr. Knapp respond. He’s the expert
on that.

Senator JAviTs. Believe you me, we're going to hold you to it.
[Laughter.] We're going to hold you to it, so you had better be
careful with your answer.

Dr. Knapp. 1 would like to thank my colleagues for letting me
answer this.

Normally, Senator, these plans would be approved when the
comprehensive plans for the prime sponsor are approved.

Senator JAvVITS. What you do now?

Dr. KNnapPp. Yes; right. The comprehensive plans of the primes
are approved with most of the work on that done in the regional
offices, so it should be approved before the start of the fiscal year
that we’re talking zbout operating.

I would like to add one thing regarding what you mentioned
before, Senator. The only problem we have seen with the 22-per-
cent set-aside, up until this time, has been that there have been
occasions where the local education community has tended to use
the money as they would have anyway without building in the
linkage between what they are doing and what the prime sponsor
wants to do.

All we're doing by this mechanism is trying to make sure that
that bargaining takes place in increased good faith.

Senator Javits. Well, I'm sorry. I'm not persuaded, but nonethe-
less, I think what you’re telling us is very lmportant and that
you’re setting a standard. I hope you realize that it’s going to be
the standard for your performance if this thing ever gets through. I
don’t mind telling you that I have grave doubts that it will.

Now, you have an estimate on page 3 of your testimony, that
“when fully implemented in 1982, we estimate that the labor por-
tion of the program would provide services to over 1.1 million
young people, an increase of more than 450,000 over current pro-
gram service levels.”’

Now, considering the fact that your funding is likely to be flat—
at least if it takes account of inflation we’ll be lucky. How do you
account for this increase of 450,000?

Secretary MARSHALL. Let me ask Ms. Allen, who was responsinle
for the estimate. I think you built in the increased cost.

Ms. ALLEN. The estimate is based on the assumption that we
would have an increase in budget authority of $1 billion over
current levels by fiscal 1982, which would be the first full year of
implementation. That would be a $1 billion increment on the De-
partment of Labor side. The Department of Education would have
an additional 31 billion as well. This number refers to our increase.

Senator JAviTs. Is this $1 million that you estimate for title 11,
which is the Education Department for secondary school youth, is
that a new figure, an added $1 million, or is it part of the existing
population which is directly dealt with?

Ms. ALrLEN. It would be an addition to the number of yvouths
served by Department of Education programs corresponding to
their additional §1 billion in outlays projected for 1982. But there
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would be overlaps between that population and the population
served by our program, so you couldn’t take the $1 million, add it
there and add it to our side as well. There’s considerable overlap.

Senator Javirs. Can you give me a percentage, an estimate on
the percentage of overlap?

Ms. ALLEN. Senator, could we supply that for the record?

Senator Javits. 1 think you should, because if we took your
figure of 2 million, as I remember my figures, that’s two-fifths of
all youth at this age level, which I understand to be 5 million.
Now, if you lay that before us as the achievement of this program,
you worry me. It’'s too optimistic. Wouldn’t it worry you, as an
experienced person?

Ms. ALLEN. Yes, Senator; and clearly there is tremendous overlap
between the two programs because one of the major objectives in
our bill is to insure that for these same youths who are served by
the education program, adequate part-time work experience is pro-
vided. So that we are clearly planning for a great deal of overlap.
I’'m just not sure whether to say 60, 70, or 80 percent.

Senator Javits. You will supply that for us?

Ms. ALLEN. Yes, sir, we will.

Senator JaviTs. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator NELsON. Mr. Secretary, in the letter inviting you to
testify today, we asked for a specific accounting of all the moneys
ipent under the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects

ct.

Do you have that information for the record?

Secretary MARSHALL. Yes; we do have it and can make it availa-
ble for the record.

Senator NeELsoN. All right. If you would just simply supply it for
the record, so it can be printed in the record.

[The following was received for the record:]
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OverlaE

The overlap question can be looked at in at least two ways
and estimates of the amount of overlap will depend on
which concept underlies the calculations.

The estimate is as high as 60% if the estimate is based

on the percent of disadvantaged Youth who are potentially
eligible for services under both the Department of Education
and Department of Labor initiatives.

“~

The overlap estimate is as low as 20% if the estimate

is based on the percent of youths in ED funded schools who
receive part—~time work experience under the Labor —
Department initiative in one year. (Note that additional
youth may receive job counselling and other employability
development services under the Labor Department youth
initiative as well as services under other programs.)

INFORMATION REQUESTED FOR MARCH 5, 1980 HEARING OF SENATE LABOR

AND HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, POVERTY, AND

MIGRATORY LABOR ON YOUTH EMPLOYMEHT AND THE JOBS COMPONENT OF
THE ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE X  REFORM PROPOSAL

€
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Sr:lect -3 Tlaarpcberic 1o o Partic-p.ats
. Youith Progr.uns: YELT, TCOCIv and LYRI
FY 10709
B 3 2T R ol = 4
Cumulative Enrollinent 412 29 526
(in thousands)
(Percent of Total)
Economically
Disadvantaged 79% B7% 99%
Race:
White (Not Hispanic) 47 415 31
Black (Not Hispanic) 35 386 48
Hispanic s 15 i8
American Indian Lt . 2 3 2
Other 2 2 2
Sex: )
Male 48 74 51
Female - - 52 26 49

97%

36
44
17

51
“49-

Source: Quarterly Summary of Participant Characteristics
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Yound Adult Conservation Caorps
Cumulative Enrollee Characteristics

Fiscal Year 1979 ' Program:
..X Interior rederal
Total Number Served 67,186 . X _Agriculture Federal

X State Grant Program

OnBoard End Cf

4th Quarter Te.minated Total Served
# 2 ] 3 £ E
Sex
Male o 8,530 61 33,258 63 41,788 62
Female o 5,066 36 18,185 34 23,251 35
Not reported 352 3 1,795 3 2,147 3
Age = : . -
16-18 yrs. of age 5,996 42 24,223 46 - . 30,219 45
19-21 5,882 . 42 21,658 40 27,550 41
22-23 ° 2,048 15 7,200 14 - 9,351 14
Not reported 12 0 54 0 66 0
Ethnic ] .
American Indian 8469 - 6 3,639 7 4,488 7
Asian/Pacific 269 2 832 2 1,101 2
Black 1,636 12 5,740 11 7,376 11
wWhite 9,741 70 37,386 71 47,127 70
Hispanic 1,069 B 3,802 7 4,871 7
Not reported 384 2 1,839 2 2,223 3
Economic Status .
Disadvantaged 4,582 33 17,878 34 22,460 - 34
Non-disadvantaged 8,261 S9 30,825 58 35,086 58
Not reported 1,105 8 4,535 8 5,640 8
Veteran Status .
Veteran 159 3 1,980 3 2,439 . 4
Non~Veteran 13,041 S 4 49,249 93 ¢2,290 a3
Not reported 448 3 2,009 4 2,457 4
Education
Bth grade & under 509 4 2,027 4 2,536 4
9t+h thru 1l1lth 4,632 33 21,155 40 25,808 38
High School Grad. 6,337 45 20,893 39 27,230 41
1-3 yrs. of College 1,537 11 5,903 11 7,440 11
4 or more yrs. of
Collega 912 7 2,307 4 3,219
Not reporited (4] 0 953 2 953 h
Terminations
Placed 1,918 - 4
Other Positive 33,309 63
Non-Positive 17,947 34
- Tota?l 53,238 79
s
~ e
L
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R T
AllJocations of FY 1982 Outlays ‘Jnder the Youth

Emnployment Initiatives

Of the FY 1982 budget goal of $1.8 billion, $1.375 billion
will flow directly from the Department of Labor to State and
local governments under various pParts of the youth employment
initiative. About $200 million of the $1.375 billion will

9o for Governors grants, for native Americans, for Puerto
Rice, and for the territories according to the proportions
received by these groups under the Youth Employment and
Training Program. The remaining $1.168 billion will go

- . .
directly to prime sponsors in the fallowing three components.

Basic éormula . $767 million
Equal Chance Supplements $256 million
Fducation Cooperation ' $145 mil}ion .
Total . _ 5;168 million

-
-

Cf this $1.168 billioﬁ, 75 percent will be allocated acc°rding
to the existing YETP formula and 25 percent will be allocated
according to a new formula. The basic grants will be

2llocated using the YETP formula; the eqqual chance supplements

will be allocated according to the new formula; and the
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education cooperative incentive grants will hbe allocated
75 vercent according to the YETP fornmula and 25 percent

according to the new formula.

The new formula allocates dollars on the basis of excess
unemployment and excess low income in each prime sponsor: area,
The derivation of the prime sponsor nutibers involves an
initial allocation at the state level and a suballocation to
the prime sponsor level. In the case'of unenployment,

the st;te numhers are 36 month averagesIithe 3 prior calendar
yvyears of unerployed youth and youth in the labor force, as
estimated from the individual Current Population Surveys.
These state numnbers are distributed te prime sponsors in
proportion to each prime sponsor's total unemployment and
total lebor forcve, as estimated by the 70-Step metbod

of the Burecaou of Laohor Statistics. In the case of low
income.>the statce numberg-aze'3~yeaf averages of 16-24

vyear—-olds in families at or below 70 percent of the BLS

lower Ytiving level and of total 16-24 yeé}—olds- These

. hur.bers, as well as comparable numbers for the 10 central

cities with largest Youth populations, are estimates from
the 3 prior March Current Population Surveys. The state

nurters (outside the largest central cities) are distributed
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to prime sponsors on the basis of each prime sponsor's share
of the state's population below 125 percent of the poverty
line. The prime sponsor percentage is derived from 1970
U.S. Census data on Income and 1975 Census estimates of

population.

Given the number and rate of unemployment and the number and
rate of low income status in each prime sponsor, it is possible
to derive the new allocations. The allocation formula basBEs

half the allocation on the number unf isployed in e{cess of the

-~ national average unemployment rate and half the ‘allocation on

the number of low inccome in excess of the average low inconme

rate. : . ‘
e
Over the 1977-79 period, the national avefage unemployment rate

of 1A-24 year-olds was 12.5 pPercent and the national average

low income youth rate was 16.5 percent, Conslder a prime

SFonsor with a 15 percent unemployment rate and an 18.5 percent
low income rate. This prime sponsor's excess unenploved will be
2.5 percent (15-12.5%) of its labor force; its excess low incone
youth will be 2 pergent (18.5-16.5) of its youth population.
Given each prime sponsor's excess unerbloyed and excess laow
income youth, it is possible to determine the prime sponsor's -
share of the nation's excess unemployed and excezss low income
youth. If the prime sponsor has 3 percent of the natieon's exéess
unerployed and 1 percent of the pation's excess low incoeme vyouth,
it would receive 2 percent of the new allocation (50 percent of

3 percens plus L0 percent of 1 percent}).

P .
4 <3
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Family Income

o Must be below 85% of BLS lower living standard.
— Exceptions:
*Severely handicapped, offenders, preg .t youth
who meet special needs standards set by Secre-
tary of Labor. .
*Youth attending target schools designated in
Education legislation.
*10% of each Prime Sponsor's funds may service
yYyouth above income standards who need help.
" Age .
- - o 14 to 21 ‘

— Special Features For 14 and 15 years olds:
*No stipends during schosl vyear

*Educational component reguired for

sammerx
partlc .'Lpa tlon -

School Status

o ©CZcn to in school and out-of—-school wvouth

Enrollment in an accrecdited school program reguired
for those subject to state school attendance laws.

All cther rarticipants reguired to have high school
diploma Zr eguivalent or be willing to participate
in educatlon or basic skills progran.

Excloynent Status Prior to Enrollment

Requirements to be sat foxr lack of .employment prior to

enrollment or for unstipended perlod'at beginning
of participation.

Prigrisz'r tc those most in nceced of Service

- Standards to be set thal take intc accosunt such factors

as length of unemplovment, educatidnal attaeinment, sex,
race and physical handicaps.

ERIC 5
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Performance standards

(a) Per formonce of participants and subgrantces

The prime sponsor's plan for its overall program
would be required to assure strict accountability
and performance standards designed to mouitor
progress carefully. Provisions must be set forth

which -~- _ - .

(i) provide for establishing lacally-developed
benchmarks for measuring both the progress

of and competencies acquired by individueal
participants; ’

(ii) provide for establishing locally the
performance standards by which Prime sponsors
will measure the eficcriveness of  the specific
programs and activities of subgrantees in
terns of .the adequacy and quality of inputs,
such as supervision, iraining, and work-

site€ swupervision: -

(iii) assure that the Sequence of services,
through which a participating youth pPregresses,
is appropriate to that individual's needs

and stage of develophient; .

(iv) provide for compiling individual achieve-
ment records to doccument the participation
and progress of individuals for each period
of enrollment in an employment or training
‘activity, to be available as a job reference
for any youth wishing to use it for that
. purpose (and 'to be-  released only with the -
consent of such youth).
Benchmarks will be locally developed by pPrime
spensors, in consultation with LEAs, local educational
agencies, private industry councils, labor organiza-
tions, and community-basqd organizations. Consistent
with basic criteria issuced by the Secretary,
benchmarks will be developed in the areas of
basic employability skills, work marturity (such
as reliable attendance on the job), basic educa-
ticnal skills {such as rezcding, writing, computa-
tion, and spcaking), and cccupational compctencies.
Benchmarks would He destgned te utilize achievement
of mirimum standords, such s leturning to school,
completian of a4 GIER, e:ic.

ERIC £

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

70

(L) Perfoeirmance ol prime sponsors

Tie Secreisry will ostabdlash prime spoen .or periaim-
ance standards based on prtogram outcomes such

#s job placement, job retentien, return to school,
etc., as well as inputs rclated to program manage-
ment, which are corsistent with the standards

for participants and subgrantees outlined above

and suitable to the purposes of various programs.
These standards will be revised annually based

on prime snonsor performance and emerging knowledge
about youth labor marketr problems and the impacet

of education, training, and employment programs

on future employment and ecarnings. Federal emphasis
on achieving the goal of increcased future employ-
ability feor disadvantaged y»outh will be expressed
through use of these standards in assessing owverall
prime sponsor program performance as well as

in evaluating applications for the incentive

grants described below.
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Netiopnal fPriorisicy -

Subpart 2 of Title I provides for incentive grants (not less

than 22 perccent of Title IV-A funds). Of tlLe furds available
fer incentive grants, not less than 34 pa2rcent must be used
for Education Cooperation Incentive Grants. The remainder

{up to 62 percent of the subpart) can be used for Special
Purpose Incentive SGrants.

The Special Purpose Incentive Grants would be awarded for
programs and projects designed to assist in mecting national

or special objectives descrihed ia the laegislation and any
aaditional Secretarial objectives specified in regulations.
Such purposes may be types of projects (e.g., weatherization):
Programs focused upon groups needing special services (e.qg.,
youths with special needs, pregnant teenagers and young
mothers, youths with language barriers, ocffenders and institu-—
tioralized populations); and special arrangements for the delivery
of services ({(e.g., through the private Sector,” community~based
organizations,'cdmmunity developrent: corporations, amd other
intermediaries) .

The Secretary of Labor would make these grants to prime Sponsors
{as well as States and Native American and migrant and seasonal
farmworkers youth programs) committing a matching pPercentage,
as established by the Secretary, from their allocations from
the general purpose basic grants under other subparts of

Title IV or from Title II-B or other CETA programs, or from
non~-CETA funds. The Secretary would be authorized to reguire
varying matching percentages for different special bPurpose
categories. ) '

ERIC
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PRIVA S SECTOR iI'AlvaciPATlon

A major focus oOf the Youtl. Training and Mmplovmint At iz

on
the involwverncnt of the private saoctor. Ore »f the purposas
of the legislation is to improve access by youths rto privace
sector erployment, To accomplish this, training under the

new program must be developed in cooperation with Local
education agenrcies and private industry covrncils to assure its
usaefulness to employers and that as many as possikile of the
work opparturicies are located in the private sector. Specifi-
cally, tho prime sponsor's vouth plan nust Le dev-loped in con-
suitation with and reviewed by the PIC tc assure that training
and employment programs are designed to lead to regular emplo -
ment.

Additionally, prime sponsors must establish & Youth Opportunities
Council consisting of members named one~third by lecal educational
agencies, one-third by the prime sponsor. and one-third by the
érjvate industry council. The Youth Cpportunity Council ‘is
responsible for making recommendations to the prime sponsor.
planning council, and the private industry council with respect

to the youth plan and program operation., and establishment and
implementation of perfcrmance standards.

The Youth Act of 1280 would extend Title VII of CETA,
Sector Opportunities for the Econcmically
additional years {through FY 1982).

Private
Disadvantaged, two

Y
=

O
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DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET OUTLAYS IN FY 1982 UNDER YOUTH
EMPLOYMENT INITIATIVE

TOTAL: +1.8 Billion

(in millions

of dollars) 2
Allocation to Prime Sponsors: $ 1,023 56.8
Under Basic Formula: 767 42.6
Under Equal Chance Supplements 256 l14.2
Allocations for Education Coopefétiou

Incentive Grants-: . 1A5 8.0
Allocations for Special Purpose Incentive

Grants: 246 13.7

-~ Allocations to Puerto Rico and to the .

Territories: 45 2.5
Grants to Governors and Native Americans: 162 7 -
Secretarial Discretionary Money: . 150 B.5
Not Allocated: - 30 1.5

TOTAL: . * . 1,860 100.0
S
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Sveps ising Taken by the Doipartnoent of Labor to Stroengthen the
Adminictration of CETA ['rogram:

Tr=

Depertment of Labdr haes 1ritiated a number =f mezsures to

develep and refine technigues Lo 1mprove the capabilibties of
bhoth the Federal and local governmeants to carry out their pro-
gram and management responsibilities, These measures include
Plans for improwving monitoring, avditing and providing technical
assistance to prime sponsors and other grant recipients.

Sprcifically, thess measurss mean for Fodeoieal MalLaGers:

a.

[SIN

finding a better way to #5tablish realistic program priorities

and_ obijectives. One of the major undertakings is the

cctablishment of a unifiaea management systoemm for EPAL The
system will unify all elemcnts of the present planning,
budgeting and review systems to improve agyency efficiency,
accountability, and effectiveness. The @#ystem will define
goals and objectives more clearly ahd consistently, thus
permitting batter communication with prime sponsors about
priorities and per formance. -

assuring that these prio-ities and ohjectives are communicated
to the svystem. ETA is now in the process of reviewing itg
formal system of communication. It is developing a revised
process which will disseminate information clearly, concisely
and timely. Finally, it will provide for a differentiation

a5 to the relative importance of varicus communications.

Gefining measures to assess accompl ishments. The Dopartment
implemented a performance indicators system in FY 13977 in
orcder to define, and assens accomnplishments. The 1978
reauthorization required the Department to establish per—
formance standards for CETA Programs._ The Department is now
in the process of implementing a long-term program aimed at
developlng apwropriate per formance standards which will be
cansiitent with the requirements and goals of the revised

LIS Laboeslty his harg else
o UDorartment neor efforte,

Tel Trelring Cagse:s (BTCsS,
T SESNsSors in apecrating
tal ' Lsthrent oY the Dffice
E ot eaaired Zyv o the 1978
. stroiprecs o cignificans
Tal v oTistances provided to

N7
\-"
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Tee legiiinent (o or_a .- the
[ S Hanzs:imsnt L.ssistrnce.
ranging for tre

bl ) ga - -
L€ et H4
2] are prime sponsor.

I. AmpIcving ManaGeoient processes. MaZer efforts hLave ree:r.
anc are contiraing to be undertakes Ly the Dcpartment to
ingrev? the manesement processes. Trnis i{s ecpecially true
»ith respect te planning, technical assistance and training,
perfcrmance standeards, avditing, grart review angd funding
instructisns, repo:rting requiremenis and review and assess-
ment coxrstems. The Department also recognizes the need to
previic’ totl perfic.mance standards for rrecaram operations

ard tes'.rnical assistance to Prime spunsars to enzble them
te acrieve these standards.

Ar important example of the Department® s comnitment tc
improved Tanag=ment and oversicht responsibilities is its
S5-year plar fo: piime sponsor management information

5rystems (MIS*s:, The Dedartment: will shortly issue minimum
scandards for t:ime spensor MIS's which reflect the increoased
cala regui:en:nts. imposed by the 197¢ amendments and which
set mirnimur leveis for acruracy and validity of prime sponsor
reports. During Fiscal Year 1880, all =rime sponsor KiIS's
will ne revicwed against thess standarcés. Those which meet
the standucdes will be certified, wrile corrective action
Plans and technical assistance will Le developed for those

which Zo rot. The Department has already revieved anc

documented exist ng Prime sponscr MIS's which operate

effectively and are currently providing info:mation on these
model systlems to prime sponsors. These improved systems

%will provide Lettir information Lo monitor and evaluate

Frogram perfo:mance.

g.- <recucing inefficiencics in worklcad reguirements. <The
Department shrares prime sponsor concern abcout the {ncreasegd
Fzperverk resulting from the 1978 amendments, That increased
Paperwork places an equal burden on Federal staff, Impor-
tantly, coping with that paperwork clazims Federal staff time
from our meore irportant monitoring and technical acsistance
fenctions. The Department i« currently revieving reporting
2nd other w Tk-oenerating prucesses cat tre rRegicna? Office
ard prime = NECT Jevel and -7 ins te deve lop, where zppre-

. Friute nr- orsitktie, administre. ive cl.zihiges base? on the

.-  fTesuits of tevice. Furthe:, the Derna. tment aE, Lt

., s ecomaeniis, goirlative chane ‘s to Cangres® based ur: these

Eiefovidwg, The Deportnert hs- €itered inte = ccr.oract witrh
= F OV € 3 t

¢ 0o

LA

-

ie ] 0

STatr Raviansl Nrceklives to revien tresno pr:iviers and oo

Lﬂeﬁbior recermartatisy, chery Arnicp:ioato.
,'.{_*:,l.gii' -
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e LTy : “ . LT LS ImEeati::
ciorEelotpen: twidentaly Doegal i iz wition
145 8. Tro3 eans virainz toe {irnL votter vays
the eligi%lic populatiun, creating emgployinent
‘TTirunitien wvhich will retter se-ve the eligible
w!ich will lead to permanent <pprofriate
ciayment.

st ‘clcom oat. This meons providing training and
i ortunities vhich will ircrease the effectivene~s of staff
in their cusrrent positions 2nd also provicde them with the
shi
F o5

U

ile nec~ss¢:) for advancing to higher and aore challernging

*
selfi-moniinring. Trhis means establishing
néependent monitoring unit and a rrocedure for
following up internally tc assure ‘hat croblecws identified
by the unit are in fact corrected.

P
"
. |c.ﬂ

more asttention to prograr: ..otcoinos. Thirc wmeans that prime
EPONRSOrsS MUSE (ecoqnize the gcals of CEgJA and striwve to
ope:ate_prograws in a mar~ery which vill reswvlt in more .
ocsitive ouvlcciles for tlLé marticipants.- It meanr concen-
t'atxﬂg on resules. :
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Senator NELsSON. Senator Williams, do you have any additional
qQuestions?

Senator Wirriams. I would like to submit some questions in
writing, if I might, to the Secretary and the others for written
response.

I have just one clarification, Mr. Chairman, and that is the
repeated references in testimony here, and specific mention in the
legislation, of approaching evaluation through what is described as
benchmarks.

Am I right, that benchmarks are basically an evaluation of indi-
vidual progress within the program?

Secretary MARSHALL. Yes, sir.

Senator WiLrLiaMs. Is this done in any of the youth employment
training programs now, this kind of specific, and itemized listing of
the elements for evaluation of progress?

Secretary MARSHALL. Yes, it is. It’s a part of the Job Corps
program. We think that has worked very well in the Job Corps. We
have learned a lot from the experience we have had there about
how it might work in nonresidential settings.

Senator WiLLiaAMs. I didn’t know that this was done in the Job
Corps program, but I have observed that the evaluation of individ-
uals and their progress in the Job Corps shows dramatic improve-
ments.

Secretary MARSHALL. Yes, and that’s one of the things we
learned. As you know, the Job Corps has evolved through time, and
the need to have discipline benchmarks is a very important part of
it, so that when those young people come out of the Job Corps,
either the school systems they go into or employers, or Armed
Forces in many cases, will know what that experience means. They
are able, in other words, to compile a record and people will be
able to tell what they have learned in the program. We think
that’s important for all the youth programs because it is one of the
defects that the employers note in what we do now.

Senator WirLLiame. The CETA prime sponsors would have to
establish in their program applications what their capability ‘would
be for this kind of evaluation through benchmarks. Is that p:rt of
the program plan that would be submitted to the Department for
approval?

Secretary MARSHALL. The part of the plan that will be appraved,
and they are to require it from people who actually run the pro-
gram.

What we intend to do is give as much help with th=z system as we
can, of the techniques of doing that.

Could you enlarge on that, Ms. Allen?

Senator Wirwiams. That last point is very important, it would
seem to me.

Ms. ALIEN. Senator, we are alre ady beginning some pilot projects
and have in progress some studies to develop model types of bench-
marking systems. We will not impose on any community any par-
ticular set of benchmarks, but we will require at least a minimum
type of recordkeeping and provide examples of the sorts of mes-
surements that we mean, including benchmarks of basic employ-
ability skills, of woerk maturity, such as being able to be on time, of
basic educational skills and specific vocational skills.

Q
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Local employers and other concerned organizations can decide
" what makes sense for their community, which types of scales
appear relevant to the types of things that employers expect of
youths coming out of job programs to be able to perform and how
high a standard they want to set for particular types of vocational
skills. But we will be providing a lot of technical assistance of a
very concrete sort, while at the same time giving localities a lot of
flexibility to decide what are the things that are needed by kids
and arrange jobs in their local labor markets.

Senator WiLLiams. Thank you.

Senator NELsoON. Thank you all very much. We appreciate your
taking the time to come and testify this morning.

Secretary MARSHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The following was submitted for the record:]
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Senator Williams' Questions for Secretary Marshall

Youth Training and ~mployment Act

Under the education component (title II) of the Youth
Act, individual schools are determined eligible rathexr than
the individual participants of the program. Under the em-
ployment part of the bill (title I), 90 percent of the youths
would have to meet the regular CETA eligibility criteria
and he economically disadvantaged, except that the bill
includes a provision to suspend regular CETA eligibility
for those youths "attending target schools under the 1l asic
skills program under the Youth Education and Training .ct".
To what extent will this provision undermine the focus of
the existing CETA programs on economically disadvantaged
vyouth, particularly minority members of this group?

Recent data fr-m the Department of Labor on participants
in the Youth Employment and Training Program indicate that
65 percent are high school students and conly 21.6 percent are
out-of—-school without a high school diploma or equivalent.
The new youth bill seems to .ave a continuing in—-school flavor,
because of its extensive link. with local schools andé because
of the billion—-dollar education component. Has the emphasis
on out—-of-school youth been diluted in YETP and would the new
program encourage further dilution?

The data from the Department also indicat*t : that something
on the order of 50 percent of the YETP funds are being used
to pay wages and benefits. Is this inordinately high and
would it not likely move even higher with the proposed legis-—
lation?

What is your judgment about the adeqguacy of local area
data on unemploved yocuth, youth in poverty, and numbers of
school drop-outs whick would be used to provide a detailed
statement in this ragard.

Benchmarks in a ladder of comp2tencies and achievenent
records are required for measuring both the progress and skills
acquired by participants. How will the benchmarks b2 developed?
What would be the role of local employers, unions, and educa-
tors in developing the benchmarking system?

Q éf';f
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The special purpose grants designated for activities
and projects of national concern would reguire a match of
funds from the prime sponsor. The prime sponsor may use
title II CETA funds for the match which may channel funds
from the regular title II-A, B, C pPrograms for adult partic-—
ipants. Would you describe to the Committe what pProtections
of existing program levels under the current title IIXI of
CETA would maintain service levels to adult participants?

Work and Training Opportunities Act

_ The FPresident is preparing budget cuts for fiscal 1981,
mainly in the controllable programs of domestic agencies.

In the Congress, as well, there s a strong tide xunning in
favor of balancing the budget. Under the circumstances,

are you confident that this authorization, if enacted, will
lead to a budget recommendation from the President next year
SO that the program can begin on schedule in fiscal 19827
What are the realistic prospects for funding the program --
both in terms of the timing as well as the scope of the fund-

ing? -

The Work and Training Opportunities Act provides for
disqualification of a participant when a "bona fide" job
offer is refinsed wihtout good cause. I am concerned, however,
about the possibility of administrative coercion, Particularly
of women with children who might be unduly pressed to take a
lowly job under threat of losing their pPublic¢ assistance pay-
menis. e .

Do you think a job that is only 4 weeks in duration is
"bona fide", or should that period be longer? What would
You think about taking into account the tenure of other
employees of an employer as an indicator of prospects for
the job being permanent and for advancement?

The bill implies that disqualification occurs when a
. "ticipant turns down the first job offer. What would
~~- the implications of pruviding for two or three turn—-downs
before disqualification?

The bill allows a participant to turn down a job when
"the conditions of work or training are unreasonable...
because of the hcours of work, geographical location, health
or safety conditions, or similar factors." The emphasis here
is on the conditions of work. Would it be appropriate to also
pProtect the participant when his or her personal characteris-
tics,such as personal health, physical capability, and level
of skill and experience, make the job unreasonable?
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The bill pProvides for parents with children over 14
vears of age to make themselves available for full—-time
work or risk disqualification. What would be the implica-
tions of raising that age to 18 years, in order to be more
confident that teenage children would have more parental
supervision?

The bill would reserve nearly two—thirds of the funds
appropriated for the title II-D public service jobs for-
providing jobs only to principal wage—earners in welfare-—

eligible families with children (Sec. 4) How do you answer
the argument that this is unfair to needy single persons
{particularly women) and childless couples —-—- who are eligible

for title II-D jobs but would not be eligible under the new
title II-E? Would you be willing to work with us on this
issue, which is a fundamental matter of equity among groups
of disadvantaged citizens, to insure that single persons

and childless couples would not be unduly impaired in getting
CETA services, and if so, how?

Title I¥-D of CETA reguires that each participant be i
subjected to training aleng with their work in public service
employment . Prime sponsors tell us that they are finding it
very difficult to make arrangements with training agencies
to dovetail their schedules with work schedules, and as a
result, a significant share of their funds is not being spent.
Is it your intent to reguire that each participant in the
new work—and—-training program be given traini g as part of
the program, or would you prefer that training be given if
indicated by an individual employability assessment? Should
the rule be uniform for both title IXI-D and title II-E? How
would you view an amendment to include such other services
as counselling and job search among the activities that may
be funded with the II-p training set-—aside?

The average wage index under CETA has been causing wide-
spread problems. Prime sponsors have found that the index is
so low in many areas that it results in undercutting existing
wage structures, dividing of jobs, and simplification ©f work
to the point that it isn't very constructive. How should the
average wage index be changed to make these work—and-training
opportunities more beneficial? How would you relate this
issue to the welfare Jjobs bill, particularly in terms of a
policy objective of making a CETA job more profitable than
cash assistance and non—-subsidized work more profitable than
a CETA job?

=
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON

APR 2 3 1070

Honorable Gaylord Nelson

Chairman, Subcommittee on
Employment, Poverty and
Migratory Labor

United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am forwarding our responses to the guestions
submitted with your letter of April 10, 1980.

I hope this material is helpful in moving ahead

the President's Proposals for youth employment
and welfare reform.

Committee.
Sincerely,
Secretary of Labor:

Enclosure




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

84

What is your judgement about the adeguacy of local area data on
unemployed youth, youth in poverty, and numbers of school drop-
ocuts which would be used to provide a detailed statement in this
regard.

Local area data on unemployed youth, low income youth, and high
school dropouts are adequate for some pPurposes but not for others.

In general, the local area data on youth with problems are not
reliable enocugh to use in allocating Fedecal dollars. However, by
combining youth data at the State level cver a 3 Year period with
local area data on overall unemployment -.nd poverty, it is possible
tc obtain Proxies for the number of youth with problems by local
arecas. The formula for the Egual Chance Supplement component of the
President's youth initiative utilizes a combination of state youth-
based data with local overall data. On a 3 year average basis, the
unemployment rates of 16-24 year—-olds are reliable at the state level
within an acceptable range. In most cases, at a measured youth
unemployment rate of 12 percent, ©one can have a 68 percent confidence
that the true unemployment rate falls between 11 and 13 percent.
¥/hile local area data cannot yield reliable numbers for specific -
cities and towns, naticnal data sources, such as the Current Popula-
tion Survey, can show trends by type of area. For example, in a
recent paper, Fank Levy ©of the Urban Institute used CPS data to high-
light the fact that central cities of the largest 35 SMSA's contained
16 percent of all teenage unemployment, but 38 percent of black teen-
age unemployment.

To go beyond these inferences and examine differences across opecific
local sites will regquire data from the forthcoming 1980 Census.
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grants designated for activities and projects
re a match of funds from the prime
sSponsor. The prime sponsor may use Title ITI CETA funds for the
match which may channel funds from the regular Title II-A, B, C,.
programs for adult participants, Would you describe to the Com-
mittee what protections of existing program levels under the
current Title II of CETA would maintain service levels to adult

participants?

The special purpose
of national concern would regui

Y expressed concern has been that the existence
programs might result in a drop in youth parti-
pPrograms and thereby cause an overall decresa e
Toe guard against that contingency, the
ocated to the incentive fund, when matchoed
pPproximate the amount now being spent on
There is thus no reason to axpect that
services to adults under Title II.

The more generall
of special youth
cipants in Title II
in services tc youth.

proportion of funds zl1l
with other funds, wouid a
youth 1'nder those titles.
prime s, “nsors would reduce

Benchmarks in a ladder of competencies and achievement records
are required for measuring both the progress and skills acquired
by participants. How wil® the benchmarks be developed? What
would be the role of laocal employers, unions, and educators, in
developing the benchmarking systems?

senchmarks will be developed lzcally by Prime Sponsors with
recommendations from broad-based groups and wili cover
achievements in four kinds of career development areas: Pre-
employment skills, work maturity, occupational competenciaes
and basic educatiocnal skills. The legislation requires that
~ prime sponsor ogbhtain recommendations on benchmark standards
from the Youth Opportunity, Planning and Private Industry
Councils as well as educationai agencies, business, lalbor,
community-based and octher community organizations.
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Under the education component (Title II} of the Youth Act, individual
schools are determined eligible rather than the individual participaats
of the program. Under the employment part of the bill (Title I}, 20
percent of the youths would have to meet the regular CETA eligibility
criteria and be economically disadvantaged, except that the bill in-
cludes a provision to suspend regular CETA eligibility for those
youths "attending target schools under the basic skills program under
the Youth Zducation and Training Act". TO what extent will this pro-
vision undermine the focus of the existing CETA programs on economi-
cally disadvantaged youth, particularly minority members of this
group?

The multi-stihge process to be used in selecting particitating schools
ic such that it is expected that schools taking part ir. the procram
will have heavy concentrations of economically disadvantaged students.
In the first stage of the prorcess 3,000 of the poorest urban and
rural school Adistricts will be designated as eligible to receive funds.
In the next stage each eligible dist-ict will rank order its schools
on the basis ©of the number of each sciwwol's students who meet an
objective mecasure of poverty chosen locally. Grants will »e made  from
among such schools. Such a selection process is likely to reinforce
rather than undermine the focus on economically disadvantaged Youth.

Deroent data from the Depar+tsment of LLabor on participants in
the Youth Employment and Training Program indicate that 65
percent are high school students and only 21.6 percent are
cut-of-schoaol without & high school diploma or equivalent.
The new yYouth bill seems to have a continuing in-school
flavor, because of its extensive links with local schools
and because of the billion-dollar education component. Has
the emphasis on out-of-school youth been dilutaed in YETP
and would the new program encourage further dfiution?

On the one hand the new initiative does indeed put considerable
focus on school-relatrd proyrams. This is yecause the Vice
President's Task Force concluded that lack of bkasiz skills adds
cnormously to the youth unenployment problems. On the other
sido, service to out-of-school yourh is a feature of the incen-
tive section of the proposal. It is the intent of the proposal
to provide within budgetary possibilities a mix of service appro-
priate to the various needs of the target youth group.
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The data from the Department also indicate that something on
the order ©f 50 percent of the YETP funds are being used to
Pay wages and benefits. Is this inordinately high and would
it pot likely move even higher with Proposed legislation?

‘e see no reason why the 50% figure should move higher with
he proposed legislation. Also the figure seems completely
reasoconable, pParticularly as compared with the experience in
other CETA programs. For instance, analysis of Title TIT A B

and C, which offers a mix of services somewhat comparable

to YETP, shows that for the last quarter of 1979 wages and
fringes made up approximately 51% of expenditures. For that
same quarter, wages and benefits came to 78% of the expendi-
tures for vhe Yocuth Community Conservation and Improvement
Projects (YCC1lpP).

The President is preparing budget cuts for fiscal 1981,
mainly in the contrcllable bPrograms of domestic agencies.
In-the Congress, as well, there is a strong tide running

in favor of balancing the budget. Undexr the circumstances,
are you confident that this authorization, if enacted, will

As a result of the President's proposed budget cuts, we
are asking for a Postponement of the implementation of
the Work and Training Opportunities Program.
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Q. The Work an:di Training Ogportunities Act provides for
disqualification of a participant when a "bona fide”
job offer is refused without good cause. I am concerned,
however, abuwt thm possibility of administrative coercion,
particularly or wormen with children who might be unduly
pressed to take a lowly job under threat of losing their
public assistance payments.

AL The work and Training Opportunities Act provides for the
disgualification 0f a participant.when a "bona fide"™ job
of fer is refused without good caused Howevex, this is

not different from the current law in which a welfare
recipient is disgualified from cash beneilts when the
designated work incentive agent has determined that a
"Lona Tider" dab offer is refused without good cause.

All women whio are single parents will receive a reduced
AFDC benefit when they are in either a private sector
or PSE job which pPays less than $8,500. In wWisconsin
single parents will receive a reduced AFDC benefit until
thoeir incoma saxoesds $11,000. A single parent in
Wisconsin receiving the minimum wage will have a total
income of $10,100 from earnings, AFDC, Food Stamps and
the Earned Income Tax Credit. Women with child care
expenses will have an even highsr income.

O

ERIC Q- e
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Do you think a job that is only 4 weeks ir duration is
"bona fide," or should that period be lor ger? What would
¥You think about taking intoc account the tenure of other
employees of an employer as sn indicator of pProspects

for the job being permanent 1nd fer advancement?

ive agent which will be Paxrt of the
job search compcnent should be allowad to determine what
is a "bona fide™ job. Individuals are allowed to enter

the Wwork and Training Oppor
meetr the income eligibi

The local werk incent

¢an 2o enter the Work and Training Opportunities Pro.ram
immeciately. Those who have completed job search within
the last 18 months will not be required to complete a
second job search period. Others who have partially
completed job search will be given credit for weeks
completed. Thus individuals who take a Private sector
Job will not be pPenalized if their private sectoxr job
regardless if they have been in it for one week

or one year.

We feel that this procedure is better than designing
administrative features which attempt to screen out
jobs ©of short duration. Many jobs which are expected
to continue for a lony time unexpectedly end after just
a faw weeks. Other jobs which are expected to last a
short time continue for a much ionger period or lead

to other long term Jobs. Taking account the tenure of
other employees can be similarly misleading.
probleins lead us to believe that it is best to have a
program in which participants are able to return to the
Program provided that they have not left a suitable job
without just cause to insure that participants will be
able to earn a steady income regardless of the unsteadi-

ness of the job market.

fo)
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The bill implies that disgualification occurs when a
participant turns down the first Jjob offer. What would
be the implications of providing for two or three turn-
downs before disgualification?

Disqualification occurs when a participant turns down

the first suitazble job offer as currentlyY determined

by the work i1ncentive pragram. If we allowed participants
to turn down one oOr two suitable jebs without disqualifica-
tion, the demand for subsidized activities and thus the
cost of the program could increase substantially.

The bill allows a participant to turn down. a Jjob when
"the conditions of work or training are unreasonable- ..
because of the hours of work, geographical location,
healt+h or safety conditions, or similar factors.” The
emphasis here is on the conditicons of work. Would it

be appropriate to alsc protect the participant when his
or her personal characteristics, such as persconal health,
physical capability, and level of skill and experience,
make the job unreascnable?

The bill allows a participant to turn down a job when
"the conditions of work or training are unreasonable
for such individual because of the hours of work,
gecgraphic location, health or safety conditions or
similar factors:" This includes conditions of work

_or training which are unsuitable due to characteristics

of the person such as personal health and physical
capability.
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Senator NeLsoN. Next we will have a panel of witnesses, Dr. Eli
Ginzberg, chairman, National Commission for Employment Policy;
Sar Levitan, director of the Center fo: Manpower Policy Studies,
the George Washington 'niversity; and Mr. Willard Wirtz, chair-
man, Nationai Manpower Institute.

Now, if you gentlemen would identity yourselves for the reporter,
s0 the record will be accurate when you speak.

STATEMENT OF ELI GINZBERG, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL COM-
MISSION FOR EMPLOYMENT POLICY. AND DIRECTOR, CON-
SERVATION OF HUMAN RESOURCES, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY:
SAR LEVITAN, DIRECTOR. CENTER FOR SOCIAL POLICY
STUDIES, THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY; AND WIL-
LARD WIRTZ, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL MANPOWER INSTITUTE

Mr. WirTz. Willard Wirtz, chairman of the board of the National
Manpower Institute in Washington.

Dr. GinzBerG. Eli Ginzberg, chairman of tbhe Naticnal Commis-
sion for Employment Policy, and director. Conservation of Human
Resources, Columbia University.

Mr. LEVITAN. Sar Levitan, George Washington University. I am
director for the Center for Social Policy Studies.

Senator NeELscenN. Thank you.

Do each of you have a prepared statement? All right. Your
statements will be printed in full in the record.

All right, who will start?

Dr. GinzBerc. Well, I always take orders from Rill Wirtz. He
said I start, so I'll start.

I will remind you, Senator Nelson, that Senator Williams, you
and I, were at Camp David together and there was that discussion
up on the mountain last summer about how to take a position with
respect to youth unemployment within what was then an inflation-
arily dangerous situation. I pressed the belief very strongly on the
President at that time that inflation should not be the excuse for
forgetting about the youth problems. Of course, I thought the youth
problem was going to be, if we didn’t attend to it now, an increas-
ingly and cumulatively dangerous problem that would really gnaw
at the vitals of our society. I asked him to please find a little
additional money for youth, no matter what he did and how cau-
tiously he proceeded on the rest of the budget.

I still believe that is a correct position. I listened very attentively
this morning, and if I had to choose, I would surely hope that
Senator Javits’ approach, which is to cut across the board a certain
amount of money from all programs, which would first include the
new youth initiative in, and then maybe reduce the amount of
money for all projects, rather than leaving the new youth initiative
out, would be a preferred way to go. -

Senator Javits, I just said I voted with you in terms of the
desirability of not leaving the new youth initiative out, but if
everybody got cut a little bit that would be best.

I do believe that it is very important to try to link this education
and employability problem and Job securing for disadvantaged
youth much more closely together. We have some opportunity now
with the PICS finally getting operational, and I would say that the

68-724 O—80——7 (3 -
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Federal dollars, to the extent that they couid stimulate and encour-
age local coordination, are absolutely critical.

I have been out to the field three times this year in the last few
months, once on the west coast, once at Tuscon, and once 1n Puerto
Fico. I believe that the efficiency of the Federal dollars have been
very adversely affected up till now because of the slippage among
these three parties—employers, education, and the primes. So that
anything you can do to use old and new dollars, which would
encourage a more effective cooperation at the local level, would be
highly desirable.

Third, I would say that when the National Commission presented
its outline of the report to the President on November 1, and
Secretary Marshall was there with the President, we stressed very
strongly that it was better to give more services to a relatively
smaller number of people than to keep spreading the Federal dol-
lars among so many that it would not effectively change the cir-
cumstances of the people participating. So that we have been im-
pressed—we spent 1% years in the Commission looking at the Job
Corps and all the other programs. YWe have been impressed with
the Job Corps. I would like to stress another group that really has
not been paid attention to enough, although Secretary Marshall
mentionea them this morning, and that is the young teenage
mother who falls cut of school and who goes on to welfare. Unless
one does something early to make it possible for a young woman to
go back and get her educational credentials and give her some help
into the labor market, you buy 40 years, I think, of cost to the
Federal Covernment. So I would be very much in favor of trying to
prevent these young girls, young women, from just being pushed
out of society because they happen to have an out-of-wedlock child.

It looks to me that the option that the Congress faces in a very
difficult inflationary period is simply to ask the question: ‘“Where
wil’ we be if we don’t do something special for ycuth?” I would say
I tnink we would be worse off.

The last discussion that was had about investment in youth 1
think is a correct approach, and nobody will convince me that the
dollars that are being spent, the few additional dollars that the
President is asking for, which come to $100 million of outlay in
1981, will have any significant effect upon our inflation. I think it's
very important not to lose this opportunity to get this new legisla-
tion on to the books, and it won’t have any effect in terms of
outlays until 1982, and I would say at that time I hope we will be
able to absorb it.

Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Ginzberg follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I welcome the opportunity to testify before this
distinguish~sd subcommittee both in my governmental
and university roles. I am attaching to my state-
ment the 22 recommendations of the Fifth Annual
Report of the National Commission for Employment
Policy on Expanding Employment Opportunities for

/——
Disadvantaged Youth. The Commission devoted 18 months

to a thorough exploration of this complex issue.

I am sincling out below my personal assessment of the

most important findings and recommendations from
this extended study, as well as from my 40-year
research into human resource development and utili-
zation issues, much of which has been concerned with

youth. The May issue of Scientific American is

publishing an article of mine on youth and unemploy-—

ment.

1) Youth unemployment is not a serious problem
for the majority of young pl:ople. Most white
youth have little or no difficulty in making
the transition from scho¢ol to work.

|
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2) The nub of the youth unemployment problem
relates to disadvantaged youth —~those who
drop out cf school or who graduate without
literacy and ﬁumeracy. A disproportionate
number of such youth are members of minority

groups.

3) In my view the high school is disfunctional
for many non-bookish youth. They need the
opportunity to Le exposed to the world of
work surely by age 16, Preferably before.
Such opportunities regquire the cooperation
of local business and labor. The PICs offer
some hope. Sfo do the youth proposals of the
Administration, whicr I strongly support,
which will encourage improved linkages among
the schools, emplovers, ancd CETA.

4) Among the most disadvantaged youth are women
who because of Pregnancy and bixrth of a child
are forced to leave school before acqguiring
their diploma. Unless they are assisted to
complete their educaticen and helped to get
Jobs they are likely to be indefinitely on

welfare.

5) The Federal Government, especially if it
follows the recommendations of the Adminis-
tration, will appropriate sufficient money
to make a differénce and help disadvantaged
youth make the transition into a regular 3job
but only if local leadership --business,
labor, and education play arn active role. The
Federal Government can make money available;
only local efforts can help the disadvantaged

with real jobs.

1o
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With many youngsters truant at age 12 or 13
the urban schools must provide appropriate
alternative remedial educational opportunities.
In the U.S. economy of today and tomorrow,
with 3 out of 4 jobs in services, young people
without literacy and numeracy are doomed to a
shrinking number of jobs with low pay and
unsteady employment.

The Administration's proposals stress account-
ability., both for those who spend federal funds
(the primes) and the youth who receive them.
This is critical. The Federal Government must
see that the new money it makes available —-as
well as the oid money going to youth —-—has a
real payoff.

103
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EXPANDING EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES
Z0R DISADVANTAGED YOUTH

" Recommendations of the National Commission
for Employment Policy to be included

in the Commission's Fifth Annual Report
to the President and the Eongross

;

10y
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I. EXECUTIVE S5UMMARY

Goals

Given high and rising rates of unemployment, especially
among minority youth, and the curulative deficits which are
often pProduced by growing up in a low-income or minority family
and community, the Commission recommends that the nation
make & new commitment to improving the employment prospects
of diasadvantaged youth. More specifically:

The President and the Congress should
identify tne employability and employ-
ment problems of disadvantaged youth
as a domastic issue of critical
importance to the future well-being
and security of the nation and pledge
that the federal government and the
nation will devote the resources and
efforts necessary to its amelioration.

wWhile the federal governnent should take
the lead xocle, astate and local governments,
business, labor, education, and community
based organizations must undertake substant_al
responsibility for improving the employment
prospects of disadvantaged youth. The
local leaders of all of these organizations
should make a new comnitment to work
together on ameliocorating the problem, and
local smployers should be fully invelved

in helping to plan and implement these
efforts.
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® Federal resgocurces gshould be targeted on
youth most in need. While there is no
simple way to identify this group,
those youth most at risk come from low-

- income families, are members of a

minority group, or live in areas with
high concentrations of low-income
famil'es.

® The major objective of federal education,
training, and employment programs for
youth should be to improve the long-
term employability of these youth;
that ia, their basic education, work
habits, ability to absorb new skills
on the job, and other competencies
which will permit successful integration
into the regular work force.

Elements of A Youth Policy

The Commission believes that any new set of policies
should be based on the following set of principles:

® Youth unemployment should be viewed
principally as a structural problem and
long—term solutions sought. Nevertheless,
there is no gquestion that sustained high
leavels cof employment are an important
precondition for substantially improving
the labor markest prospects of disadvantaged
youth. '

U6
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Remedying the educational deficiencies

of disadvantaged youth must be high on
the nation’s agenda. ®ithout basic
literacy skills, vyouth are unable to

take advantage of further education or
training and will be permanently consigned
to the bottom of the economic and gocial
ladder.

Our nation should renew its commitment to
eliminate racial discrimination and cultural
stereotyping in the labor market. In
particular, all of our jinstitutions must

be involved in ereating 2 new environment
of trust and confidence between these who
come from different backgrounds =so

that access *o good jobs and treat-

ment on the job are based on performance
alone.

Youth themselves must be more fully involved

in improving their own employability and

must make greater efforts to meet the perforance
standards set by our educational and employing
ipstitutions. To encourage disadvantaged yocuth
to do 30, these performance standards must be
Cclesarly articulated and greaater rewards for
success in meating them provided at each

stage of the employability development process.

Employment and training programs should be
carefully targeted to provide second chance
opportunities to those youth, who for reasons .
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of faily backgrounad, Poor schooling, or
Tace, are likely to be Permanently
handicapped in the labor market. ‘‘hese -
Programs should be restructured, where
necessary, 8o as to have a cumulative
impact on the long~term employakility
of participants.

® There must be a new emphasis on moving
those disadvantaged yYou'h who are ready
into unsubsidirea Private and public
sactor jobs. While aheltered experiences
may be appropriate at varicus stages in
their development, the ultimate goal
ahould be to create ocpportunities for
them in the regular labor market. The
federal government should consider using
a variety of expenditure, tax, and
regulatory powers to achieve this
obhjective. )

Bpecific Recormendations

The specific recommendations which the Commirsion
believes would implemant these Principles follow:

To provide adequate job opportunitias-:

{l1) In the event that the unsemployment rate
rises -ub;tantinlly. that is to 7 parcent
or higher, and more particularly if i:
stays at such a high level for a sustained
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period, Congress should expand funding
for priority national goals such as
energy conservation. In 80 doing it
should stipulate that private fixms
which obtein contracts to further
these goals must hire a parcentaga

of disadvantaged youth and adults

who are designated by the Job Service
or by CETA prime sponsors as being
ready to work.

To improve basic sducational competencies:

(2)

The President and the Congress should
support new funding for compensatory
aducation in the secondary schools.
These funds should be used to improve
the basic skills of young people from
disadvantaged backgrounds, through well-
funded, intensive Programs involving
special tutorial efforts, extra after-
school sessions, alternative uchooliné
opportunities, compensatory education
linked to occupational training, and
in-service training for teachers.

The effactivaness ©of Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act
in the slementary schools must not be
jeopardized by a reduction in funding
at this level. What is needed is a
comparable program at the junior and
senior high laevels (a) to sustain

the positive effects achieved at the
elementary level and (b) to Provide a
second chance for those not adequately
ssrved at the slemsntary leavel.

105
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{3) To encourage a partnership with other
local institutions, a POortion of the
new compensatory education funds
recommended in {2) should be get-
aside for allocation on the basis of
close conaultation between the schools
and CETA. This would be comparable to
the 22 percent set-aside undexr the
Youth Employment and Training Program
which should continue to be allocated
on the basis of such consultation.

The »w set-aside would eancourage
additional joint efforts on behalf

of CETA-eligible youth anda might leacd
to the development of more alternative

schooling opportunities.

(4) The Secretary of Education should be

Provided with special funding to
collect, integrate and Adisseminate
information about exemplary programs,
such as the adopt-a-school Programs

- in Oakland, Baltimore, and Dallas.
While schools must retain flexibility
to deal with local conditions, what
has been learned about effective wajys
of motivating and assisting disadvantaged
yYouth to acquire the basic skilis should
be mobilized to promote wider sharing and
adoption of the successful modals.

To broaden opportunities for minority and female vouth-=

(f) The EEOC ghould esncourage comoanies
with overall low minority and/or female
utilization to improve their utilization
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(7)
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by hiring job-ready youth from inner-
city schools or those trained through
CETA programs.

Education, wvocational education, and CETA
programs should be implemented in ways
that will broaden the octcupational
opportunities of young women from
disadvantaged backgrounds.

Teenage mothers should be treated as a
high priority group in both WIN and
CETA and their child care and income
needs should be fully met, with no
diminution of support under AFDC

when they participate in an education
or training program.

To link performance to rewards:

(8)

(9)

Schools and prime sponsors should be
sncouraged or regquired to establish

local performance standards and
disadvantaged youth who achieve the
standards should d»e rewarded with
entrance into a more genercusly stipended
program or with a job opportunity. Those
who faj.l to mest the standards should be
givzn second chance oppeortunities, when-~
ever possible.

Prime sponsors should encourage the Private
Industry Councils tc obtain specifications
from employers about the criteria they use

in hiring young peocple, and, to the greatest
extent possible, sescure commitments from them
that young pecple who meet their reguirements
will have a job opsning when they leave school.
or a training program.
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To rove e lo ent and trainin rogr ams :

(10) The Administration should reguest,
and Congress ghould enact, a consoclidatead
yYyouth title under the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act, the principal
goal of which ghould be to improve the
employability of @conomically disadvantaged
Youth ages 16 through 21.

(11) The Department of Labor should encourage
CETA prime sponsors to invest substantial
funds in remedial programs for the most
disadvantaged, even if this increases
costs per individual and resultg in
4 smaller number being served.

(12) The Job Corps should ba maintained as a
saparate program, and once current enrolliment
limits are reached, the program should be
further expandéd.

(13) The Congress ghould designate the eligible
Population under the new consolidated
youth title as all youth from families
in which income was at or below 70 Pexcent
©of the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower
living standard.

(24) Prime sponsors gshould be parmitted to
utilize up to 20 percent of their funds
under the youth title to assist youth
who do not meet ths income regquiremant
but nevertheless face subgtantial
barriers to employment.

Fl
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The majority of the funds for the
consoclidated youth title should be
distributed by formula to local prime
sponsors. HBowever, a sizeable portion
should be set aside for iupplemental
grants to areas with high concentrations
of low—-income families and another portion
rhould be reserved to the Secretary of
Labor to reward superior performance Or
to fund innovative programs, particularly
those of an interdepartmental nature.

Congress should provide for forward funding,
a five-year authorization and additional
amphasis on stafy daevelopment under the

new youth title.

To move disadvantaged youth into regular jobs:

(17)

(18)

short—-term, subsidized work experiences in
the private sector should be permitted under
CETA with safeguards to insure that
employers do not misuse the program and

that the youth are provided with a
carefully structured and supervised

learning experience or training opportunity.

The Pressident, with advice from the ffice

of Personnel Management.should consider

making youth, who have successfully completed

a CETA program involving experience -in a faderal
agency. 5ligib10 for conversion to entry level
positions in the careerx sexrvice on & noncom-
retitive basis.
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(19) The President ghould Adirect the
Secretary of Defense to review the
experience of Project 100,000 during
the late 19608 which was successful in
recruiting and providing special training
for 246,000 young men who did not meet
the regular gualifications.

(20) When the various pieces of legislation
that authorize grants-in-aid are being
considered for adeoption or renewal, the
Administration and the Congress should
consider writing in provisions that
would encourage or require that the
grant recipients employ a specified
percentage of disadvantaged youth who
are referred to them as job ready by
eithexr the Job Bervice or the CETA
prime sponsor.

{21) The President should direct the Office
of Managemant and Budget, with the
assistance of other appropriate agencies,
to detarmine whether and how the procurement
process might be modified po that there would
be new incentives for employers to hire
structurally unemployed adults and
disadvantaged youth.

Finally, to insure long-term cumulative progress in
improving the employment prospects of disadvantaged youth,
the Commigsion recommends that:

(22) Congress should review annually the
eaxtent to which the gross discrepancies
in the employment to population ratios ana

) : -
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the unemployment rates for minority

youth relative to white youth and adults
are narrowed as a result of implementing
the foregoing recommendations. In the
abscuce of substantial and continuing
progress in marrowing the gaps, the Admin-
istration and the Congress should seek to
fashion revised and new programs which hold
greater potential to ameliorate the present
intolerable situation where oux society has
no regular jodb opportunities for many young
people who come of working age.

Senator NELsoN. Thank you.

Mr. Levitan, you may proceed.

Mr. LeviTanN. I always try to agree with Professor Ginzberg, and
I will agree with him today, too. This is not the time to overhaul
the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act, passed
only 2% vears ago. YEDPA actually has been in operation for only
18 months.

I believe in light of the conversation we have heard here today,
the chances are that there will not be much more money, if any at
all, for youth programs. Senator Javits already has suggested that
the programs seem to be working. I am also told unofficially, by
the administrator of the youth program, Dr. Robert Taggart, that
they are working. I happen to know him very well, and I've no
reason to believe that he is wrong. Therefore, 1 think the best thing
right now is to continue with the programs as they are.

I am not passing any judgments about adding or subtracting
money. I hope there will be at least as much as there is right now.
I think that the 22-percent set-aside is worthwhile, and should not
be tampered with. As I talk to some prime sponsors, their staff
directors, and others around the country, I hear that this uncer-
tainty is damaging to the program. [t’s very important that we
realize that the program was enacted only 2% years ago, and some
initiatives have been on board for much less time.

I think there is a general shortcoming in the way we have
treated many programs. We keep on switching and changing before
we give them any chance to work. I don't think this is the time to
change YEDPA, particularly since there are not likely to be any
additional funds for the new initiatives that the preceding wit-
nesses have been speaking about.

Reflecting on my interest with labor force statistics, I think it is
rather important that we pay more attention to the data that are -
being published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Regrettably, the
numbers we use as far as youth unemployment programs are con-
cerned are very frequently misleading. The BLS does not mislead
us, but the problem i3 in the way we use their statistics.

When we bandy around youth unemployment rates as being at
16 percent—or up to 40 percent for certain groups in the popula-
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tion—we do not take into consideration that a great many of these
youngsters are in school. We cannot tell, for example, how many of
these youngsters are full-time students and how many are full-tim-»=
unemployed—that is looking for, say, 40 hours of work per w ek
but unable to find a full-time job.

We need more precise statistics on the youngsters who are in
school or out of school. Given the way we are measuring the labor
force, the statistics are of limited use for policy purposes. We count
the young student out looking for a few hours work as unemployed,
but at the same time a youngster who has dropped out of school
and who has become so discouraged that he or she is no longer
}ooking for work is not even counted as unemployed or in the labor
orce.

In addition to that, what these statistics emphasize too much is
only the number of bodies that are employed, unemployed, or not
in the labor force. These are not necessarily meaningful figures. At
the same time we pay minimal attention—if at all—to how they
make out in the labor force. How many of these youngsters are,
let’s say, working full time but still have low wages and household
incomes that place them in destitution? This is what we need to
know to form good policies. A great deal of the debate right now is
misleading because the statistics we are using are imprecise or
focus on the wrong things.

I would like to point out some of the things that we have learned
from YEDPA and other programs. I will list seven points.

One: Compensatory education has worked in spite of the earlier
studies on these programs. More recent surveys seem to indicate
there is a payoff in compensatory education, and, therefore, it
should be encouraged. If there is any money at all, I think that
compensatory education should be extended to secondary schools.

Two: The evidence indicates that the Job Corps is a place of last
resort for youngsters who are living in a debilitating environment.
It has worked, and the pPresent expansion that the President has
suggested, and that Congress has already approved for last year, is
to be encouraged.

Three: We ought to place greater stress on options available to
youth. We are not doing enough about the transition from school to
work. I favor the maximum freedom that we give to youngsters to
provide them with options concerning college, the military, civilian
work, or whether they mix several paths. However, in connection
with compensatory education, there ought to be more emphasis on
trying to channel youth into their productive work roles.

Four: The minimum wage is not the culprit accounting for youth
unemployment. There has been a great deal of talk that yvouth
unemployment would be resolved, or greatly alleviated, if we didn’t
have the minimum wage. There is really very little evidence sup-
porting that. Despite the Milton Friedmans of the world, the econo-
metric evidence indicates that youth unemployment would still be
a very serious problem even if there was no minimum wage.

Five: Dr. Ginzberg has touched on this. We ought to do some-
thing about teenage pregnancies. I realize it’s an emotional prob-
lem, and it’s one that is politically difficult to deal with. Even if
the birth is in wedlock, the chances are high that one—or both—of
the young parents will leave school. At a very young age these

Q
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teenage parents will in all probability be faced with problems that
can have a negative impact on the rest of their lives.

I think that a great deal can be done at least in the schools to
help these teenage mothers and fathers. About 10 percent of young
girls give birth to a child in their teenage years, and half of them
are out of wedlock. It’s an emotional problem that is difficult to
deal with in the litical arena, but it i8 more important than any
we have disc so far.

Six: We have to pay more attention to full employment. The fact
is that in tight labor markets youth unemployment declines. Youth
unemployinent responds as well as any other group to the tight
labor market.

Seven: Also, as we talk more and more about the military regis-
tration and a possible draft, we ought to be sure that we avoid
establishing a national youth service. I think Secretary Wirtz
might disagree with me on that, but I believe this point is worth
menticning.

Senator NeELsoNn. When you say a national youth service, you’re
talking about a compulsoiglational youth service program?

Mr. LEvrran. No; I'm talking about a voluntary youth serv-
ice program which I don’t think would serve a useful purpose. We
should maximize the freedom of youngsters to either go to school,
enter the military, join the civilian labor force, or any other
options that would lead them to useful adult careers.

A youngster who is 6 feet 10 will do more for the gross national
product if he plays college basketball than if he joins a national
youth service. Or a youngster who can play the fiddle would be
better off by starting a career in music than in a national youth
service. I think we ought to maximize the options available to
youth and not spend additional funds on either a compulscry or
voluntary national youth service. As indicated by such programs as
the Peace Corps and ACTION, there is no great demand for these
types of programs. The Peace Corps was a program offering a
grand tour for youngsters, most of whom came from better colleges.
If we have limited resources, then we should concentrate on those
youngsters whose need for help is the greatest. For the majority of
youngsters, we are providing plenty of options in the United States
including college, military, all sorts of postvocational schools, and
simple work, which we should not forget.

[The] summary statement and background paper of Mr. Levitan
follow:

ity
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Summary of Testimony by
Sar A. Levitan
Center for Social pPolicy Studies
The George Washington University

Before

United States Senate
Subcommi ttee on Employment, Poverty and Migratory Labor

March 5, 1980
FACING UP TO YOUTH PROBLEMS

A. Is youth unemployment as grave a problem as government statistics
indicate? .

1. A matter of definitions.
2. There is a consensus that for minority and poor youths a

grave job deficit will continue in the 1980s.
3. Still the statistics that are bandied about can be mis-
leading. -
a. Comparison of blacks with whites.
b. For policy formulation we need measurements that would

1ink employment with earnings which would pinpoint
economic hardship.

B. Lessons we should have learned.,

1. Compensatory education from childhood to adulthood--There is
a pressing need to extend compensatory education to
secondary schools.

2. Providing residential facilities--The Job Corps does work by
offering credentials and a dose of the three R's.

3. Transition from school to work--We seem to stress options:
available to youth, jgnoring needed assistance for tran-
sition from school to work.

4. Role of military--As long as we have peace, fragile as it
may be, the military should exercise greater socfial concern
for the training needs of non-college bound youngsters.

5. The minimum wage is not the culprit accounting for teenage
unemployment or inflation--the pronouncements of Milton
Friedman notwit)standing. -

6. Teenage pregnancies--Granted that it 1is an emotional
problem, public policy should show greater concern about
teenage pregnancies, in or out of wedlock. There are two
prime concerns: the care of the children and helping the
young mother to function productively either at school,
work, or in the home. :

7. Full employment--Finally, the usual catechism about full
employment deserves mention. Evidence shows that youths are
almost as responsive to tight labor markets as adults,
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although fiscal and monetary policies alone will not solve
problem of youth unemployment. They need services, Jjobs,
and income.

going in the wrong direction--national youth service.

lLet's give youth maximum options.

Pluralism is to be cherished, and most Yyouths find their
niche in the labor market without government intervention.
Experience with Action and the Peace Corps does not justify
the expansion of a national youth service. There just were
not enough volunteers to justify a new program. Also, other
programs could better achieve our social goals.

about pending youth legislation.

Given current administration and congressional striving for
tighter budgets, this is not a propitious time for at-
tempting to overhaul the Youth Emplioyment and Demonstration
Projects Act.

While agreeing with the thrust of the proposed Tegislation,
which focuses Tlargely on organizational and management
issues, it is not at all clear that the costs of instituting
the changes would . exceed the anticipated benefits. The
innovations advocated by the administration will have to
await another day when funds will be available to implement
them.
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WHAT SHALL WE b FOR (OR TO) OUR YOUTH IN THE 19307

by

Sar A. Levirtan
Center for Social Policy Studies
The George Washingron University

An Abundance of Youth

The 1970s may be identified as the teenage decade. Society has
found it difficult to cope with, or to find suitable activities for so
many youths. Jobs and chores for which teenagers are traditionally
hired have been disappearing in an urban society, particularly in
crowded inner cities. While the American economy has been generating an

unprecedented number of new jobs during the latter part of the 1970s, it

has not c¢reated enough employment opportunities for inexperienced and

frequently deficiently educated youth,. And many jobs suitable for
youths have been filled by their mothers and older sisters or by new
Immigrants who frequently enter the country illegally.

Even in the 1970s what we usually referred to as the youth problems

centered on only a small proportion of teenagers. Most youths learn to

read, write and add some numbers in school. They get credentialed‘and

graduate into either self—support or motherhood and family dependence.
The transition may not always be smooth, but the obstacles youths
encounter are surmountable and most of them make adjustments to the im-—

pediments they meet. By the time they reach early adulthood, most find

a niche in society,.

Since there consistently has been a scarcity of jobs for youth,

society has found 1t easiest to keep teenagers otherwige busy by 1in-—

Sc do
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ducing them to stay 1in school longer. The vast majority of tecnagers
are enrolled in schools. For male teenagers who leave school, the
obvious option ocutside of a civilian job has been thé military which
offers a substitute for schools as an aging wvat. But many youths——the
precise number depends upon definitions, counting methodologies, and who
is doing the estimating——remain outside the socially accepted options of
school, jobs, homemaking, or the military. The latter option, with few
exceptions, 1s foreclosed for females; leaving them witl: the choice of
elither continuing with school, as most of them do, or finding a job. of
course, females have the age—-old option of motherhood as a substitution
for schoel or employment. In earlier days, this option was exercised
formally with the blessing of either church or state. During the 1970s,
nearly one of every ten females age 16-19 has opted for motherhood,
including about 250,000 out of wedlock births, creating in many cases
acute adjustment problems.

Finally, the government has been making attempts to offer some
youths a second chance by providing them training and employment
opportunities. These efforts are geared for teenagers who have failed
in or have been failed by schools and have not acquired skills preparing
them for gainful employment and a productive mniche in socilety.

In the 1980s, the preoccupation with the problems of youth 1is
likely to Jdiminish. In the first score years following World War 1I,
American families followed the biblical admonition of being Tfruitful and
multiplying. Since the early 1960s, this urge has been on the wane. By
the 19708 American females have annually given birth to about a million
less children than their older sisters or mothers did. Consequently,

the number of teenagers is going to decline in the 1980s, but the number
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of thelr grandparents is going to increase as the oldsters continue to
live into riper old age. As their numbers increase, the ag.:d will
demand increasingly larger proportions of societal products, leaving
less for the youngsters.

The experience of the 197us has shown that the 1increase in ‘the
teenage population raised youth-related problems in geometric pPro-
gression. Therefore, we may anticipate that the decline in teenagers
will have the revzrse impact. An optimistic scenario would indicate
that as the npumber of working mothers continues to increase, the rising
income of families will adequately provide for the decreasing numbers of
children in the households. Society will continue to give them a longer
and, hopefully, better education. And female headed families will be
even better able to provide more adequately for theilr offspring as the

wothers®' earnings become more equal to their male counterparts.

The Problems Persist

It may be premature, however, to heope that the problems of the
youth will wither away 1in the 1980s as their numbers diminish. The
declining number of children and teenagers in the 1980s will ho doubt
relieve pressures on family exchequers as well as governmental budgets,
particularly at the state and local levels. But 1f the developments of
the 1970s continue into the next decade, then we might fully expect that
the problems of youth will continue to demand societal attention, albeit

that youth will have to compete with senior citizens and other groups

for the limited resources.
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Existing private and public institutional arrangements should prove
adequate to provide for the rearing of children and their transition to
eccenomic Independence through work or by assuming homemaking responsi-~
bilities. But a number of notable cracks in these institutions forbeode
problems for the future. The number of children and youth may be
declining, but the aggregate numbers may be misleading as far as future
societal problems are concerned. Nearly one of six families with
children is headed by a woman, and the number of broken homes 1s on the
increase. The rising number of divorces indicates that a significant
number ©of ~hildren and youth willl be supported by one parent and, in
most cases, this is the mother. According to one estimate, one of every
four childrenm born in the 1970s will be dependent sometime for support
upon its mother. Since female earnings remain below that o©of men, even
if they have the same skills and education, this raises the specter that
an increasing number of youths will be ©brought wup 1Iin economic
deprivation.

Moreover, the decline in birthrates is not distributed equally by
economic status or race. The old adage, "and the poor shall have
children,"” continues to hold true. For the sake of precision the old
saying might be amended in less elegant language toc state that while all
of society 3is having fewer children, the poor still are more fertile
than the rich. Sinre the blacks are proporticnately overrepresented
among the poor, it should not be surprising that theilr birthrate has not
declined as rapidly as that of the whites, And the large streams of
immigrants, .many of whom are characterized by 1llegal residence status
and high fertility rates, will place additional burdens upon the welfare

state in the 1980s.
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A few statistics may help illuminate the problems that we are going

to face in the 1980s. During the precéding decade, the white population
age 14-24 years increased by 7.8 percent, while the black population in
this same age group increased at nearly three times that rate. By 1990,
it is expected that the numbers of both whites and blacks in that group
will decline, but the anticipated 12 percent decline among whites will
be more than double that of blacks. The changes for teenagers will be
even more pronounced. The number of 16 and 17 yvyear old whites increased
during the 1970s by 2 percent and 1t is projected to decline by nearly
12 percent during the next decade. In contrast, the number of blacks in
the same age bracket rose by 18 percent dgring the past decade and is

expected to decline by 3.6 percent in the 1980s.

A Question of Counting

It 1s difficult to determine the number of youths who cannot
navigate in the mainstream. The characteristics of those who get
stranded on the shores are never clear and are frequently arbitrary.
Futhermore, different measurements are needed for different groups of
youths. Also, policymakers have to make the tradeoff between limiting
eligiblility to the most needy {(and thereby segregating thé programs to
the poor) or liberalizing coverage (thereby possibly denying those with
prime claims access to the programs).

Unfortunately, the necessary data are rarely availakle for policy

decisions. And when they are available, they are frequently not brought

out in public discussions. Two cases will fllustrate this point.

(4] > I
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Advocates of expanding programs to aid poor youth make the case
that black or other minority youth need smecial help because of their
disadvantaged positions compared with that of whites. There 1s no
question that too many black youths suffer from deficient education,
poor preparation for work and high unemployment compared to white youth.
But the differentials are usually exaggerated by comparing data on a
racial basis when, in fact, the comparison should be made on an economic
class basis. Blacks are concentrated in the lowest quintile as f.ar as
income is concerned. Therefore, when blacks are compared to whites the
comparison 13 made between a population concentrated in the Ilowest
Quintile with an above .average income population represented by the
whites. Clearly, such comparisons tend to exaggerate the problems of
blacks relative to the rest of the population. It also tends to
perpetuate mi sconceptions of black inherent disadvantages. More
approprilate comparisons should be made between whites and blacks in the
lowest quintile. These would still show that blacks are more dis-—
advantaged than whites, but the differentials would be diminished.
Programs in aid of disadvantaged youth would then 1lose much of thelr
ractal overtones. But policymakers and analysts have found it more
convenient to stress racial rather than economic differet:ntials.

Another deficiency of the statistics on which policy is made con=-
cerns employment and unemployment data whlich frequently 1ignore family
economic status or other relevant characteristies. For the purposes of
training, job placement, or job creation, the economic position of the
family may be crucial. The need is to link employment with income. But
too frequently policy is made just on the basis of labor force status.

Such measurements were adequate before the flourishing o©of the welfare
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state when unemployment was properly equated with econcmic hardship.
But the expansion of income support programs and multiple earners in
nearly three of every five families has obliterated, although not
completely wiped out, the relationship between unemp loyment and economic
need. On the other hand, many individuals, including heads of families,
work full—time, year-round, but they and their dependents may still 1live
in poverty. either because of 1low wages or because the wage earners are
responsible for the support of 1large households. For youths the
relationship between labor market status and economic hardship is much
moTe tenuous. Mo.eover, there are persuasilve reasons to believe that
the youth employment and unemployment data are becoming increasingly
unreliable.

A recent congressionally mandated commission appointed to study the
state of 1labor force statisties urged the development of 1linking
employment and 1income statistics. Congress has also mandated the
Secretary of Labor to design such measurements. It may therefore be
anticipated that the linking of employment with income will be advanced

in the 1980s.

Lessons We Have (Or Should Have) Learned

The deficiencies of the statistics notwithstanding, it is clear
that significant proportions of the youth population need assistance and
governmental intervention 1f they are to function ef fectively in
society. Based on the experience acquired under the social programs

that were initiated by the New Deal, accelerated by the Great Socilety,
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and have evolved through the 1970s, it is reasonable to assume that some
of these efforts should and would continue into the 1980s. It is as-—
sumed that the family and existing institutions are adequate and meet

the needs of the vast majority without added governmental help. But, to

"help those who experience difficulties, the recent track record of these

programs 1is worth examining. The most important to consider, either
because they indicate promise or because they should be avoided, include
fmprovements in compensatory education, training and job creation, and

provisions for teenage mothers.

Compensatory Education

Improvement in the quality of schooling seems to offer a fruitful
start. Children and youth from poor homes, and again particularly
members of minority groups, are behind 1in school. Whatever.education
they do obtain 1s inferior to that received by school enrollees coming
from more affluent homes.

Socletal response to these educational shortcomings has been to
offer children from poor and minority homes compensatory education.
Finding that children from poor homes are "'retarded” by the time they
enter school and continue to lag behind their peers, the architects of
the Great Society decided to give children from poor homes a head start
by providing pre-schoolers with a "prep” course before they entered
elementary eduéation. Early attacks on these efforts have proven
premature. Children from poor homes who were enrolled in Head Start and
then received additional special attention as they entered elementary
school showed improvements in cognitive development. This suggests that

intensive programs, beginning before regular enrcllment in school and
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continuing several years thereafter, can improve the learning of

-
children from poor homes.

For those already in school, the Great Society made provisions to
fund schools, wmostly 4in low income areas, to 1lmprove compensatory
educational opportunities for poor children. The results showed again

that children from poor homes benefited by the special educational

attention they received in schools. But most of the compensatory

efforts were expended i1in elementary grades. There 1is8 increasing
evidence that similar programs could also help students in the secondary
school. Given budgetary stringencies, the three successive federal
administrations in the 1970s failed to Press for the expansion of such
help. But states and localities could do more in this area than they
have done 1in the past. As the number of children attending school is
declining, some of the "savings" resulting from a declining enrollment

could be allocated to the expansion of compensatory education at the

secondary school level.

Training and Job Creation

The federal government has also made efforts during the 1960s and
1970s t—o improve training opportunities for non—college bound young-
sters. Special efforts were made to gain entry for minority vouth into
building trades and other occupations with apprenticeship training from
which they were excluded. To open the doors for minority youth, the
goverment fought discriminatory policies and funded special programs
that would qualify minority youth for the apprénticeship programs.

Another effort made by the governr-nent was to provide residential

facilities for children from impoverished backgrounds. The idea was to
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remove the Yyouths from debilitating environm=n<s and place them into
residential centers. There, they would be offered an opportunity to
acquire a basic education as well as training to prepare them to compete
in the labor market. Experience has shown that youths who remain in Job
Corps centers for a period of six or more months do improve thelr
opportunities to compete effertively 1in the labor market. In some
cases, employers and unions use the Job Corps centers as screening
institutions. For many, a successful stay 1in the centers led to entry
into apprenticeship programs for further skill training. This provides
special motivation for other youths to stay on in the centers. The
govermment thus combined the training facilities of the centers together
with d1its antidiscriminatory policies 4in order to improve the em—
ployability of youngsters from poor homes.

But the government <could not coutrol the racial mix in the Job
Corps because black and other minority youth lacking other options found
the centers mwre attractive than their white peers did. As the number
of blacks who were attracted to the centar increased, white youth stayed.
away. As a result, contrary to the governmental intent, many of the Job
Corps centers became segregated facilities. But segregation not-—
withs'tanding. t'he. Job Corps centers proved effective in improving the
employability of youngsters from poor, and particularly minority, homes.

A related effort was to place youth from poor homes 1in private
sector Jjobs. But even when the government was ready to pay the
salaries, private employers found it difficult to absorb the Yyouths.
This was especially true of employers paying above average wages who had
no difficulty attracting adult appliéants. The government subsidy was

therefore of limited appeal to them or it was used to employ adults.
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The next step was to offer employers tax incentives to hire, train
and retain educated or handicapped youth from poor homes. Initial tax
incentives were minimal and largely limited to public assistance
recipients. Whethier the more 1liberal tax incentives initiated 1in 1978
will offer greater attraction £o employers to hire what has become known
in the pParlance of the trade as disadvantaged youth remains to be seen.
Employers have always hired youngsters from poor homes who have less
than a high school degree-~—including members of minority groups.
Therefore, the 1issue is whether the tax incentives will be a windfall
for employers or whether they will induce the hiring of persons whom the
employers would otherwise disqualify. The tax incentives could be
Justified even 4if they do not generate new jobs but only induce
employers to reshuffle their hiring preferences. Further experi-
mentation and evaluation 18 needed before judgment can be passed about
the role of private employers 1in the training and employing of
deficiently educated and unskilled youth.

A related training program which 1is frequently overlooked because
it 1s outside the welfare programs, 1is the military. The armed forces
are the most 1important single employer of youths annually absorbing
abéut a third of all noncollege bound males. The military spends three
times as much on training as 1s spent by federal tralning programs
intended to help the disadvangated and the unemployed. But 1t has not
helped the hard-pressed youth as much as it could. Initially, after it
began depending on all-volunteer personnel, the armed forces tried to
maintain stringent qualifications which eliminated many deficiently
educated and ungkilled youth who had no other coppdrtunities. Also, the

military discriminated against the induction of females.
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Unless Congress determines to reinstitute the draft, the military
will have to show greater flexibility i1in attracting personnel. The
armed forces are now between seasons, and the hope 1s that the United
States will not be required to resort to military force in the 1980s.
But in this uncertain world, the United States cannct afford to let down
its guard. As long as the military depends upon wvolunteers, service 1n
the armed forces can be made more attractive by broadening the scope of
training so that it would be useful, not only for the military, but also
when an individual returns to civilian life.

The military can also attract additional personnel by reducing
discriminatory policiles against inducting females. Most of the military
occupations do not Trequire great physical stamina. Females should be
agle to perform the duties as well gs men in most military occupations.
One recent study suggeated that only one—-sixth of total military
personnel are iIn occupations which cannot be duplicated 1in civilian
life. The military would go a long way in filling its needed personnel

quoatas by opening the door ,to females.

Youth Unemployment in Good Times

All the training is not going to f£f1ill the job deficits that have
plagued youth during the 19708, particularly black youth. The way to
reduce yYouth unemployment (and adult unemployment) 1is to create more
Jobs. During the 19708, as youth unemployment remained a persistent
problem, the myth haa been created that the overall state of the labor
market-has 1imited or no impact at all on teenage employment. This myth
1 due partly to the increacingly questionable accuracy and meaning of

youth unemployment statistics 1in the 1970s. As the vears of school-
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ing 1lengthen and as more wmothers are working, an increasing number of
youths »ave only a marginal attachment to the labor force. Some of
these wmay nonetheless by counted in the 1labor force. Others have
reasons not to disclose to the friendly government enumerators their
true labor force status either because of the nature of their activities
or because the family transfer payments may depend upon their claims of
Heing 1idle and seeking work.

Nonetheless, youth 1labor force statistics, whichever way they are
measured, seem responsive to labor market conditions. Possibly some
youth who were engaged in the subterranean economy find legitimate work
when jobs become plentiful. The fact is that during the 1960s when we
last experienced tight labor markets, teenage employment plummeted down
to acceptable levels, at least for white youth. The unemployment rate
of 18 and 19 year old white males declined to a respectable 8 percent in
1969 from 14 percent six years earlier, even while the labor mrrket was
absorbing the initial deluge of post-World War II babies.

Lest we think that the decline was all due to the draft and the war
in Vietnam, we should look at the number employed 1in civilian jobs:
These show that the number of employed 1B and 19 year olds rose by half
a million, or 40 percent, during the same period. Young females who
were not directly affected by counscription also fared better in the
labor market. The number of employed 18 and 19 year old white females
rose by 50 percent to 1.5 million, and their unemployment rate declined
from 13 to 10 percent,

The unemployment r;?.te for black yoﬁth, as counted by the Current
Population Survey, s#dAppears to be much more intractable. It did not melt

away 1in the glow ‘generated by tight labor markets of the 1960s. The
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official unemployment rate of 18 and 19 year old black males did not
drop below 19 percent 1in the 1960s. The lowest corresponding un-—
employment ©f black females in the same age category did not decline
below 26 percent.

The evidence 18 persuasive that tight labor wmarkets would virtually
resolve, not just ameMorate, the problems of white youth unemployment.
A small minority of white youth and a large portion of minority youth
will continue to require special assistance to ease them into self-
support. However, the assistance that the latter Trequire will have to
reach out beyond the usual employment and training mecasures and en-—
compass desegregation in housing as well as improved schooling.

No doubt, the high black youth unemployment is also connected with
the increase in welfare during the 19608 and 1970s. A comprehensive
effort to reduce unemployment among black teenagers would have to
include an overhaul of the wvarious rules and practices that treat work
and welfare as separate worlds. Arrangements will also have to be
designed that will allow youth from poor homes to combine work and
welfare untlil they work themeives out of poverty.

The charge 3is frequently made that teenagers do not want to work
and that they have given up on the work ethic. The numbers prove that
these allegations are 1ncorrect. Indeed, during the 1970s the labor
force participation of white youth haq been 1increasing for both males
and females. When jobs are available for black youths, their attachment
to the labor market goes up too.

Except for minority youth who need special assistance to find and
retain a job, 1t would seem that all the help that most teenagers need

to function effectively in the workforce 1is enough jobs to go around.
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In labor markets with large job deficits, it is only to be expected that
the inexperienced will be shoved to the end of the line and some will
give up completely.

It is, therefore, reasonable to anticipate that as the supply of
teenagera declines while the demand continues to rise ever so slightly,
most of the white teenage unemployment is going to dissipate. Whether
employers will then turn to black youths to fill the gap in supply
remaing problematic, But when employexrs experience a shortage of hands
and brains, they are 1likely to forego the luxury of discrimination.
Sustained good econocmic times might therefore also mean a sharp overall

reduction in minority teenage unemployment.

Minimum Wages

° Before we leave the subject of youth employment and unemployment,
it wmay be worthwhile to comment on the impact of wminimum wages up.on
youth unemployment. Too many policymakers, and particularly econcmilsts
who should know better, have downgraded job deficits as the cause of
high youth unemployment, and they have sought to explain wyouth un:-
employment on the basis of other factors. A favorite whipping boy (or
8irl) of the disturbingly high unemployment rate among minority wyouth is
the minimum wage. The explanation 1s simple; by imposing a wmwinimum
wage, the government prices youth out of the labor market. The solution
is equzlly straightforw.;rd: abolish the statutory minimum wage(and let
youth work for lower wages. Like most simple solutions, this ocne offers
the wrong explanation and may lead to wrong solutions.

The law already provides that employers can pay .‘ull-time students

85 percent of the minimum wage. But many employers do not take ad-
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vantage of this cut-rate wage, apparently because they cannot get the
necessary workers at the lower wage. In an affluent economy with a
mature welfare state, the reservation price of labor may be eﬁen above
the statutory minimum wage. Of course, teenage labor markets are not
immine from negative impacts caused by the minimum wages. But this is
not the same as saying that ninimum wages are the primary cause of youth
unemp loyment. Econometric evidence indicates that even without any
minimum wage, the post-World War ITI period still would have seen high
rates of youth unemployment. General business conditions, state of
technology, demographic factors, pPopulation migration and an influx of
undocumented aliens, the extension of the welfare state and changing
societal attitudes (i.e., the growing number of women in the workforce
and longer duration of education) all appear to influence youth labor
markets far more than minimum wages. Added to these primary factors,
the minimum wage does seem to involve some costs in the form of reducing
vouth employment levels. Also, the minimum wage may be responsible in
part for increasing the number of young workers who wind up with
part—time jobs instead of full-time employment. There 1is no free lunch.
Yet minimum wages cannot explain the £full extent of youth unem—
ployment—or even a majority of it.

In the welfare state the role of the minimum wage may loom even
greater than 1its initial wodest intent to protect some of the working
poor from exploitation. A prime challenge in the welfare state is to
make worlk more attractive than dependence upon public assistance. T
many cases today the minimum wage 1is mnot particularly attractive.

Without maintaining a vigorous floor, the incentive to choose work over



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

129

welfare would be further eroded. The protection offered by the minimum
wage 1s particularly important to discourage teenagers from entering a
life of economic dependency.

The point 1is that millions of Americans would like to escape the
welfare trap, but cannot. Without a strong minimum wage, it would not

rpay for them to work even though they may want to.

Teenage Childbearing

If one 1is to seek a culprit causing youth unemployment, then sex
could be more responsible for the problems faced by youth than the
minimum wage. Teenagers give birth to 600,000 babies annually. Four
out of ten of them are born out of wedlock. There 1s ample evidence
that a teenage mother without a father to support the child 1s going to
face all sorts of problems which are likely to have lasting effects.
The education of the teenager is likely to be interrupted. The child
will also frequently present insurmountable impediments to securing a
job, even 1f the wmother could find enmployment given her limited
education. 1In many such cases, both mother and chil’d end up on welfare:
But even 1if the parents do marry and support their offspring, the
chances are that such a family would be at a disadvantage. Under these
circumstances the education of the parents is 1likely to be interrupted
and their Jjob opportunities may be limited for 1life. There 1s also
consjderable evidence that early parenthood leads to larger families,
placing continuing eccnomic burdens upon the household. As suggesgted
previocously, many of the young mothers become destitute and land on
public assistance payrolls. According to the latest survey of the Aid
to Families With Dependent Children, teenagers account for more than a

quarter million of AFDC mothers.
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Governmental 1intervention policies to prevent teenage pregnancies
touch on very deep-seated emotions including religious beliefs. Counsel
of abstinence has not been too successful even in more puritanical
times, In today’s society, it would have little efficacy. Government
support of birth control practices which were anathema as recently as
two decades ago are now widely available. But the availability of birth
control deviceas does not always prevent pregnancy, and many would-be
mothers fail to availl themselves of the assistance. In s£ddition to the
600,000 babies borm annually to teenage mothers, 460,000 more preg-—
nancies are terminated.

In this permissive age, whethe; the pregnant teenager 1is married or
not, possibly the most sound governmeni intervention would be to to
provide for the continued educaiion of the prospective wmother and
possibly help her with purting the child up for adoption if she so
chooses. Assistance for terminating pregnancy Iis embrolled in bitter
controversy. There 1s 1little else that government can do except to
provide for the support of the mother and her child or children and
additional assistarcce that would enable the teenager to becoms eco—

nozmically self-sufficient.

What Government Should NOT Do

<cussion g0 far indicates that youth problems come 1n
different dimensions and diverse manifestation. Obviously, governmental
intervention can help to ease these problems. But government help alone

cannot eliminzte the problems and certainly cannot provide cure-alls.
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In .fact, scme govermmental interventions should be discouraged.
One suggestion that has received wide currency is the establishment of a
national youth service program, whether voluntary or compulsory. This
is8 an i1dea whose time has long passed if there ever was room for it.

The notion of a national youth service received wide attention
during the Vietnam War when opponents of military conscription suggested
" that yocuth should be allowed other options of service to the countxy.
It would appear that once conscription was terminated, the i1dea would
dile of 4ts own accord. But some advocates would not let that happen.

Since 1973, when Congress terminated the military draft, l1little has
been heard aﬁout compulsory national service. But once the element of
ccipulsion with sanctions i1is rejected, the volunteer national youth
service becomes a hazy councept with confusing, 1f not conflicting,
goals. The program 18 now proposed alternatively as a "mesningful”
cption for all youth and as means to employ poor teenagers.

In a soclety where pluralism is dominant, the case for a voluntary
national service spomsored by the federal government is far from clear.
The United States abounds with voluntary organizations doing good works;
they are known as churches, fraternal organizations and a miltitude of
other groups helping advance worthy causes. In line with past practices
and still widely held values, good works should best be left to in-
dividuals, private organizations, and, 1ndeed, youth as well as adults,
each to sgerve the nation, their compmunities, and their nefighbors in
dif ferent ways. This can be best achieved without government in-
tervention and by encouraging youth to exercise the available options.
A youth with tHe potential for playing a fiddle and becoming a concert

violinist could best serve by enrolling in a conservatory. While the
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678", and still growing, youth might make the greatest contribution by
playing college basketball for the greater glory of his alma mater and
by preparing to maximize the Gross National Product. Others can best
gerve by acting as missionaries for their churches. The bulk. of
youngsters can best serve their country and themselves by learning =&
trade or enrolling in college to learn a bit of Shakespeare and study
the mysteries of integral .alculus.

Advocates of the national youth service point to the support the
concept receives in the polls. Rather than rely upon vague and doubtful
surveys, it would be hest to look at the record. The fact is that the
voluntary national service efforts have been elitist and have attracted
very few persons. Indeed, the wvolunteer national service organizations
have experienced difficulty in filling their 1l1limited available slots.
Whether the benefits of the Peace Corps, VISTA, and related efforts have
exceeded theilr costs remains a matter of judgment, although the argument
can be made that the exposure received by future national leaders
Justifies -the government outlays.

The advocates of national youth service propose, however, not a few
thousand highly selected enrollees. They favor a national youth service
enrolling hundreds of thousands and possibly even millions. In these
proposals, universal service by youth get confused with welfare goals.
Whatever the name of such an agency, it will require the establishment
of a federal bureaucracy to administer the program. Again, we can turn
to past experience to examine the prospects of such an effort.

If the youth are to perform needed services, costs become cruclal.
If the volunteers are to be housed 1in residential centers, then the

costs are likely to wmount. Even at a subminimum stipend, the annual
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cost per person, based on the experience of the Job Corps, the Young
Adult Conservation Corps, and the military, would be at 1least $12,000;
if the costs amortization of the needed facilities were to be included,
the bill would mount even higher.

Most of the volunteers may not require residential facilities and
would be able to reside in their parents homes. In that case, the wage
becomes controlling. Cn the basis of equity, however, it hardly would
be appropriate to urge youth from impoverished homes to serve for less
than the wminimum wage and to have ;heir families subsidize their
services to the public. It is also highiy doubtful w%ether many youths
will be attracted to that kind of an activity, and exhortation is not
likely to help. Whatever the number of volunteers the program swould
attract, i1its administrators would find it difficult to prevent the
program from exerting a wage depreséant affect, 1limiting work op—
portunities to the lowest level jobs.

If the wage is to be raised, then the national yvouth service would
be competing with the military as well as private employers. The
govermment would also find it difficult to employ——even if it is called
voluntary service~-hundreds of thousands of yYouths while their elders
are seeking similar jobs. The question also should be raised about the
services that a youth oriented voluntary service could offer. Ex-—
perience under the Neighborhood Youth Corps and annual summer jobs
programs -for youth (intended to provide work experience to youths from
impoverished homes) does not leave much room for optimism. One re-—-
curring problem has been that the managers of the employment projects
did not enforce any discipiine in the workplace, and little work was

done iIn too many cases. The work experience program became 1ittle mwore
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than an 1income maintenance program providing few services to their
communities and doubtful future help to the participating youth.

There 1s also the question: What would the youth do? Granted that
society's work is never done, there are lots of added chores that can be
performed. But given the propénsity of youth to job-hop and as long as
the national youth service is going to remain a voluntary activity, the
question is will the youths who enroll in the agency stick with 1t for a
year or for whatever hitch they sign up? The experience of the Great
Society's programs would suggest that such 1is not the case. The average
stay of youths in the Job Corps, for example, is about six months. And
more than a third depart from the centers within 90 days after en-
rollment.

The question whether enough jobs could be created for hundreds of
thousands of unskilled and frequently deficiently educated youth who
might volunteer for a national youth service cannot be 1ignored. The
starved public sector is a matter of the past. State and local em—
ployment has more than doubled since 1960, and the federal establishment
has growan at a more rapid pace 1f the indirectly funded employment by
federal outlays 1is 1Included. Of course, there 1s always a need for
more, And there 1is no shortage of studies indicating the shortfall of
public employment. It might be helpful, however, to tur; to the
economist’s concept of effective demand to appraise these alledged
;hortfalls in public employment. According to this concept, stating
that something 1is needed or wanted can be best characterized as a
tantrum. Ef fective demand requires that the individual not only desire

a good or a service but also be willing in actuality to pay the price.

Given that public service employment has grown rapidly., it would appear
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that the most pressing needs, as perceived by public officials at all
levels of government, has been filled. There 1is no need here to pass
Judgment upon the wisdom of the preferences expressed. But the concept
of a volunteer service hardly squares with a federal agency substiltuting
its preferences for the judgement of the duly constituted officials at
all levels of government and second guessing the priorities established
by the latter.

In brief, there 1s no question that the Unlted States has ex—
rerienced a job deficit for youth. Society has made various efforts to
provide for a growing number of socially useful activities which employ
teenagers. A strong case can be made for expanding the number of Jjobs
that the govermment has created for them. But it is not c}ear that the
needs of the youth should receive priority over the claims of other

sectors in society. And whatever new interventions the federal

‘government may support for youth, a volunteer national youth service is
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The Challenges and Pitfalls

The high birthrate following World War I1 coupled with the dhaﬁging_
structure of the economy and family have thrust unusual challenges upon
American society in the past two decades. On the whole, we have done
reasonably well for the bulk of the growing supply of youngsters.
Society established the needed institutions to absorb them by offering
additional doses of education and providing employment for most youths.
But sgome fell by the wayside because of past and continuing dis-—
crimination, a lack of adequate opportunities, personal deficiencies, or

failure of society to adapt programs to meet their needs.
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The burdens wupon society, as far as providing for youth, should
abate in the 1980s. But the major problems faced in the 1970s will not
go away. The record of the Great Society initiatives has been proven on
the whole helpful to youths who needed federal assistance and the
programs should, therefore, be continued into the next decade.

The danger of neglect during the coming decade is twofold. First,
soclety may give up prematurely on the successful efforts that have beeu
intitiated in the 1960s and 1970s because of a currently prevalling
spirit of negativism. Some may believe that all the problems will
digappear once the number of youths diminishes. However, recent
analysis of longitudinal data shows that labor forcc related d4dif-
ficulties often leave a lingering scar on teenag:rs even when they grow
up. For many youths, these problems will not magically wvanish in the
1980s. Second, there is also a danger that we will opt for novel but
unproven and wWrong approaches. Avoiding these two pitfalls, most
teenagers of the 1980s should face reasonably smooth sailing compared to
youth of the 1970s. They will benefit from the continuvation of proven
ef forts that were started for their older siblings during the past score
years, and they will also be helped by new experimentations as long as

these initiatives are realistic in their goals and designs.
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Senator NeELSON. Thank you very much.

We will now hear from Mr. Willard /irtz.

Senator JAviTs. Mr. Wirtz, would you yield to me for 1 minute?

Mr. WirTz. Sure.

Senator Javirs. I must leave at noon, and I would like to thank
these gentlemen very much for their testimony with regard to how
this matter goes. I would like to thank them especially for their
unanimity on the 22-percent set-aside.

Mr. WirTz. On Mr. Levitan’'s point, Mr. Chairman, I disagree
with his point No. 1 and with his last point. His first point was
there is no need to change the present legislation, and his last
point was in oppositi ;n to youth service. But that leaves seven
points in between, which is the most Sar and I have ever agreed on
in our lives. [Laughter.]

Let me make, it I may, five points. First; I support fully the basic
principles of this legislative proposal. I am not familiar with its
detail. I am familiar with the development of the program over the
last 3 years, and the development of this legislative program, and I
simply compliment the administration and the Department on this
bill. If there appear any differences at all in my position, they
result from the fact that 1 haven’t had a chance to familiarize
myself with the details of the bill.

Now, more specifically. There has been a lot of arithmetic here
this morning and I want to add one other set of figures which I
think are correct and which put this in a somewhat different
perspective.

It’s a terrible problem, this 50-percent unemployment among
disadvantaged youth in cities. There is no Justification for it. I
would like, at the same time, to suggest one other set of figures
which I believe are correct.

If we're talking 16 to 21 year olds, we’'re talking about 25 million
people——

Senator NELsON. How many?

Mr. WrrTz. 25 million.

The Secretary’s statement indicates that in that 16- to 21-year-
old group, there are probably about 1% million who are in serious
trouble—15 weeks out of work and so forth."

I call attention to the fact that that is 6 percent of this total.
That doesn’t minimize the problem. It does suggest clearly that it
is manageable. Where in the course of the first hour and a half this
morning I found overtones of discouragement about being able to
do this thing, with the amount of money at hand, when you realize
that what we are talking about, in terms of the severely disadvan-
tiged, is only 6 percent, or 1% million people, we can deal with
that.

That figure does not include the whole of the youth unemploy-
ment problem. There are two problems. There is the problem that
besets a lot of kids, underemployment and so on and so forth, and
then this hard-core problem that we’re talking about at the
moment. That problem can be met.

Sar is right that the figures on youth unemployment in the
present form just do not tell us what we need to know. But I think
1t’s a further estimate that about half of these severely disadvan-
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taged kids are in the centers of the large cities, with the other half
being spread around the communities across the country.

Senator NELsoN. When you talk about youth unemployment in
sor(rile of the central cities, it’'s 50 percent between the ages of 16
and 217 .

Mr. WirTz. Yes; among the minority groups.

Senator NeELsoN. How are these figures acquired? Who is count-
ed? In other words, is a college student who is unemployed in the
summer a statistic there?

Mr. WIRTZ. Sar is a better authority than I am. He has just
finished his assignment as chairman of the President’s Commission
on those figures. I should defer to him.

Senator NELsSON. Well, why don’t you finish your statement and
then at the proper place we’ll cover it.

Mr. WirTz. All right.

My point No. 2 I would call, in terms of the testimony this
morning, basics and benchmarks. There were two different parts of
the conversation, but I suggest that as they were pulled together,
they reflect the fact that in a very significant way this legislation
refiects more, I think, than has been accepted before, the fact that
these kids bear some responsibilities for this matter which they,
too, ought to start discharging. The Secretary very appropriately
called attention to the fact that a lot of them don’t have what it
takes right now because they haven’t had the education they need.
So it seems to me the emphasis on these basics is terribly impor-
tant.

I would hope we could be a little clearer about what basics we
are talking about. In my book, too, writing is one, and values is the
other. You can make the first one communications—reading, writ-
ing, talking, and listening. We also ought to go into the basic
matter of values.

In reference to benchmarks. it seems to me this is closely related
because for the first time there is a real emphasis in this legisla-
tion on following up to sece what is done as far as the individuals
are concerned.

There are more kids looking for jobs today than there are look-
ing for work. 1 want to come back to this in a slightly different
connection.

My third point has to do with this matter of linkages between
the two programs. I am frankly disappointed that there are appar-
ently going to have to be two statutes here. I had hoped we were
moving toward a consolidated work/education statute. I respect
whatever may be the reasons for it, because I am familiar with
them. The situation apparently hasn’t improved in the last 15
years; we still don’t know how to put in a single package program
that combines the administrative responsibilities of two depart-
ments. I think that’s too bad, but I certainly am in no position to
be critical about it.

Going on beyond that, Senator Javits, you will find from my
written statement that I have emphasized the 22-percent point as
strongly as you do. I was impressed with the testimony this morn-
ing and would suggest, perhaps presumptuously, that the expressed
differences can be reconciled.

Q
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As I understand the record, the 22 percent has been imposed in
terms of institutional or program grants. As I heard the testimony
this morning, it occurred to me that a similar principle could very
appropriately be worked out in terms of individuals, and that this
would be more meaningful. A number of the job slots are depend-
ent upon the individuals also taking education. It occurs to me that
there can be an extension of the 22-percent principle, perhaps more
effectively, on an individual basis, rather than an overall institu-
tional basis.

As 1 followed the testimony, I found no reflection of intended
deviation from the principle of the 22-percent set-aside, and to
share the feeling that this is one of the firm foundations in experi-
ence on which to build. I would hope there would be a possibility of
retaining the principle of a firm commitment to joint programing,
but perhaps to do it in terms of individuals rather than in terms of
institutional grants.

Senator Javirs. If you’ll allow me just to comment, I value your
expertise and your feeling about this whole thing which is entirely
in accord with the way I look at it. I can assure you, as far as I'm
concerned, I will do my utmost to reconcile these views so we can
have an agreed-upon bill. I assure you it’s going to be tough enough
to get any bill through, and therefore, if we can agree on it, we
have a much better chance.

Mr. WirTz. In the same connection, on linkages between the two,
I am confused at this point about the number of councils provided
for in this legislation. There appears to be a proliferation, and a
potential to separatism between work councils at the local commu-
nity level and education councils. I think that’s too bad and I
would hope very much a way could be found to approach this so
gha_tdt}(;at council function at the local community level will not be

ivided.

If it's hard for HEW and Department of Labor functions to be
coordinated in Washington, it is easier for organizations at a local,
community level, where everybody knows each other, to get togeth-
er. Our experience with these education work councils around the
country shows that this can be done.

In that connection, and more broadly, it does seem to me that
Senate bill 2218 includes a number of provisions with respect to
linkages which deserve further consideration, including the setting
up of a National Education Work Council. So I would hope that in
addition to the emphasis on the principle of the 22 percent, there
would be every effort possible made to establish institutional link-
ages at the local, community level, between the schools, the em-
ployers, and the community at large.

My third point has already been made in part. We are dealing
with two youth unemployment problems. One of them is the hard-
core, disadvantaged problem. It includes, I think, about 1% million
in the 16- to 19-age category.

There is another problem of underemployment and so on and so
forth. I would hope very much that in the emphasis on the hard-
core, disadvantaged problem there will not be lost sight of the
broader problem which is also part of this picture.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, with your opening thoughts in mind, I
would like to mention two points with respect to the hard core
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problem, or at least parts of it, which it seems to me take account
of the fact that there are not unlimited funds here. There are two
emp}!‘llases I would like to suggest that don’t have a big dollar sign
on them.

I suspect that as far as the hardcore disadvantaged youth prob-
lem is concerned, outside the central cities, a very large part of it
could be met by the development at the local community level of a
. one~with-one kind of relationship between each of these individuals
and somebody else in that community. If there ure about 750,000
hardcore disadvantaged youth in communities in this country, out-
side the central city, there are at least that many people in those
communities who would be glad to work with each of these individ-
uals on a one-with-one basis. If we could set up local community
education work councils and start this kind of approach, my guess
is that it would make a big difference.

The final point is that, facing this situation, and facing severe
economic and budgetary restraints, we’re going to have to come to
terms with the fact that there are a lot of available work opportu-
nities for youth in this country, and they’re not being filled. I'm
talking about the jobs in the private service sector; I'm talking
about lawn mowing, I’'m talking about a number of other things
which I would hope we would start calling ‘‘bridge’’ jobs.

I wish we could start setting up ways of getting these kids into
those jobs and then moving them on to whatever the next step may
be. It's too bad that we have developed an attitude toward these
jobs that means we’re not using them.

This would also be important in political terms. It is hard to get

national support for youth unemployment programs when most
people can’t get their lawn cut, or their windows washed, or any of
thosg fhings, and a very great many small service operators can’t
get help.
- Given the strictures on the amount of available Government
funds, we ought to find some way of using these private service
sector jobs that are available, not in the central cities, but through-
out the rest of the country. If this were approached in terms of
imaginative, administrative arrangements, providing for what
we’'re calling career passports at the Manpower Institute, there’s a
huge potential that could be used there at minor cost.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Wirtz follows:]
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Testiaony of Willard Wirtz
National Manpower Institute
Before the
Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Tovarcty
and Migrarory Labor, of tha
Cormictctee on Labor and Human Ressurcss

March 5, 1980

As requested, Mr. Chairman, X will comment as speciiically =3 possible
on youth employment legislation now before the Corrmirve=. All chat is availl-
able as this statement is written, however, are sowe d-ait specifiicactions.

The legislation may have changegd by the time this starz—enc is r=ad, and I
apologize in advance for any misrepresenctation of t=a =Z3minisrrzcion’s
proposals.,

Last fall I tescified before this committee o= g2naral directions in the
youth employment area. I simply refér to those ganazal ra=arvtks hare and confine
myself to some specific reactions and recommendatio—=s.

There is in the adoinistration of youtrh emplor—o2p=- prorams a growing
sophisﬁiéacion. wicth a vast array of program optiosns, extecsive rasearch
designs for "knowledgs development," and complicac=3 daXivery s375tems operated
through intricate relationships among levels of gov=roxaat zod Zzoong agencies.
It would be presumprurus for an interested but caswpal stsercar to address the .
many technical considerations involved and the appraopriztanzss o the many
allocations of funds acong different sections and s—Ssecticms oS the proposed

legislation. There are, however, clear trends ecerzianr ia the Zzsic policies

i

these details add up to, and I think that they are iz tz2 Tizhr direction.
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The single most important of these policy treands is, in my judge—ment,
the increasing use of an education and work approach. We have come to
realize that so long as work institutions and education institutions 30 their
separate ways, more and more youth will fall into the widening space bztween.

There are, in the evolution of this youth pProgram, and in the Proposals
being advanced by the Administration and im the Congress, a number of other
trends I find encouraging and promising. These proposals reflect a new
purposiveness in implementing the growing recoguicrion that these prograzas
must be worked out at the local level; that good educatfion in the basics is
essential ro successful employment; that we have to start on this employment
problem while youth are still in school and not wait until they become dropouts
or join the ranks of the long-term unesployed; that there is a criticza! need
for combining work and public service experience with classroom education
for youth still in school; that the private sector, the community, and parents
rmust become involved in various partmnership arrangements.

The proposad legislation also recognizes the need to help youth develop
a record of their experiences so they have something to show employers when
they apply for a jJob (what we have called at NMI an Experience Reporc or
Career Passport).

My one~sentence reaction to the epnactomeat and adoministration of ;ha 1977
yvouth employment amendments and to the legislarive proposals before cthis
Comnittee today would be that this piece of public business 1is being handled
extraordinarily well. This is partly, however, because it is recognized that

there is no more critical matter for society than to assure that young people
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are given access to an aconomically sufficient adulthood, a2nd that a great

deal

more rémains to be done.

Too many pec>le are leaving school unable te read, write,
and do simple arithmetic. Even some high school graduates

cannot read their diplomas.

Minarity youtch memployment rates are at high and cotally
unacceptable levals.

In a great ==ny comxmumnities work instritutions and aducation
institutioas ara hardly on speaking terms and do nor wmder—
atand each orther's language, although there are so—e vary

encouraging developoents here.

Youth not gactiag to the labor market through higher educacion
are having a tougher rime, and the Federal governcenr is
spending seven ctimes more on youth artending postsecondarcy
schools than for youth attending high school.

Occupational segregation by sex creates serious structural
barriers for young women who must be more fully inforrmed about
cmployment opportuniries in non—traditional fields so that they
can nmake the necessary educational and training choices to

prepare for —ore= equitable employment.

The situation fully warrants rthe high priority assigoed to it by the Admin—

istration in its proposals and by cthose in Congress, such as Szpator Javits, who

have introduced cooprzhensive youth egployment legislation.

I would ewmphasize three pofints, all of them reflecting primciples chat are

very much a part of both the Adminisrration's proposals ant those of Senator Javits.

1.

Basic Educacioa

There is no mora2 iaoporctant lick between school and work than having a good

basic education, anz thes ecphasis given it in rthe Adninistration's proposals 1s,
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I believe, wholly justified. It is assigned half cthe oonay, z=31 deficienciles
in education are at least half the youth unemploycent problam. I nave yet
to talk to an employer about hiring youth who has not ewphasiz=3 this need.
Thay are more likely to talk about job applicants’ being 2ble = read and
write ... and get to work on time ... than about their raceiving spacific
ecrployment skills in the classroom, although such training is o5viously
also fmopportant. So I find it encouraging that we are talkingz a25our cvsing
both the regular school classrooms and those of Vocatfonal Educstion as well.
The slippage in test scores 3eneral}y amonrg school students and high
school graduates has produced a general state of alarm in the X=2tica abour
the quality of educaticn and a not very precisely stated de—and for a “return

to the basics.”

while it is a demand with which I wltolly agTee, I would want
to define basics carefully, be sure they are the right ones, 252 avoid any
return to learning by rote that was abandoned for teaching y¥ormz people how
to think rather than how to remember.

I would put special emphasis on Writing. We have dbeen moTre systedatic
about the teaching of readlng ino the public schools than we haw= about writing.
Acquiring the ability to write is acquiring the ability to think aad to
coornmicate, and those are very necessary skills anywhere Iin %3 coxplex
sociecy. If every young person was required te compose just o=z paragraph
evary day, it could make & very large difference. It would mekx:x evad DUIe
of o difference 1if the day's paragraph were read and corrected ©F a parent,
as well as by a teacher.

1f writing ia the counterpart of reading, then listening £s tha2 eountarpart

O
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of speaking. Listening is as necessary to communication as talking. There
have been only puny efforts so far to teach listening.

2. Linzages and "Ccuncils™

There Is strong emphasis in the proposals made by the Admiailstcration on
interrelating school and prime sponsor effort and for involving the full ransge
of communxity inscitutsions. The decentralization of rhe federal cmployrent
and training program is now pretty coaplete in getting it down to the leocal
government level. But ir must move oa from there and decentrallze in terms
of woving oore of it to the private sector.

I hope we can build further on the principle established in the 1977
legisiation where the prime sponsors were required to have a joint program
in order to spend 22% of the funds. I call attention to this simply because
the Administration proposals seem to be in the form of one title for employment
(administarad by the Lahkur {r-narrment) and another title for education
(administerad by the - tioa bDezartecent). I know the intention is to integrate
the two programs, and I si=ply fi=g this as something warranting close attention.
It would be unfortunate ro got back into defining organizaticonal responsibilities
on a separarion-of-function principle, and fail to move forward on this vital
matter of joint effort.

The nmany calls in these proposals for involving employers, unions, community—
based orgaznizatfons, and parents still leave a question of whether, when we

get to the fine print, it is true collaboration that is being encouraged, with

government as one party to ic, or whether this amounts to using representatives

in these instituticns in a purely advisory or review capacity. I chink it
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ashould be on a collaboractive basls, with the collzsorazive fifor-t having

some kind! of frec standing and independent status s3oini bersond Selng just
an appendage to locel jgovernments.

Thewe observarions are made fn very general f:som S=zceause [ have not
seen the final detailed proposals being offered by 1 mdmfodis-ration. In
some of the draft 7naterials, which may now have be=n changed, thare were
geveral specific references that sevem to me to warrant iurther consideration.

There is appareatly a proposal rtoe have each school suz=riarandant appolnt
an Educarion Work Council with advisory functions. Wa have been intolved at
the Natlonal Manpower Institute in piloting the id=za oI Educatiosn Work
Counclls: there are now about 75 of them in communities acrdss the country.
The 30 Councils involved in the NMI pillot program are =oving richt now toward
fndependent funding (after recelving seed money froz th=2 Derarcoent of Labor).
These councils are freestanding, and the members ol each szctor (education,
cemployers. unions) have equal volce in the activitias They undartaxa. If
collaborative counclls are desired, they should be msiven an action charvter and
encouraged through support and leadership, rather than heinz =andated by law.

There are several kinds of councils apparently conteaplated in the drafc
of the proposals: with Youth Councils, for example, to be retainad, but with
the alternative of establishing Youth Opportunity Councils; and while the
Education title drafec requires Education Work Councils. thzte i3 also a

requirement for school principals recelving funds zo 23poizt "School Site

K]

W

Councilis." I would hope consideratfon could be giwzn to d2sigmate broadly

representative councils to serve all the the functions azc sarr
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for both titles, to work oa all possibilities for Joint efZorrs of
employers, educators, uaions, youth service organizations, and local govern—
ment toward generally izproving the transition from school o wo;k. Special
program needs could be =&t by subcommittee arrangements.

The creation of such broad cormunity collaborative councils requires
as much, or more, encourageoenc and leadershlp from the private sector, as
from the public sector. It caonot be done wholly throuzh fovernment action
in Washingron. One pro=xising approach is suggested by the National
Education Work Council proposal in S.2218. Its charter would include, among
other things, providing ''technical assistance on school-to—<ork transition
issues and otherwise to prooote collaboration among educatiosn, work, govern-—
mant, and scocial organizations at the national. state, and locel levels.™
A group such as this could take the leadership in establishing = “"Community
Education Work Council in every community' as was recently recommended by

the Carnegie Councll on Policy Studiess In Higher Educatisn.

3. Two Youth Proble—ms

It is increasingly izrortant to recognize that there are two distincrly
difforent situaticns here, although they arce related. One iavolves, as
nearly as I can tell, a»out 75 or B0 percent of American youth —-— of whon
perhaps about half have no real problem ar all, while the other half fFace

difficulties that Involvae what are essentially problems of adjustoenc of onsa

kind or another. The problem here is primarily of failures of big institurions

[V}

to work together. The orther problem involves the 20 or 5 percent of young

r families'

av

people in this counntry who., usually as a consequence of the
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socio—aconomic status, or in many cases because of their growing =p in

the dzcaving centers of American cities, or because of coutrignt diszriminacion,
face an exceadingly bleak five or ren yYears after they leave school —-- and

the likeiy prospect of that bleakness becoming a liferime sentence.

It is inperative that we separate these two problems out fro= =zach
other. foar they have different roots and requlire different treatments.

Both are serious and 1t would be a miscake to ignore either of thea; emphasizing
one to the exclusion of the other is likely to mean that neither will attracet
the support of a working majoricty.

Thez proposed legislation competently addresses this serious catter of
inner citr and rural Youth now going nowhere in the eémployment world. I hope
that 2x w=a press forward with these government programs we «ill alszo try to
organiza all possible community and volunteer resocurces YWe can to supplexent
the goveraneant efforts. It will be necessary in the end for the co—unity
to meat thisc 2roblem on a case-by—case basis, starting with getting the nac-es
and addrasses of all youth in serious employemnt trouble, and working things
ouc one by one. and one on one.

Anorher elezment in building £rom what resocurces we hava will be to take
better advantage of the ""bridge’™ jobs in the private sector, the jobs avail-
able to vouth that rthey usually don't stay ia a long time, such as in fasc
food chains. We need te help youth bufild a record of acconplishzent using
rthe jobs thaz are avalilable, and buidling as much inte these experiances as
possisle. Farhaps we need most of all an improved systen for handling the

next s5cep that has to be taken when the training perliod is completad.

O
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As Zor this larger problea of the transicion from school to work,
we nzed o increase job counseling in the schools, broaden the availabilics
of work z22d szrvice expeiiences while youth are still in school, and impro-a
the occuractisnal information available to youth. This all m=azxs close
workizz ralationships among Eduqation institurions, businesses, unions,
publiz e—plov=ent i'gencles, and local government . This does not necessarilsy
inveclve expensive, federally funded services, as it does in the case of
expandipg inner-city job opportunities, but does require che setting in place
of close collaborative arrange—ents zmong these institutlons at tha local
level, a=d also at the State and National levels.
I brizel summary, I think that
— tha propoesals before this committee are constructive and
n=cessarys;
— baeter baslc education is important, particularly in all
forms of communication a2nd in values.
—— wa should move forward on joint programs between education

znd eoployment agencies at the local level, and we should

further decentralize to the private sector and establisi

trul¥ collaborative councils with broad charters;

— thaxe is cricical need for remedial programs, particularly
in inner ciries and iscolated rural areas, and a need for
preventivae approaches that get major inmstitutions working

together rather than going their separate ways; there is

also a need to mobilize wvolunteer community rescources,

working with young people in trouble on a one-with-ones bLasis.
Wz have to get this youth sfruaction in hand. We barely started on it in
tha 13595, and it has gotten worse in the 1970s. There is new pro=ise in the
Adoinisrracion’s and the Congress' making this a top agenda itex= for the new

decada.
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Senator NeELsoN. Thank you very much, Mr. Wirtz.

The educational component isn’t within the jurisdiction of this
subcommittee. But from what I know about it, I am puzzled by
what it is they expect to do with §1 billion in this educational
component. I understand they will accept bids from schools on
proposals as part of the educational component. I don’t understand
that.

Dr. GiNnzBERG. Could I talk to that for a second?

Senator NELsSON. Yes.

Dr. GinzBerG. I come from a small city called New York, in
which by age 13 already a lot of the kids who are on the school
rolls are really in the streets as truants. So that you can’t even say
that the schools aren’t educating them because the kids aren ’t even
in class to be educated, for all types of reasons.

The typical _}unlor/senlor high school 1s a disfunctional env:ron-
ment for a youngster who has not learned how to read in the
preceding years. Unless one does something to prov1de alternative
educational opportunities for these kids they can’t mature. My wife
is now tutoring one of them, and the youngster is very sad that she
dropped out of school and didn’t pay any attention to school. But
youngsters between 13 and 19 go through a lot of development.
There has to be opportunities for those youngsters to get back and
complete their basic schooling, because New York is now an 83-
percent service sector and, if one doesn’t possess literacy and nu-
merary one just can’t get a decent job.

So I think what the administration is talking about, and surely
what came out of our studies, in terms of the vear—and-—a-half that
the Commission looked at this, is the essentiality of putting along-
side of a regular high school, which performs all right for most
kids, some kind of support system whereby youngsters who don’t
get much out of their regular schooling have a second chance. It's a
second chance opportunity, that is what we're interested in, I
think, in the educational recommendations.

There are no certain ways of doing that, but we had better try to
do it because in the absence of that kind of minimum qualification,
the job employability outlook is very, very poor. So I think we just
have no options but to go on that route.

Senator NELsSON. I understand what the administration is propos-
ing is an educational component that differs from what is going on
in the youth training programs already in CETA. They have _]obs
they have education components. What are they saying that isn’t
being done? That’s what I don’t understand.

Dr. GinzBERG. Well, I'm a bad reader of the details of legislation.
I have been trying to understand these issues substantively.

I think what is true is that in the Job Corps we have remedial
educational opportunities, and for my money, the Job Corps is one
of the major payoff institutions.

As I have seen it up till now, the out-of-school youth program, it
is not easy and sometimes is exceedingly difficult to find any
remedial educational opportunities for those youngsters. The
notion to put some money in the new Department of Education is
to encourage the local primes to work out in the local community,
some expansion for alternative ways of having some of the out-of-
school youths make up their lack of literacy and numeracy. So I

iy
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don’t think we do have at this present time in the manpower
programs very effective educational second-stage opportunities. We
have a few of them, but not very much.

Mr. WIrRTz. Mr. Chairman, this is only a partial answer, but they
are actually conditioning participation in a number of the work
and training programs on taking educational courses of one kind or
another, and on the other side are providing certain educational
courses which will involve the individuals in them doing work and
work training of one kind or another. So there is a clear linkage
now between the two, which was not there before.

Dr. GiNzBERG. I think, Senator Nelson, you could take the money
that the administration suggests and give it to the Department of
Labor and tell them to negotiate alternative kinds of educational
opportunities on a larger scale; there’s nothing to stop you from
doing that. My own view is that that would not be the wisest thing
to do, because I would like to get the school systermn a little bit more
involved for the people who are still in the school system to become
a little bit more conscious of the whole employability matter and
make adjustments in their curricula. I think probably all yvou can
say 1s, if you use some Federal dollars to stimulate those school
systems which have been very unresponsive to the employability
1ssue, you may get a somewhat higher return for your dollars. 1
can’t guarantee it, but I think that’s the thinking 1n back of the
administration.

Mr. Levrran. If the set-aside is inadequate, then possibly we will
need more money to reach these goals. But I don’t know if addi-
tional money, by itself, will solve the problem. The important and
innovative direction of YEDPA is to link education and work. That
1s what we have been doing. I'm not saying that it has been
adequate so far, or that we don’t need any more money. But what
we are doing, as I think Senator Javits suggested, is giving sepa-
rate funds to the Department of Education for compensatory educa-
tion or similar programs. At the same time they are separating
that from the youth employment. In effect, it's a backwards step,
and it is as if we were trying to destroy the linkages that have
been created by YEDPA.

Dr. GiNzBERG. I don’t want to have a pointed argument with Sar,
but I wear another hat and we are monitoring the entitlement
projects. We have not done very well on the entitlement projects
with respect to the out-of-school youth. We have had a hard time
getting them back in. _

he reason is that the school systems do not find it easy to deal
with the out-of-school youth, and they don’t have much flexibility.
It is just on this point about the difficulties of getting the conven-
tional school system-—one of the hopes under the new administra-
tion bill-—and I had nothing to do with the drafting of it, and I
don’t understand it fully—but my understanding is that they would
look to groups like the OIC’s, among others, to provide some of the
alternative schooling that is linked with the employability needs of
the out-of-school people.

The present system on 22-percent set-aside, I don’t want to say
the 22 percent isn’t working at all, but it is not working for that
part of the out-of-schcol youth that I have kept a close eye on.

Q
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Mr. LevitaN. If they were going to do it with the OIC’s, or some
others in the community-based organizations, then why not give
the funds to the prime sponsors and let them pass it down to OIC’s
instead of establishing new institutions. We would be doing the
same thing. As Senator Javits suggested, it takes years to establish
a new set of institutions. Why do this when the organizations are
already there?

I would agree with. you that OIC’s and the others provide some
basic and remedial education. But they don’'t have enough funds.
Given this fact and budget constraints, why establish new sets of
institutions?

Senator NELsON. I have a meeting that I'm 15 minutes late for
already, so I guess we will have to bring this to a conclusion.

Could you submit for the record, Mr. Levitan, your statistical
basis for the youth unemployment figures?

Mr. LeviTaAN. I would be delighted to, Senator.

[The following was received for the record:]

-
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In its final report, the Naticnal Commission on Employment and

Unemployment Statistics made the following comment on youth labor force statistics:

Youth

The unprecedented rise in youth unemployment in the 1970s has
attracted considerable attentran. ? While it is widely recognized that the
postwar baby boom 1s a major force behind the rise in youth
uncmployment, a contributing factor is also the growing number of
young people who are not making a clean break between schooling and
work as in the past, butl instead are combining these aclivities. As a
consequence, the measurement of the labor market experiences of young
persons is complicated by the schooling option, and labor market data
must be capable of reflecting this relationship between school and work.

Fhe commission bBelieves that there s . need for more treqquent data than
ihe present annual mmormatiaon on the school earGliment ot vauth in
order 1o understand work and education choices, o deaupn employment
polictes and traiming pragrams appropnate for thes situation, and to help
appraise the labor market attachment of srudents.

Currently, information on the school enrollment and labor force status of
the population 16—-34 vears s collected annually 10 the October
supplement 10 the CPS. Studcents are not explicitly identthed in the CPs
during the rest of the yvear. although the voung people 16-21 years
reporttng schoaol as thesr majar activity are tabulated by latzor force
status. For those students not 1n the laban force, the data are probable o
close approxmmation of the actual number of students who are
nonparticipants. However, for students 1n the labor iorce, either
emploved or unemploved. the data mas substanually under. port school
enrollment because some students may repon work as thesr magor
activity. The Oclober 1977 CPS supplement. ior example, recorded 1
million more 16—-21 year olds 1n both school and the labor force than the
total derived from the major aclivity question in the monthly CPS.
Because of the shortcomings of these monthly data, the commussion
recommends the addition of a guestion to the CPS on whether
respondents age 16—-24 years were atending school on a fulf- or pari-
tirne basis

The commission has selected this age group because data from the
October supplement to the CPS indicate that while a significant
proportion of those under age 24 years combine work with scheol, the
proportion falls off sharply after age 24. The new data would replace the
monthly tabulations of the employment status of 16-10-2 1 year olds
whose major achvity is gomng 1o school and supplement the Ocrober
school enrollment survey. ;

These data will provide a current view of the extent ta which schoo! and
work are',l combined and how participation in these activilies varies over
the year and with fluctuations in economic aclivity. Further, to the extent
that sample size permits, the data wilt enable the analyst 1o distinguish
the early work experience of out-of-schoo! youth from that of students.
In making this recormmendation for an addition o the monthly CPS
survey, the commission is well aware thar the number and proportion of
youth in the labor force will decline as the postwar baby boom cohort
conlinues to age. A possible implication of this deaiographic change is
that the wvisibility of the labor market problems of the young will fade
over time. However, the commission doubts that it can safely make this
assumption and therefore believes that better information on school and
work activities of youlh will be needed for labor market policy in the
ycars ahead.
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Senator NELsoN. All right. Thank you very much. I appreciate
you gentlemen taking the time to come and give us the benefit of
your views this morning.

Senator Williams?

Senator WiLLiams [presiding]. I just wondered—1 know you
haven’t addressed the welfare jobs legislation, but there is some-
thing Secretary Wirtz said that indicated to me a possible question
here.

You know, in the jobs bill for the welfare program suitability is
one of the factors for placing people in jobs. The job search must be
for a suitable job. This is similar to the job search in the unemploy-
ment compensation program, and I’'m just wondering whether that
is not an obstacle to what you were proposing the ‘“bridge’ jobs.
Those are considered, I would guess, the jobs that are menial, and
therefore undesirable.

These services are not considered essential, but they are services
that could be performed, there’s a demand for them. You men-
tioned cutting the lawn. There are other environmental jobs that
would fit, I think, into this “bridge,”’ services that are needed but
that nobody will do.

Is there anyway we can develop an attitude about these jobs so
that gl;ey are not discounted, but considered suitable for a limited
period?

Mr. WirTz. There sure is, and we’re on the right track when we
substitute ‘‘bridge’” for that word that both you and I know but
hgge stricken out of our language. We know what we’re talking
about.

If we were to start calling ‘‘bridge’ jobs, and if we would start
working out procedures for getting kids from thcse jobs on to the
next job, then we would have it made.

We're working right now at the Manpower Institute with the
Department of Labor and with the fast food chains to do precisely
that. We're working up on what we call developing a career pass-
port, so that as you take one of these bridge jobs, there will be a
;-elc):ord made of it, and then you can use this in going on to the next
job.

There are help wanted signs in the fast food service stores in
most of the communities in this country outside the center cities.
My answer fo your gquestion is yes, if we will start working on the
psychology of that situation, to make it part of the training experi-
ence—although I mean to call it work and to pay for it as work—
but if we will start working out a system which moves kids from
those jobs to something else, then we will have gone a long way.

Everything I did when I was a kid was that kind of job. So were
some of the things I’ve done since. [Laughter.]

Dr. GINZBERG. Senator Williams, Mr. Wirtz doesn’t remember it
when he was Secretary, but I remember. We had one very good
MDTA—what I would call a ‘“bridge’’ situation. We took some kids
in, at the lowest level, minimum wage jobs at Woolworth’s. But we
said to the kids, if they showed up every day and did their work,
got good marks, at the end of 9 months, on the basis of that record,
IBM or some fancy electronics concern would pick them up, put

them into serious training programs and offer them a chance to
double or triple their wage.

Iy



155

As I look at the service sector and the kinds of occupations, the
trouble is that in the absence of really having proof positive in
front of a youngster that there is going to be a reward if he starts
at a lousy job, or what are now called euphemistically ‘‘bridge’’
Jobs, unless he sees some of his peers moving that way, and getting
a return for taking the unattractive first jobs, they won’t do that.

Bill Wirtz and I came through a different world and we knew we
weren’'t going to be stuck there forever down at the bottom. But
these kids don’t know it and they do have another option. 1 think
the record ought to show it.

We have a very sizable off-the-record econcemy these days, and in
terms of 16- to 19- to 21-year olds, it’s not a question of starving to
death or working. There are plenty of opportunities of making as
much money as you need if you're willing to go to the borders of
the law and engage in with illicit and illegal work. We figured out
at Columbia in one of my staff’s studies a couple of yvears ago that
there were 240,000 people in the city of New York who were
earning all or a part of their income from illicit and illegal work.

So the kids really face a more complicated set of options than
meets the eye. It’s not a question of taking a job or not eating, but
it’s taking that job or finding some other way of getting some
money which will carry them through.

I think that most youngsters will take any kind of a job if it will
lead somewhere, but at the moment we don’t have the “bridge’’
structures and that’s a very critical part of the whole of the service
economy.

We did a study, Charles Brecher of my staff did a study some
years ago on the upgrading of blue collar and service workers in
New York. He looked at 1% million jobs. That was a big part of
New York’s economy, one-third of the city. He found that the
upgrading opportunities within the industry, where these people
worked were very limited. These people, by and large, did not know
how to move themselves by moving from one employer to the next.

Take a waiter. If you start in a fast food place at a beginning
wage, some of those people will eventually be the head waiters or
something similar at the Plaza. But most kids that begin haven’t
the faintest idea on how to negotiate that labor market. So they
say: “Well, I'mn not going to wash dishes or serve on the counter
because I don’t see where that’s going.”’

If you started in the steel mill in the old days, you started
outside at the roughest job. But you knew that either in a union-
ized or nonunionized plant how far you would move automatically
by just doing your work and after a couple of months you would
move up and so on.

Mr. WirTz. Except we wouldn’t be aiming just toward the head
waiter’s job at the Plaza. We would be taking experience in the fast
food service thing and then making arrangements for the next
opportunity to be in, let’s say, a repair service of some kind, and
then on up. and perhaps back to school, perhaps into management
or whatever. .

It is important that there be ‘“bridges’” not cnly on up in that
particular line, but ‘‘bridges” to other kinds of service occupations
and beyond that. '

Senator WiLLiAMs. Just one final observation, gentlemen.

o ’
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The questions that Senator Nelson addressed to the education
component of this youth program, what is added through this that
we don’'t already have. I believe that this is accurate and relevant.

In our education legislation directed to our school systems we do
have an elementary education prograrmm under title I, a compensa-
tory program of education. These are the disadvantaged who need
special attention.

As a matter of application of that principle, it runs through the
sixth grade, and from the sixth grade on we don’t have this ele-
ment of what the next stage of compensatory approaches would be
remedial. That’'s where I understand we are very, very slim in
response to the need for remedial education. They are the high
school youngsters who become the functional illiterates. There is
no real target of attention there.

It would seem to me that is part of the youth program to be
used, to come in at the high school level and get the young people
caught up on a remedial basis.

Dr. GiINzBeRG. The National Commission for Employment Policy
has now in press a little book that I took the responsibility of
putting together, entitled ‘““Tell Me About Your School.”” I sent
several of my black students into Harlem to interview youngsters
of 10 and 11 and those at age 14 and 15. It is simply their school
experiences as revealed to the interviewers, and I think it is quite
clear that these youngsters are capable of learning. I didn’t have to
go into Harlem to know that. But the school resources, despite the
fact we spend a lot of money in New York, just are not adequate.

I think there is no question about it, as you read through the

1980 reports, that remedial and alternative work educational op-
portunities are critical.

Senator WiLLiAMS. Thank you.

Mr. Levitan. Without prolonging this discussion, the National
Council on Employment Policy just released a statement: “An Em-
ployment and Education Agenda for Youth in the 1980’s.” If I may,
I would like to put it in the record. It is relevant to the gquestion
you raise.

Senator WiLLiAMS. Fine. It will be included in the record without
objection.

[The following was received for the record:}
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AN EMPLOYMENT AND EDUCATION AGEMDA FOR YOUTH IN THE 1980s

A Policy Statement by the
National Council on Employment Policy
Washington, D.C.
March 7, 1980

Most youths face transient problems in the labor market that ulti-
mately are offset by adequate education and an environment in which they
learn about job markets, occupational choices and careers. Whatever dif-
ficulties they encounter in the transition from school to employment hardly
command attention as a national priority.

But labor market difficulties experienced by youths from impoverished
homes, particularly minority youths in central cities and rural areas,
present critical challenges. They pose immediate economic hardship and
serious longer term consequences.

Some of these difficulties can and should be alleviated by govern-
mental intervention. On the suppiy side, the preparation of youth for work
can be improved by compensatory educational efforts and skill training. On
the demand side, government should combat more vigorously discrimination in
the labor ‘market and create jobs for youth as part of an cverall policy
conducive to generating economic growth. In addition, career exploration
and training for job search would better help match supply and demand.

The Nature of Youth Unemployment Problems

The unemployment rate for white youths has been declining steadily
during the economic recovery since the 1975 recession. Though the rate
remains high, the problem is not acute. In fact, the ratio between youth
and adult unemployment among whites is lower today than it was during the
late 1960s. The frequent unemployment spells of majority youths appear to
have 1little effect on Tong-term employability or earnings. They may,
indeed, play a part in the process of settling down and occasionally have a
beneficial effect in teaching young adults about labor markets.

Society offers options for most youths in either the Tabor market or
alternative activities that defer work for pay. There remains, however, a
sizeable minority of youths out of the mainstream who fail in or are failed
by existing institutions.

The Tabor market problems of these youths--mostly poor, nonwhite,
Hispanic, and some native Americans--entail immediate economic hardship and
appear to have long-term effects on employability and earning power. Not
only is the absolute level of unemployment for opoor and minority youths
unacceptably high, but the differences between the experience of white and
minority youths have been steadily worsening for the last two decades.

The causes of youth unemployment--especially among poor and minority
youths--are enmeshed in a web of social, educational, and economic forces
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acting on the lives of these youths and their families. Causes are hard to
disentangle from effects. Substandard schools, disrupted family lives, a
lack of role models, welfare dependency, early childbearing, parents work-
ing in low-paying, dead-end jobs witn l1ittle hope for 1improvement, and a
lack of effective access to good jobs all affect the labor market prospects
facing these youths and their outlook towards work. Youths trapped in
decaying urban areas or depressed rural areas face limited local Jjob op-
portunities. More important than geographical isolation is social alien-
ation. Middle-class youths rely heavily on the access to jobs provided by
friends, parents, ard neighbors; employers also rely heavily on these
sources in their recruiting. Poor and minority youths lack such informal
networks.

Racial prejudice persists as another enormous barrier keeping minority
youths out of Jobs. Affirmative action programs and other anti-discrimi-
nation measures notwithstanding, many employers put minority youths at the
end of long lines of applicants for scarce jobs. But, even if these prob-
lems were to disappear overnight, there still would not be enough jobs to
go around. As long as adult unemployment rates are high, younger workers
will suffer.

While the youth population will be declining for at least the next
15 years as a proportion of the total population and labor force, it will
become more heavily minority. If past patterns of discrimination persist,
poor and minority youths may benefit little from the expected decline in
job competition among the young, and will continue to fare poorly in the
lTabor market.

Federal Responses to the Problems of Youths

From the early 1960s tin'ough the mid-1970s, there was a proliferation
of programs providing youth ~nployment and training opportunities. Some
concentrated on job creation while others tried to improve long-term em-
pioyability. The record of these past efforts has been mixed. The prin-
cipal work experience programs for youths--the Neighborhood Youth Corps and
a succession of summer jobs programs--have been criticized widely for
creating make-work Jjobs for youngsters and providing little more than
income transfer, while engendering poor work habits; some studies, "owever,
have found positive outcomes for these programs. Compensatory euucation
programs, which appeared at first to have little impact on improving edu-
cational achievement among cconomically and educationally disadvantaged
youth have proven effective in raising the level of their educational
attainment.

In the latter 1970s it became clear that further measures were nec-—
essary to bulster the federal commitment to alleviate youth unemployment
and to attack its causes directly and indirectly. Frustrated with growing
youth employment problems of the mid-1970s, the failure of piecemeal solu-~
tions to those problems, and uncertainty about the relative effectiveness
of alternative remedies, Congrers and the Carter administration launched a
new youth iJnitiative in 1977. The Youth FEmployment and Demonstration
Projects Act (YEDPA) was designed to provide immediate relief to the youth
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employment crises, fund alternative experimental approaches and evaluate
their effectiveness.

The returns on the experimentation are not yet in, but it is apparent
that labor market problems have neither isolated causes nor effects and
that solutions cannot be provided readily by a single institution. A
myriad of socioeconomic factors beyond the effective reach of public policy
affect the experience of young adults in the labor market. Family back-
ground, place of residence, home 1ife, and informal labor market networks
are enormously influential. But institutions--most notably Jlabor market
agencies and the education system--also have important effects on the
experience of youth trying to find work, and they are subject to federal
influence. ’

The next iteration of federal youth initiativos should build around
four components of services: basic, remedial, work-oriented education; job
skills; Tabor market awareness; and work experience. In formulating serv-
ice strategies, client groups must be differentiated because needs and
program effectiveness vary by age and enrollment status in educational

institutions.

Educational Change

Education must be an important focal point of any truly comprehensive
youth employment policy because education deficiencies go hand-in-hand with

poverty and labor market hardship. Changes are needed, starting in the
lower grades. Compensatory education at the elementary school level should
pe augmented with an emgﬁasis on the develogment of work values and sound
work habits, integrated with academic learning. Such work orientatior is
1important for a chilidren ut vita or those whose envirommental circum-

stances pose handicaps.

At the secondary level, dropout rates remain high, especially in inner
city schools, and the quality of education is low for those students who
remain in school. Unfortunately, few compensatory education resources are

reaching this 1level. Continuing compensatory education services through
the higher grades should be available to reinforce and sustain gains from
the elementary Tevel. Providing compensatory education at the secondary

increases the chances that all youths in need will re-

school TJlevel also _
ceive at least some extra assistance during their time in the public school

system.

A policy for extending compensatory education to the secondary Tevel
should build on two premises. First, it should represent new funds for
compensz*tory education and should not be paid for at the expense of such
efforts at the elementary school level. Second, it should recognize that
providing compensatory education at the secondary level 1is likely to be
more expensive than providing it at the elementary level, since it requires
different curricula and staff capabilities. There are few high scheol
teachers trained to teach basic reading and arithmetic, although the ex-
perience of the Job Corps and military might be profitably utilized by
secondary schools.



i1t is no accident that those who do well in schcol generally do well
in employment. The 3same skills and attitudes lead to success in both.
Work wvalues, work habits and understanding of labor markets and employer-
employee relationships are all subject to teaching and Tearning. They can
and should be incorporated into a basic education program at elementary and
secondary levels without interfering with traditional academic studies.
Such career preparation is needed by all chiidren and youth, and especially
those poor and minority students who are deprived of such preparation at
home, It requires a higher level of outlays for federal career education
measures already in effect.

Providing basic literacy skills to out-of-school youth--both dropouts
and graduates--presents a different challenge. It is well established that
a large proportion of these youths fail 1in--or are failed by--schools
because the traditional education structure does not challenge them suf-
ficiently or is not flexible enough to meet their particular needs. It
would not be souna policy to try to lure these youths back into the same
eduational setting that failed them before. Alternative education systems
are necessary. In some cases CETA prime sponsors or community based orga-
nizations under contract to prime sponsors have established stable and
effective alternative education programs. In other cases, school systems
have developed alternative structures, either on their own or in concert
with other local agencies (prime sponsors included). Obviously 1local
capacity and preferences vary from area to area. Federal policy should
leave the choice of deliverers open to local decisionmakers, but it should
provide for experimentation and continuation of promising trial projects at
least until such trials have proven successful enough to gain local public
acceptance and support.

Improving Job Skills

The value of extensive occupational skill training for increasing the
employability and earning power of schooi-age ouths is open to question.
This 1is because few skilled jobs are open to ntry level workers immedi-
ately out of school and, more importantly, because occupationally-related
skills are acquired in a variety of ways. The mere existence of a pre-
employment training course does not automatically confer the stamp of
legitimacy--employers have to recognize it as a source for recruitment.

Secondary schodol vocational education might be justified, however, not
for its direct effect on placement and earnings, but rather as a curriculum
petter suited to hold certain types of students 1in the schoois. To the
extent that this effect can be demonstrated, and that the curriculum suc-
ceeds in raising academic achievement and in helping to socialize prospec-
tive workers, skill training at tche secondarylevel may serve a useful
purpose and the federal government should Ssupport it. Federal youth de-
velopment policy should continue the pressure that federal vocational edu-
cation laws already apply to broaden the population served by vocational
education and *“etter penetrate the at-risk ponuliation interested in pursu-
ing wvocational training. There should be two objectives to such a
strategy: {1' to increase the enrcllments of educationally and econom-
ica’ly disadv.ntaged and handicapped youth in vocational programs, and (2)
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to increase vocational staff capacity to serve the special needs of these
students.

Vocational education is not the only vehicle for skill training. The
CETA prime sponsor system was also created to serve that purpose. The role

of the CETA system in broviding skill training for youth should be devel-
ystem should not compete with main-

oped carefully, however. The CETA s

stream training institutions for studentsf but should reinforce and com-
plement those efforts when mutually agreeable. The CETA system should pro-
vide training to under- or unemployed out-of-school youths. Even for this
group 1Intensive training should be undertaken cautiously, since it has
little effect on later earnings or even occupational choice. Young drop-
outs do not leave school to get a headstart on their careers, and in fact,
are inclined to change jobs frequently. They are not ideal candidates for
major training investments. More intensive training opportunities should
be available for older, cut-of-school youths as well as youths under 19 who

have displayed interest and aptitude in particular skill areas. These
opportunities might dinclude pre-apprenticeship, apprenticeship and on-the-

job training.

In central cities and rural areas lacking skill training facilities it
is hard to justify massive investments in such facilities for the benefit
of youths alone. Furthermecrc, their problems are not separable from the
problems of older adults, employers and the community at large. The fed-

erwrite development of skills training facilities

eral government should und
in hardpressed central cities and rural areas onl as part of a combined
Strategy to support youth and adult emgioxab?iitx development goals as well
as larger economic development goals. Obvious ¥, because of the diminished
ability of center city and depressed areas to pay for new services, these
areas cannot contribute as large a share of local money as other areas.
For that reason, federal vocational education spending for this kind of

program should be proportionately higher than usual to achijeve the desired
results.

For youth with severe educational handicaps and debilitating family
environments who cannot be served directly by prime sponsors, the Job Corps
provides intensive supportive services and counseling in a residential
setting. This extraordinary support capacity should be retained, and spon-

sorcs  should be cautious in attempting to develop program approaches to
serve the extremely disadvantaged and hardcore unemployed youth for whom

the Job Corps is better suited.

In assessing the nation's capacity to develop human resources, the
armed forces are frequently overlooked. Each year, the Department of
Defense spends annually more than three times as much as the CETA system
does for education and training programs. The military has developed a
number of intensive programs for providing compensatory education t- the
many enlistees with low educational achievement. These efforts appear to
be paying off in higher achievement 1levels and retention rates among
entrants who show 1low ability initially. The armed forces should be
utilized as an alternative institutional setting offering additional oppor-
tunities for jobs and human resource developnent for poor, skill deficient
and educationally disadvantaged youths encountering difficulties 1in the
civilian labor market. The military also can serve as an alternative for
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youths who, though not sufferingyg severe labor market impairments, are not
cquipped or inclined to settle down into a definite career. It can extend
the socialization process and provide the institutional structure that many
youths need to prepare themselves for the responsibilities of adulthood.

In order to better inform youths of their options, prime sponsors and
local armed forces recruiting offices should be encouraged to familiarize
themselves with each others® services. Where complementary service offer-
ings are feasible, appropriate arrangements should be pursued in order to
increase the employability development opportunities for youths entering
either system.

Labor Market Services

Improved basic competencies are only the starting point for youths
hoping to compete successfully in labor markets. Youths need an under-
standing of how the labor market works, the kinds of jobs they are equipped
to handle, the preparation they need for later careers, and how they can
find work.

To help youth find job opportunities, greater emphasis is needed on
instructing youth on job search techniques and aspects of Tlabor market
aperations. in addition, a key part of every placement and training
agency's activities should include direct linkages with employers, in-
cluding the capability of offering on-the-job training opportunities.

The young adults needing this kind of help are both in school and out
of schonl, so the institutional arrangements for providing such services
are not likely to be neat. Since responsibility for smoothing the tran-
sition from school to work is normally beyond the services provided by
education institutions, the 1377 youth 1legislation earmarked funds to
induce schools to provide career guidance counseling to noncollege bound
students. Even without federal assistance, some school systems are
developing work experience pi-ograms and placing enrollees in them. The
direction of these changes is promising, but the results so far are lim-
ited.

The institutional linkage fostered by the 1977 youth 1legislation
should be encouraged in the hope that the induced collaboration will mature
and bear fruit. Crude estimates indicate that school-based programs are
typically diverting the bulk of their resources to enrollee stipends and
wages, contributing little to the institutional changes necessary to make
employability development a more integral part of the education process.
To assure that monev is available to buy the changes necessary in schools

and shield local administrators from pressures to create as many Youth jobs
as possible, the share of each sponsor's allocation that goes to local
schools should be clearly available for costs other than enrollee stipends.

L
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Job Creation

Regardless of how well youths are prepared for work and how effi-
ciently labor markets function, unemployment will remain high unless there
are enough jobs to go around. Plainly, more jobs are needed. At issue is
how additional employment should be generated.

The focus on inflation and the need to reduce the federal deficit are
likely to preclude much use of economic stimulus as a policy tool to
ameliorate the problem of youth unemployment. This means that other
measures are necessary to close the job gap.

One strategy is to increase demand for Youths in private sector jobs,
requring the recognition of extra costs involved 1in hiring youth. Pre-
sumably inexperienced youths tend to be 1less productive than other
workers. Hiring youth may 2also involve added training including higher
supervisory costs due to their higher turnover, and rising unemployment
insurance and workers' compensation costs. To help offset the real and
percelved costs to employers of hiring zouthsg the federal government
shou permit TA prime sE%nsors to pay wage subsi les, ranging up to

ercent. S worker productivit icks up, subsidies shou be phased out.
The aevelopment of unsubsidized jobs should be stressed, however, not only
because they are easier on the public purse, but aiso because they enable
CETA sponsors (or whoever conducts placement activities) to broaden the
base of youths served as well as to broaden the base of empioyer par-
ticipation.

Al though unsubsidized job development ought to be reserved mainly for
out 2 d the Targeted Jobs Tax GCredit now in effect

(18 and _ over]
d be extended to cover 16 and 17 year olds. The present provisions
leave them at a Hisaavantage because of their higher wage bills relative to

older youths already covered.

Regardless of policy on subsidies and tax credits, there should be
greater emphasis on developing jobs in the private sector. In order to
encourage such job development, local administrators need to be given
resources, technical assistance, and incentives. Because youths in need of
Jjobs are found in school and out of school, there should be an institution-
al capacity to serve both without creating a situation in which job devel-
opers get into competition with one ancther. Either the budding private
industry councils established under CETA or the employment service could be
instrumental in performing these services in collaboration with CETA prime
sponsors and local education agencies.

The private sector should be expected to provide some opportunities
for employment. But, even with prodding, even private sector opportunities
will not be sufficient to obviate the need for public sector job creation.
At least during economic slowdowns and probably even in the best of times,
the mainstay of any jobs program for youths will have to be subsidized em-
ployment in the public and private non-profit sectors.

Subsidized job creation should be designed to provide income transfer
and credible work experience that, at a minimum, teaches participants good
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work habits. Job subsidies should be restricted to economica'ny- dis-
advantaged youth and concentrated on older and out-of-school youths. Job
creation for youths under 18, though important, should be assigned a lower

priority. Work is all too likely to become a competitive alternative to
school. "Career relevance” and "meaningfulness" are not important criteria
in creating jobs for younger youths; most have only a vague not” of what

they want to do for a Tiving. Even the most career-minded youngster just
starting to work needs a well-supervised job more than placement on the
first run of a career ladder. For older and out-of-school youth, Jjob
placements should be matched with career interests or be designed to
provide an opfortunity to provide an opportunity or testing career areas,
since job content becomes progressively more important in making long-term
occupatioral commitments.

The public service employment expansion of the mid- and latter 1970s
and the annual implementation of the summer youth jobs programs have de-
mons trated that it is extraordinarily difficult to develop large numbers of
well-supervised Jobs quickly. Since numbers are less ambiguous than the
quality of supervision, the latter invariably suffers. Prime sponsors
should be permitted discretion in using some summer Jjobs money to create
year-round opportunities. In order to minimize disruptive surges in
enrollment levels, they should also be given sufficient spending flexi-
bility to stagger enrollments.

Sixteen years after enactuent of the Civil Rights Act, discrimination
still pervades the marketn).ce. The federal Strategy under curreni con-
ditions should focus on encouraging administrators to enforce existing
statutes more conscientiously and vigorously than they have been. A number
of federal agencies provide national leverage points for increasing the
impact of existing antidiscrimination statutes. They need to be given the
mandates and assured the resources to fight discrimination in labor mar-
kets, especially where it falls heavily on youths.

QOperational Issues

Aside from the program elements that should be incorporated into a
national youth policy for the 1980s, there are two important operational
considerations that need to be addressed: targeting of employment and
training services, and the relation of youth services to adult services.

Targeting

Income has been utilized frequently as an eligibility criterion for
employment and training. The experience under the youth employment and
training programs of the past two years, however, opens i0 question the
reliability and validity of family income as a predictor of the need for
employability development Sservices among youths. The current reliance
on family income as an eligibility screen for training should be relaxed.
There appear to be a great number of youths who are pnot from low-income
families, but who experience obstaclies to employability and earnings.
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These youths are from broken homes, they have emotional and physical prob-
lems, learning disabilities and histories of drug abuse or run-ins with the
Taw. They too are in need of extra help and they lack alternative avenues
for assistance.

Another reason for reconsidering income eligibility criteria is that
targeted programs are proving not to have as broad appeal to local schools
and employers as untargeted programs. This is because, first, the current
standards preclude participation of many youths whom school counselors and
teachers know to be in need of manpower services; the "arbitrary" exclusion
of such youths diminishes staff support for the programs. Second, by
narrowing the base of youth participation, policymakers trade a higher
concentration of resources for a narrower base of parent and employer
support and less ability to 1leverage school support in providing labor
market services and employer support for hiring youths.

There is a danger that relaxing income eligibility criteria will lead
to resources being spread too thinly. This dilution can be minimized by
sharpened program design. For younger youths still in school it is pos-
sible to use lower cost counseling and informational services. For youths
over eighteen subsidies can be reserved for low-income youths allowing
administrators some discretion in relaxing income standards for a small
proportion of enrollees suffering from other handicaps.

Less restrictive eligibility criteria will broaden the client pop-
ulation and institutional base, and help eliminate the poverty stigma
attached to many of the CETA programs. In the Tong run, this may increase
both their acceptability and effectiveness.

Integrating Youth and Adult Services

Since enactment of YEDPA, CETA administrators have found it easier to
establish discrete program tracks to serve youths and adults. Separate
planning and program requirements, regulations, accounting and reporting
guidelines, and a distinct national emphasis on youths contribute to the
creation of dual tracks. Yet, separate youth intake, counseling, and
program agents reduces both the efficiency and effectiveness of local
operations. It fosters duplication, reduces the opportunity for taking
advantage of economies of scale, creates an artificial distinction between
the problems of youths and adults, and prevents exposure of youths to older
enrol lees with broader work experiences. In fact, CETA prime sponsors do
need to provide certain services for meeting the special needs of youths.
The faijlure to do so in the past contributed to the impetus for the 1977
youth initiative. But, since most of the needs of youths are not clearly
differentiated from those of adults, comprehensive delivery systems should
be used as much as possible. The Congress and Department of Labor should
assure that new legislation and Tmplementation of such legislation encour-
ages unified delivery as much as possible.
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Needs and Funding

The Council favors a comprehensive national youth development policy.
It should be of sufficient scale to provide educational and skill com-
petencies, alleviation of discriminatory barriers to employment, and in-
crease job opportunities for poor and minority youth.

Compensatory education should be extended to the secondary school
level. Given the recent decline in real state and l1ocal outlays for edu-
cation due to falling enrollments, the federal government should not have
to shoulder the entire new burden for compensatory education. But it needs
to provide some leadership, if not for narrow educational purposes, then
for larger human resource development purposes. The same applies to sup-
port for well-documented career education techniques.

Net new money is needed to upgrade or establish new vocational train-
ing facilities in declining central cities and rural areas. Because es-
tablishing new skiils centers 1is 1likely to be expensive and involve ex-
tensive local planning and development of a "market™ among local employers
for trainees, resources shouid be directed to only a few areas so as to
provide all the resources needed to establish new facilities. Site selec-
tion should depend on the absence of existing facilities and the likelihood
of generating sufficient demand for trainees. New resources will also be
needed for additional Job creation, labor market awareness, career ex-
ploration and vocational counseling services.

. The program specifications proposed here are only meant to suggest

national needs. In fact, rather than recommending rigid categories of
service, the Council endorses encouraging local discretion in developing
programs for youth.

The Carter administration appears to have recognized the need for new
funding for programs along the lines suggested here. We stop short of
proposing funding 1levels for new youth initiatives or suggesting re-
allocation of existing funds that would require placing the needs of youth
in the hierarchy of pressing national priorities. Ultimately those
decisions are dictating political judgements and do not depend on any
empirical analysis of the problems of youths or the relative effectiveness
of solutions to their problems.

The Council does recommend, however, both that resources be made
available in sufficiently large amounts to insure that the new initiatives
wil]l have a significant effect, and that the resources support a balanced
mix of developmental services, training, labor market services, and Jjob
creation. In increasing resources, however, care should be taken not to
exceed the administrative capacity for expansion of Jocal operations.

If resources cannot be increased, current programs should not be
disturbed, in order that they can benefit from some continuity and sta-
bility.

The Council strongly recommends that, in adding resources for new
youth programs, they rot be reallocated from existing employment and train-
ing programs for adults nor from compensatory education programs for ele-
mentary school Students. Faced by the prospects of rising unemployment and
the presence of many unskilled and unemployed persons, we can i1l afford
any changes in policy that would have the effect of weakening employment
and training services for adults. Compensatory education programs in
elementary schools are similarly essential and should be left untouched.
As a matter of public policy, we should not sacrifice programs of known
effectiveness in favor of new and untried initiatives.

| B
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Senator WiLLiaMs. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Mr. WirTz. Thank you, Senator.

Senator WiLLIAMS. The hearing is now adjourned.
[Whereupon, the subcommittee was adjourned at 12:25 p.m.}




YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE REFORM
JOBS, 1980

THURSDAY, MARCH 6, 1980

U.S. SENATE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, POVERTY,
AND MIGRATORY LABOR, COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND
HuMAN RESOURCES,

Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:45 a.m., in room
4232, Dirksen Senate 1ice Building, Senator Gaylord Nelson
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. -

Senator NELsoN. The Subcommittee on Employment, Poverty,
and Migratory Labor, begins its second day of hearings on youth
employment issues, and on the jobs component of the administra-
tion’s welfare reform proposal. Yesterday the subcommittee re-
ceived testimony from retary of Labor Ray Marshall, and from
three expert witnesses on employment and training issues.

Today the committee is pﬁeased to have representatives of the
U.S. Conference of Mayors, the National Association of Counties,
the League of Cities, and the AFL-CIO, to testify on these impor-
tant matters.

Our witnesses today will be Hon. Daniel Whitehurst, mayor of
Fresno, Calif,; and Hon. William Stansbury, mayor of Louisville,
Ky., representing the U.S. Conference of Mayors; Hon. Charlotte
Williams, a county commissioner from Genessee County, Mich.,
and Hon. Paula Macllwaine, a county commissioner from Mont-
gomery County, Ohio, representing the National Association of
Counties; Hon. Carol Bellamy, the city council president, New York
City, representing the National League of Cities and Mr. Robert
McGlotten, the associate director, legislative department of the
AFL-CIO.

The committee is pleased to have you take the time to come here
and _testify today. 1 apologize for being late. I had some people in
conference from my State that ran a little past 9:30, and 1 regret
having delayed you.

Would you identify yourselves and your associates for the report-
er, starting over here, and going down the line so that the reporter
will have an accurate record.

_II;/Ir.KSTANSBURY. William Stansbury, mayor of the City of Louis-
ville, Ky.

Mr. MCcPHERSON. Michael McPherson, U.S. Conference of
Mayors.

Mr. WHITEHURST. Daniel Whitehurst, mayor of Fresno, Calif.

Ms. NiIckersoN. Caroi Nickerson, U.S. Conference of Mayors.

Senatcr NeELsoN. Now, we’ll proceed any way you desire. If you
have pri:pared statements, your statements will be printed in Ffull
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in the record, and in order to get through today, if you can summa-
rize and avoid duplication, we would appreciate it. Who will be
starting?
Mr. WHITEHURST. I think I will lead off, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL K. WHITEHURST, MAYOR OF
FRESNO, CALIF., ACCOMPANIED BY MICHAEIL McPHERSON,
U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Mr. WHITEHURST. We do have a written statement to submit, and
I will abbreviate that statement for you.

I chair the Conference of Mayors Subcommittee on Youth, and
it’s our pleasure to discuss with you this morning our perspectives
on needed revisions to youth employment legislation.

Our ideas are based upon our experience as chief local elected
officials in our communities, and as managers of local CETA pro-
grams.

USCM conducted a joint project with the Department of Labor,
to obtain input from mayors around the country on the subject of
youth legislation. It’s not necessary here to dwell on the nature
and scope of the youth unemployment problem. However, it may
interest you that while official statistics place urban youth unem-
ployment at 32 percent, some of our cities experience rates ap-
proaching 50 percent among intercity pnor and minority young-
sters 16 to 21 years of age. Of course, our cities have to deal with
the problems that result from this high unemployment level.

Based on those observations, the Conference of Mayors has for a
number of years been actively involved in promoting youth pro-
grams as a comprehensive and integrated part of community serv-
ices. We have promoted Federal, State, and local cooperation to
employ youth to revitalize our cities by improving deteriorating
structures, to expand social services, to improve transitioning from
school to work, to improve local educational opportunities, and to
provide tax incentives or wage subsidies to the private sector to
promote meaningful and long-term employability opportunities for
disadvantaged youth. '

We discussed these concerns at our last annual meeting during
which we acknowledged youth unemployment as one of the critical
pr(l)blems of our cities, and called for a national youth employment
policy.

I'd like to discuss some of the recommendations of the jeint
project with the Department of Labor under which we visited cities
around the country and viewed outstanding youth employment
programs. This year-long project was called the youth education
and assessment program and involved mayors from around the
country. We visited four cities; Boston, Mass.; Berkeley, Calif.;
Tulsa, Okla.; and Memphis, Tenn.; and looked at the youth employ-
ment programs in those cities.

These were extensive 2-day visits. We interviewed students, other
young people, program operators, employers and had a chance to
really focus on some of the areas we think need to be considered in
future youth employment legislation.

We have forwarded our suggestions to the Department of Labor,
and I'd like to summarize them for you now.

Q




171

First, it became apparent to us that the role of education is a
priority concern in this whole matter of youth employment, and
our finding is that each young person should receive an adequate
education and be ready to enter the labor force.

It became clear to us that the most successful pPrograms were the
ones in which the local governments, the private sector, and educa-
tional agencies were working together. The involvement and the
coordination of the educational system, with the CETA delivery
system are essential.

Senator NELSON. Are you talking about programs in which you
were dealing with out-of-school youth?

Mr. WHITEHURST. Both, in school and out of school. But even
with out-of-school youth, there is an educational component for the
job training that you’re doing. The cooperation of local educational
institutions in relating to their in-school youth, and assisting in the
trainixig of kids who have dropped out of school, were found to be
critical.

What’s happened in a lot of communities is that the local govern-
ment spends its CETA moneys on youth programs, while the
schools have their own vocational educational programs. Under
recent legislation it has been proposed that a certain amount of
CETA funds be routed through the school districts. We found that
the successful programs were the ones in which the school systems
themselves went far beyond their cooperative efforts and saw their
Job as part of their mission to reduce youth unemployment and to
prepare youth for the world of work.

The major ingredient in the successful programs was the close
cooperation of the prime sponsor agency and the school system.

Our next major finding, as we looked at communities that were
successful, was the heavy involvement of the private sector and the
labor community. And we for that reason, support cash incentives
to involve the private sector. Again, where it’s Just a city or a
prime sponsor taking CETA funds and trying to operate programs,
we found those programs to be sort of flat. The programs that
seemed to be making progress were the ones where the schools, the
private sector and the city or the prime sponsor were working
together.

The third major concern developed by our committee is the need
for equalization of eligibility requirements for all youth programs.
The various categories of the youth legislation have different eligi-
bility requirements, and different age and income levels for in-
school, out-of-school youth. Our recommendation is that we extend
eligibility to 100 percent of those with below standard income. I
believe the NACO testimony, which you'll be hearing, includes a
similar recommendation.

The final recommendations that we want to address, are the
decategorization of youth unemployment programs and multivear
block grant funding. We look to the community development block
grant as a model in which we would like to see legislation in which
Congress tells us, ‘“Here are the kinds of programs we want you to
fund. However, you may tailor them to your own community, and
decide how much you want to spend on the summer., vear-round,
on-the-job training programs, other kinds of training, et cetera.”’

'El{llc-rz.: T3 YOS T R j .
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We would like to have that kind <i flexibility. We found that
those cities operating the best youth employment programs were
the ones which sought to develop flexibility, by using CETA-—
rather the youth employment legislation—to enhance ongoing pro-
grams in their community.

A problem that we’ve all experienced is the unpredictability of
funding. Therefore, we're looking to multiyear block grant funding
to allow us to plan a year or two in advance. Too often we are
advised in September of the funding levels we’ll be working with in
October.

Therefore, we're interested in a block grant approach rather
than ‘separate programs, such as summer, in-school, and out-of-
school projects. We would like t*o have a block grant approach with
general criteria. However, we're not talking about giving up ac-
countability. We think that, just as in the commmunity development
block grant program, there must be the same kind of accountabil-
ity and standards for us to follow; but we think this greater flexi-
bility will allow us to do a better job.

Addressing specifically, now, the administration’s proposed
Youth: Act of 1980, we find that this legislation would provide local
pri:ne sponsors broader and more flexible program design and de-
livery capacity. We like the fact that it gives us flexibility and
consolidates localized CETZ. programs that offer preemployment
assistance, preparatory education and training and entry level
work experience.

The present YETP, YCCIP, and SYEP, would be combined into
one youth grant, along the lines I just mentioned.

Funds would be allocated on a formula basis according to pover-
ty, youth population, and population density, and provide alloca-
tions for 2 years. The local prime sponsor could choose the mix of
year around and summer activities based on local conditions. In
other words, the administration’s bill provides the advanced 2-year
funding and flexibility that we're looking for.

Also in line with our recommendations, the joint DOL-HEW
legislation tightens performance standards for prime sponsors
while placing some responsibility on the youth. It would entitle
registrants to certain services, conditioned upon the participant’s
efforts and accomplishments.

We're also interested in seeing a greater integration of youth and
adult programs in the proposed legislation.

The legislation requires community input for the development of
evaluation criteria and includes a program of incentives to encour-
age prime sponsors to establish linkages with local school systems.
[t still. hcwever, leaves the local prime sponsors with the task of
tying those agencies together.

Although it is difficult for prime sponsors to change local educa-
tional svstems, we feel it is essential that local educational systems
be more responsive to the overall issue of youth unemployment.

S. 1129, which was introduced by Senator Kennedy. provides for
s« cash incentive program for cities to produce significant changes
in the outcome of these programs and calls for actual posttraining
emplovment of program participants. While funds would be distrib-
uted according to the current formula during the first 2 vears, the
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third-year funds would be comprised of rewards for positive ocut-
comes.

Although this system would provide the prime sponsor with in-
centives as recommended by the mayors, these provisions are not
consistent with our view that multiyear block grant funding is the
most desirable funding mechanism. This approach would still pre-
vent us from carrying out the kind of planning we think is needed
to do to do a good job.

In addition, this rewards system might lead prime sponsors to
train only those youth who appear to offer more prospects for
positive outcome, while neglecting the hard-core unemployed.

One of the problems we found in the cities we visited was the
difficulty in motivating those kids who are really ‘“‘hard-core unem-
ployed.”” We're afraid that this reward system may lead prime
sponsors to deal only with those kids who have motivation.

I would now like to address bill S. 2021, introduced by Senator
Metzenbaum and five of your colleagues, which is designed to
create large-scale youth employment projects in the area of energy
conservation and development. Our view is that although it may fit
in well with existing YEDPA programs, more flexibility is needed.
It addresses the well recognized need for energy conservation, but
does not replace any of the existing youth unemployment pro-
grams.

Bill S. 2218, introduced by Senator Javits, amends the current
CETA youth programs to provide much needed combinations of
work experience, skill training, remedial education, counseling, and
supportive services. It would require development of personalized
youth employability plans, and establishment of a National Council
on Education and Work. It calls for more private sector involve-
ment and coordination of title VII activities with local economic
development programs, another feature welcomed by the Mayors.

S. 2219, while part of a group of bills, is aimed at restructuring
the curreni youth legislation. Mr. Javits second bill calls for
amendments to the Social Security Act and the Internal Revenue
Code. These provisions would exclude social security taxes from
remuneration paid to economic disadvantaged youth during the
first 6 months of employment under a cooperative education
program.

I'd like to add that each of these pieces of legislation contain
valuable provisions and promising approa ‘es that my colleagues
and myself in the Conference of Mayors hcepe to se2 1. corporated in
the final act. We're confident that the outcome will strangthen and
improve the youth initiatives, which has already made soimme mean-
ingful, though still limited, inroads into this pervasive national
problem.

Again, in summary, Mr. Chairman, we're most interested in
greater flexibility, a block grant approach, and incentives for coop-
eration by the private sector in the educational cystems

[The prepnred statement of Mr. Whitehurst follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, members of the Senate Employment, Poverty
and Migratery Labor Sub-Committee, I am Daniel Whitehurst,
Mayor of Fresno, California and Chairman of the u. s.
Conference of Mayors' Subcommittee on Youth. ~n behalf of
the Couference of Mayors and myself, I would like to express
appreciation for this opportunity to explore with you ard
members of the subcommittee our perspectives on needed
revisions to the youth emplovment legislation.

The ideas that I will present today are based on our
experience as chief elected officials and as the managers
of local CETA programs. My suggestions are derived from a
joint (Conferernce of Mayors - Department of Labor) project
to obtain input from Mayors throughout the country for the
revision of the current youth legislation.

It certainly is unnecessary here to dweil on the nature
and scope of the youth unemployment problem. However, it
might interest you that while official statistics place urkarn
youth unemployment at 32 percent, some of our Cities experience
rates approaching 50% among inner-city poor and mirority
youngsters 16 to 21. Each of us here today is familiar with
the predictable and disturbing records of vandalism, drug and
alcohol abuse, mental 1llness, crime and dependance on public
assistance that pattern the lives of these youth.

Mayors, as the chief elected orficials in the nation's
cities, have ample opportunity tc observe the effects of these

problems on our local youngsters. Aas a result, members >f the

b
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Conference of Mavors have, for a number of years, been
actively involved in promoting youth programs a4s a compre-
hensive and integrated part of community services. aAs far

back as 1975, we promoted federal, state and local cooperation

and coordination to:

- Employ youth to revitalize
our cities by improving
deteriorating structures;

- Expand social services,
recreation and vocational
tcraining to help vouth make
the transition Irom school
o work:

- Improve local educational
cppertunities and promnte

Ry

~he continuation of ed..ation
to our vyouths:s

- Provide tax 1incentives or wage
subsidies to the private sector
to promote meaningful and iong-
+term employability opportunities
for disa-ivantaged youth.

Our continuing concer 1s were reflected in policy adopted
at our last annual meeting, acknowledging youth unemployment
as a critical problem, and calling for the development cf a
national policy on employment.

Tn addition, the Conference of Mayors, with funding £rom
the Department of Labor {(DOL}), Office of Youth Programs.
sponsored a program designed to obtain input from Mayors

throughout the country for ravision of the ¥Youth legislation.

As a part of the Office of Youth Program’s knowledge Develop—

ERIC 40
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"

ment Program, the project broadened the awar—enaess o=

Mayors about the innovative approaches to South emplovment

through wisitcs to cities Prerating ocutstanding ¥Youth Emplcvment
and Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA) programs. from the Mayors'
Observartions of the sitas they wvisited, coupled with =heir

own experiences in youth employment efforts, a series c<

policy recommendations were developed for DOL <consideration.

This same information can, I hope, assist the committee as

You consider the different approcaches to the problem.

I would like to provide a brief overview of =he Mayors'
Youth Zducation and Assassment Program, and then for the
record present the recommendations that were formulated Dy rche
participating Mavors. Finally, I wi.l briefly comment and
apply this criteria to the bills under consideration by this
committee.

The year-long Youth Education and Assessment Prograr.
enabled Mayors from a variety of cities throughout the
country to visit outstanding YEDPA Projects in four cities -—--—
two of which had Entitlement projects, and two which had
Qeveloped innovative exempla.y programs. These sites, which
were selected included a variety of differcnt program types
and approaches.Cities visited were: Boston, Massachusetts,
Berkley, California, Tulsa, Oklahoma, and Memphis, Tennessee.
These cities were selected through a careful program review

and assessment to ensure that the visits would result in a
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valuable experience for Mayors.

At the conclusion of the 2-day visits, Mayors took
part in a round table discussion of impressions and filled
out guesticraires sampling Mayoral opinions of the YEDPA

statwus nationally. Mayors developed specific views on what

future wvouth employment and training programs should address.

These views were accepted by our membership during the mid-

winter meeting in January, 1980. We also forwarded these

concerns and suggestions to the Deva. ment of Labor, and

briefly I would like to share these concerns with vou also.

Each young person should receive
an adeguate education and be ready to

enter the labor force. Mayors recognized

the necessity to integrate the local
educational system and the

CETA delivery system. We felt that wvalid
measures should be devised to demonstrate
program effectiveness, and that all parties
should be equally accountable for the

success or failure cof a program. In addition,
alternative educational settings should bhe
provided where the scholastic, physical, o©or
special. needs programs offered by the regular

schocl systems are unattractive to youth.

b
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O Mayors alsoc saw a need for substantially
increasing the involvement of and agreements
with labor unions, private sector industries,
and small and minority-owned business.

Cash incentives should be provided to

prime sponsors who have demonstrated an
ability to operate effective programs

with the private sector. To increase the
involvement of small business, a cosu.-—
sharing formula should bLe used to reimburse
the employer for costs of training a young
CETA emplovee. The reimbursement should

be negotiated with the initial employment
contract to eliminate red tape.

o A third major concern is the eqgqualization
of =21ligibility requirements for all youth
programs, and securing for outh a per-
centage of jobs created by federally funded
economic development efforts. By extending
eligibility to 1l00% of those with below
standard income permits flexibility in
serving a greater portion of the yvyouth
population. Mayors also noted that, while
economic incentives have been used to

attract private industries back to cities,
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the majority of these programs

are structured to accommodate only

adult CETA eligibles. The same kinds

of coordinated agreements should be
applied to the youth programs. This
change would permit consolidation of
assistance from a variety of agencies and
eliminate the current categorization

of youth programs, allowing the prime
sponsor to develop more comprehensive
programs.

Finally, we called for decategorization
of youth unemployment programs and for
multi-yvyear block grant funding. This
change would permit prime sponscors to
design activities on a long-range basis,
and to better meet the needs through improved
planning. We also proposed -‘hat smaller
cities, which have demonstrated an ability
to operate effective programs should be
given recognition as possible recipients

for direct funding.

Chairman, I will briefly relate our assessmernt
of the proposed youth legislation using the policies

recommended by the U.S. Conference of Mayors..
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Pror sed Administration Youth Act of 1980

The Administration's proposed youth legislation pro-
vides local sponsors broader and more flexikble program
design and delivery capacity than the presenc legislation.
It would consolidate all localized CETA programs that offer
pre—employment assistance, preparatory education and training,
and entry level work experience. The present YETP, YCCIP,
SYEP, and pre-employment activities would be cogbined into
one "youth grant."” These grants would be allocated by
formulas based on poverty, the youth population, and the
population density. Allocations would be made for 2 years,
and the prime sponsor would choose the mix of yYear-round
and summer activities, based upon local conditions and the
needs of the individuals served.

I believe that the r2sulting decategorization offers
the flexibility called for by our membership. Provisicns
of this proposed legislation also would improve the cities'
abilities to develope long range plans.

A'so in line with our recommendations, the joint DOL-
HEW legislation tightens performance standards for prime
Sponsors, while placing some responsibility on the youth.
It would "entitle" each registrant to certian services, but
the "entitlement" would be conditionally upon participant
affort and accomplishment.

While we would like to see more integration of youth




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

182

and adult programs under this proposed legislation, the
proposed mechanism for delivering basic s5kills education
is a positive feature. The modular concept for skills
education seems to be worth trying and appears to be an
improvement over the caurrent legislation's reliance on the
prime sponsor to develope outlines of a2 remediation scheme.
The proposedl administration's legislaticn regquires
community input on a wide scale for development of enrolee
and prime sponsor evaluation criteria. In addition, it
contains a significant program of incentives designed to
prod prime sponsors to establish formal linkages with local
aducation agencies and post-seccadary schocls. These pro-
visions are consistent with approaches suggested by the
Mavyors. Y must add, nowever, that it still leaves the prime
sponsoLs with the task of formally tying the c¢ooperating

agencies together.

H

The Title II Youth Education and Traininq provisions o©
the proposed legislation developed by the Cffice of Educaticn,
I believe ;huld'provide stronger provisions ensuring a more
complete comprehensive approach, thereby, improving the
quality and the value of program vutcomes. For example, there
is not enough accountability built-in for requixed educationaas
institutions receiving funds. In addition, it may be guestion-
able that the meaningful changes can be promoted and brought
about within the existing educational system, even with

infusion of generous funding.
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5-1129

This proposal, introduced by Senator Xennedy, is
based on the premise that traditional training and employment
have not worked effectively and that cash incentives to
cities will produce significant changes in employment and/or
educaticnal outcomes for econcmically disadvantaged youtn.

This bill amends the CETA Act to provide incentives to
sponsors, based on post-training employment of participants
in the programs. While funds would be distributed according
to the current formulce during the first two yvyears, the third-
year funds received by the sponsor would be ccmprised of
rewards for pousitive outcomes of training for individual
participants. Although this system Clearly would provide
the prime sponsor incentives recommended by Mayors, these
provisiqns are not consistent with ocur wview that ulti —yvear
block grant funding is the most desirable funding mechanism
for youth employment Drograms. In addition, this reward
system might lead sponsors to +rain only those youth that
appear to offer prospects for positive outcome, while
neqlacting those hard-core unemployed who most need the
assistance. Thus, what appears on the surface to be a method
for gearing funding levels to program performance, we believe,
would not promote the leng-range wviability and high guality

services needed to impact the youth unemployment problem.

IC P,
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S. 2021
This bill, introduced by Senator Metzenbaum and five
of his ceolleague , is designed to create large—scale youth
employment projects in the areas of energy conservation -nd
development. Th legislation would create a National Youth
Employment Commission charged with implementing large-—-scale,
mulci-year proiects providing wvouth empleyment in such tasks
as weatherization, alteranative energy development, mass
cransportaticn, and low—-head hydroelectric dam restoration.
The 5ill would establish commendable program linkages
between the Department of Labcecr, Transportation, and Energy.
Projects would be lccated in areas of high unemployment,
and wcould be initiated at the local level. While this bill
attempts to addreés rthe well-recognized national needs for
energy conservation as well as jobs for -routh, tuis legislation
would not replace any of the 2xisting youth unemployment
programs. Rather, it would introduce a new approach

which I believe might benefit the current YEDPA programs.

., 2218

This bill, introduc 41 by S<nator Jawvits, amends the
current CETA youth programs toe mirovide much needed combinations
of work experience, skill training, remedial education,
counseling, and supportive services. It would reguire develop-

ment of personalized youth emplovability plans and estaklish
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a 153 mu"Zex National Council on Education and Work. The
bill is responsive to the Maryrnrs' rcecommendations for
offering incentives to the private sector,. It provides for
a special voucher program involving a select group of summer
youth participants. Vouchers cculd be redeemed by emplovyers
for a value equal to the number of hours minimum wages are
paid to participants. The Javits' bill calls for
more private sector involvement by allowing payment of sub-
minimum wages for pPparticipants 14 to 15 years of age, and
provides flexibility in determining wages for pre—appren-—
ticeship programs. In addition, calls for coordination of
Title VII activities with local aconomic development progrars,
another feature welcomed by the Mavyors.
S. 2219

While part of & yroup of bills aim at restructuring the
current youth legislation, +his second bill submitted by Mr.
Javits calls for amendments to the Social Security act and
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. These provisions would
exclude social security taxes from remuneration paid to
economically disadvantaged youth during the first six months
of employment who prrticipate in a qualified cooperative
education program.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, I would like to add that each
of these pieces of legislation contain Qaluable provisions

and promising approactes <hat I and my colleagues in the U. S.

'y
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Conference of Mayors hope to see incorporated in the Zinal
Act. We are confident that the outcome will strengthen and
improve the youth initiatiwves, whicl already have made some
meaningful, though still limited, inrcads 1into this per-
vasive national problem.

I want to thank each of you for your time and attention.
I hope that the persgc-~tives of the local officials trat I
have presented will assist you in your efforts to revamp
the youth employment legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I will happy to answer any guestions.

ERIC
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Objectdves
The specific objectives are in themselves the real core of this

rd

work. These objectives are:

1. To isolate the important criteria -which determine the client-
employer's satisfactHon with the program. )

2. To define attitudes for the clients' first line supervisors
and their staff contact responsible for their relationship

with PIC, regarding satisfaction for each of the 25 ques-
tonnaire wvariables.

3. Of the 25 variable criteria identified in this study, to deter-
mine the impact of each upon the others.

4. To select the 4 or 5 variables (of the 25) that are the most
important in determining the client-employer satisfactoen
with the program.

The successful art.ainmeni: of these specific objectives would enable
PIC to concentrate on those program delivery elements that have the

most sigrificant impact on their clients.

Questionnaire Results

In order to both identify the variables and to isolate the 4-5
most important ones, a questHonnaire was designed and sent to each
of the participatdng client-employers. ©f these 41 companies, 63% of
the trainees were on the job for 3 months or less and 30% were on the
job 6 months or more. The following is a synopsis of the results of
this questionnaire:

1. There was an overwhelmingly positive reacticn to the PIC
service delivery (a predisposition to a positive image).

2. A strong majority of the employers feel that 75% or more of
the trainees will enjoy a long term relatienship.

3. Employers feit the most important criteria for selecting
trainees to be: (a) a positve work attitude i.e. reportng
on wme, trust-worthiness, and a positive outlook: (b) a
goad general learning ability. . .

565
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4. All employers reported being satisfied with trainee attitude
with 43% being extremely satisfied.

5. All client-employers were satisfied and 653% extremely
satisfied with the PIC program.

6. 86% of client~employers plan to use PIC again.

62% of client-emplovers indicate complete satdsfaction with
PIC's ability to satisfy their needs.

Conclusicons:

These general conclusions are drawn from the ihterviews, ques-

tionnaires, and personal interpretation by the principal invesdgator.

There is an overwhelming positive ardtude being formed by all
41 client-employer contracts with PIC during its start-up period,
June 1979.

The principal investigator has formed the impressiocon that the
PIC professicnal staff competence and enthusiasm might have
determined (as one of the key wariables) the overwhelmingly
positive attitudes of client-emrloyers reflected in this report.

The isolation of key service delivery wvariables which determine
Positive atttudes of client-emplovers was not achieved due to
statistically small number of contracts during the start-up
pPeriod. The computer program made for this questdonnaire is
de-bugged and in~place awaiting the input of a larger sample.

S 6
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PREFATORY WOTE

This is the third report in & series that focusmes on the early stages
of the emergence of the Private Sector Initiative Program (Title VII of
the Comprehensive Emplcyment and Training Act as gmended 1in 1978). The
study focuses on iassues such as 1) strategies used by prime gponsorships
for increasing private sector involvement; 2) the formstion and role of
Private Industry Cruncils; 3) the naturs of programs planned and imple-—
mented; and 4) the nature of individuals targeted and served.

Thia project is supported by a grant from the Office of Program
Evaluation of the Employzent and Training Adminiatration of the U. S.
Department of Labor (24-39-79-01) and by resources of the Mershon Center
of The Ohio Szate University. The rasearch is conducted bv members of
The Ohic State University CETA Study-Dirasctor: Randall B. Ripley: Associ-
ate Director: Grace A. Frankiin: Project Associntes: Donald C. Baumer
(Smith College), David S. Ford (Rutgers University), Debra S. Gross-Sidlow,
William J. Lydon, Michael G. O'Loughlin, Pacrick E. ;hields, Lance M.

Saith, William C. Strangfold, Carl E. Van Horn (Eagleton Instictute, Rutgers
University), and John A. Wichita; Support Staff: Gilbert B. Murphy, Linda
Roberts, and Robert J. Van Der Veldas.

) The Director, Associate Director, and Project Asgccintes ara angaged
in continuing field work In 23 prime npansorihips throughout the United
States. Scme intervigews are ,also conducted from tima to tin> with repre-
santatives of natiocnal goveromentsl and privete organizations in Washington,
D.C. o )

The first report from the project was numbered MEL 79-14 and darzed May,
1%79. The second report was mmberad MEL 79-21 and dated October, 1979.

We are grateful to meny Iindividuals in our 25 sites and also to many
ETA employees snd represantatives of a variety of Wnshington-based mnaticnal
organizations for their splendid cooperation. Many have participated iIn

long interviews. Others have provided other kinds of essential data.

EI{IC & l J
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O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

865

SUMMARY

This report describes and explsins the ststus of the implementstion of
the-Private Sector Initiative Program at the end of cslendar 1979. It is
based primarily on extensive recurring field work conducted in 25 prime spon-
sorships throughout 1979. The most recent field work wss conducted between
1ste October and mid-December.

Status of Local Implementstion

1. Prime sponsorships and PICs have genersted s very wide range of
their own gosls. These goals have become more realistic during the course
of 1979. Process goala are the most erplicit and wvell-developed: 1) to
create a functioning PIC; 2) to crcste some form of staff support for that
PIC; snd 3) to get "good"” private sector participation in the program. Sub-
atantive goals st the locsl level sre very general: 1) to incresse place-
ments in the private sector; and 2) to increase the degree of fit between
training for which CETA dollars are spent and real private sector peeds.

2. PICs have been formed snd sre functioning in 24 of our 25 sites.
"About 70X of them were active and important in the gense of having under-
tsken a moderate or high degree of concrete planning for PSIP activities
and programs and making at least some binding decisions sbout the shape of
the program or the processes by which program decisions would be made. The
dominant agends items tended to be those of ientation, housekeeping, and
status. Six of the 24 PICs chose to incorp...te. Incorporstion thus far
has had no ohservable programmatic consequences. Six of the sites entered
oultijurisdictionsl PICs. The programmatic consequences of this development,
4if any, have pot smerged. .

3. Abou- aalf of the PICs have an independent staff; the other half
are stsffed by individusls from the regular CETA staff. 1In tvo-thirds of
all cases PSIP has proceeded in a general atmosphere of harmony and coopera-
tion betveen the regular CETA operation, the PIC, and the staff assigned to
the PIC. In only four cases of the other one-third hss the tension present
demonstrably slowed down the emergence of programs. Tension, vhere present,
thus fsr stems from questions of "turf"” or the symbols of control, sutonomy,
&nd independence rsther than from differing programmatic priorities. Tension
18 pot necessarily permanent but csn be relieved by various specific sctions.

4. Specific atrategies for attracting business to PSIP programs have
developed very slowly. Local business organizatfons have played fimp~v*o...
Yoles in helping PSIP get atarted and in the early decision-making of the
PIC in slightly more than half of the 25 cases.

S. The extent of the {fivolvement of locsl organized labor ip PSIP thus
far 1s limited. 1Ip only two csses has the local prime sponsorship developed
a concrete strategy for involving organized laboX programmstically. Thus far
local representatives of organized lahor have been content with a marginal
Yole focused primarily on serving ss a "watchdog" on the PIC. Early signs of
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increased interest have appeared, however, in five gites in addition to the
two where the prime sponsorship has already generated interest.

6. Thus far local actors other than CETA staff, PIC members, and PIC
staff have been ¢f only peripheral importance. . —

7. In about three—quarters of cur sites ar least a moderate degree of
concrete planning for PSIP activities and programs has taken place in the PIC
or CETA staff or both. In about 60X of the sites relatively firm decisions
have been made about program mix, service deliverers (at least the process by
which they will be chosen), target groups for service, the intake system, and
program marketing techniques. Five sites have 1laid sclid ground work that
will allow them to achieve genuine links between PSIP and economic development.
A few cthers are thlking about such links or taking early steps to create them.

Five of the 25 prime sponsorships had at least one of their programs
designed for participants operational before the end of 1979. Another dozen
sites seem poised to begin program operations gsometime before March 31, 1980.
The remaining sites are s5till some time away from cperating programs.

8. Local actors pointed to various aspects of the performance and
quality of the PIC and/or its staff as the primarv PSIP accomplishment to
date. Problems most frequently cited were 1) PIC-CETA staff tension;

2) slowness in moving toward operational programs; and 3) weaknesses in
the PIC and its functioning.

Policy Implications

1. Ve observed no widespread or persistent problems that would necessi-
tate or jJjustify major changes in PSIP &t the national level-- either by
statute or by regulation. The jury is still ocut—— and will be for some time—
on the programmatic impact of PSIP, with neither complete pessimism nor unrealis-—
tic optimism warranted by experience to date. Suspended judgment and clecse
continuing observation by both Congress and the Department of Labor Seem
appropriate.

2. Most of our sites spent most of their efforts in the first year in
some form of institution-building. This activity 1s necessary if PSIP 1is to
have a chance at achieving programmatic impacts different from those of
regular CETA programs. The time taken for this activity helps explain the
mndest pacc of concrete local programmatic decisions and the timetable for
the beginning of operations. The substantial amount of movement on PSIP alsu
needs to be undevrstood in .the context of & number of factors militating against
any but the slowest and most gro forma movement.

3. The Department of Labor should take some care not to oversell PSIP
and what 1t might achieve. This could create a set of unrealistic expecta-
tions that foreordain a judgment of "failure" on the program, a judgment that
might not ultimately be warranted in light of real achievements less impressive
than the unrealistic expectations would demand.

57
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4. It seems wise for DCL to proceel rapidly to establish the process
for arriving at criteria by which PSIP performance will be Judged.

S. Because Bany programs are beginning in mid-FY 80, DOL ought to ponder
the costs and benefits of staying with the pPreviously announced policy of re—
stricting PSIP carryover from FY B0 to FY 8BX to 25X of the funds.

6. DOL might want to reconsider the wisdom of retaining the stringent
eligibiliety requirements for all participants under Title VII that make
upgrading almost impossible to undertake.

7. DOL might provide helpful technical assistance by publicizing
zugpested uses for money allocated to employment—generating activities and
by publicizing arrangements and approaches that seem to have some promise
for effecrtively coordinating Target Jobs Tax Credit with PSIP iniciatives.

.

L
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Aboutl B | R‘I

'Public IPﬂvate Ventures is a non-profit corporation
founded Iin late 1877 out of the convicticon that the
economic and social weli-being of our society
requires creativa collaboration between the public
and private sectors. The mission of the Corporation is
to develop strategies tha* combine the resources of
bothooctomtouddress-vaﬁetyofvaxingoodd
.problems.- Be.

* Public /Private Vantures, whose work is supportod
by both private and government funding. has the
capacity to dovalop and manage innovative programs,
conduct ressarch, analyze complex Issuas of public
poticy, and provide tochnlcal assistanco and

ﬂgmvn a mmamm mpdvuto_-
‘emctor lmrolvomunh amployment and training

' ,programsfortho disadvantaged. its Resource Center _ .
has identifiad a wide range of programs and
strategies. Ussful information about effective afforta is
disseminated through case studies, reports, and
guides. For more information about P/PV publications
or technical assistanca, contact: The Resource
Canter, Public/Private Ventures, 1726 Cherry Street,

" Philadeiphia, PA 18103, (215) 564-4815.

875
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A New Direction for CETA

A Study of the Early Experxience
Of

Twelve Private Industry Councils

YEAR 2 REPORT
Private Sector Initiatives Program

(PSIP) Documentation Project

The Corporxation for Public/Private Ventures
1726 Cherry Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 191C>

Februsr=y, 1980
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'Tltle VIX is the vehicle for making the
word 'comprehensive' in CETA /the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act/
a reality by increasing the participation
of business in 1mp1ement1ng employment and
training programs. It is inconceivable
that we would continue to spend about S$10
billion per year on this kind of activity
without this /from business/ input. Public
Service Employment will not dominate CETA
the way it has in the past.. The future of
CETA is inextricably attached to Low
effective the Private Sector Initiacive
Program is in bringing about a more balanced
effort in sclving the nation's unemploymen<t
Problems. "™

-=—John Stetson, Chief
Division of Private Sector Initiative
U.S. Department of Labor
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FOREWORD

This report covers the evolution of Private Industry
Councils in twelve locations and at the national level dur-
ing 1979. This documentation, part of a continuing P/PV
study, builds upon earlier P/PV work, begun in 1578, that
tracks the implementation of these Councils at twelve
representative sites. The 1978 research resulted in reports
on each site and a summary as of the Fall, 1978.

The locations covered in the present study are:

Atlanta, GA Detroit, MI Los Angeles, CA
Boston, MA El Paso, TX R New York, NY
Broward County, FL King Snohomish Stanislaus County,
Cincinnati, OH Manpower Consortium, Suffolk County, NY
Denvexr, CO WA

Except for New York and Denver, these locations were all
included in the 1978 study. The twelve sites studied in
1979 have combined Title VII allocations for FY 79-8B0 of
about $37 million, or 9.3% of the total national allocations
for the same period.

The current study has been fundeé by & grant from the
Rockefeller Foundation. Earlier work in 1978 was funded by
the U.S. Department of Labor, the Edna McConnell Clark
Foundation, and the Taconic Foundation.

The support and encouragement of these funding sources
is gratefully.acknowledged. The findings and conclusions

are those of P/PV.

-
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Advisory Committee

Design and execution of this study have benefitead oreat-
ly from many helpful contributions of the Advisory Committee,
which has worked with P/PV over the past year. Members of
the Committee have made mény useful suggestions and criti-
cisms, both as individuals and as a group. The Committee

reviewed a draft of thes Fall 1979 Issues and Options Interim

Report published as a result of the study, and also reviewed
a draft of this report. We gratefully acknowledge their
interest and assistance, but accept full responsibility
curselves for the findings and conclusions.

Members of the committee are:

Vernon Briggs, Jr., Cornell University
Gary Eiben, National Alliance of Business
Michael McMillan & Jane McDeonald, Human
Resources Development Institute, AFL-CIO
Melvin Mister, U.S. Conferxrence of Mayors
Frank Schiff, Committee for Economic
Development
Rebecca Sweeney, U.S. Department of Labor
Geoffrey Trego, Sr., &§ Phyllis Dawson,
National Association -of counties
Millicent W. Woods, formerly Associate
Director, U.S. Chamber of Commerce;
currently Executive Director, National
Association of Private Industry Councils

Methodology and Credits

Except for New York City and Denver, which were studied
only in 1379, each of the participating localities was
visited a total of sBix times, at three-month intervals, by

P/PV field researchers. NHew York and Denver were visited

éjk;;ij
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four times each. The field researchers spent two to four
days in each site on the guarterly visit%.*

The basic method of obtaining information was through
interviews of participants in the study communities. These
included representatives of both the prime sponsor and local
government, ané the PIC leadership and members, including
representatives of mandatory groups such as labor and CBOs,
as well as representatives of business, industrxry and community
groups. Copies of the study design and format, Appendix B,
and a full listing of all interviews conducted by reporters,
Appendix C, are available upon reguest.

The 1979 study was designed and coordinated by Thomas
Seessel, who was also field researcherxr for three sStudy sites
and principal author of this report. 6ther field researchers
in 1979 have been Gerry Hancock, Natalie Jaffee and Starry
Krueger. Natalie Jaffe was also principal author of <che

Fall, 1978, Sunmary Report and of the Issues and Options re-

port published in the Fall of 1979. Background research for
Chapter 2 on previous efforts at involving the private sector
and on business attitudes toward CETA was done principally
by Mary Nathan.

Janet Piggott assisted i: numerous ways compiling and
organizing information and in coordinating preparation of
this report.

*The final site visit to Staﬁislaus County, scheduled for
December, 1979, was cancelled at the reguest of the prime
sponsor who felt that a visit would exacerbate bad feelings
generated by DOL's turn—down of one ©of its PIC's first

proposals under Title VII. Update information was obtained
by telephone interviews in December.
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Biographies of the researchers may be found in
Appendix A.

P/PV staff xesponsible for the final Production of
this report are: Michael Bailin, Vice President: May Long,
Project Director, Resource Center; Susan R. Behr and Adina
Newberg, Research Associates; and Lorraine Mobley, Administra-
tive Assistant. Mary Huhn provided invaluable assistance in

the editing. Final typing was done by Mary Lovell.
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Site Information

A table summarizing basic information about the study
PICs is found at the end of the report. For those who wish
more detailed information, site profiles of each of the

study PICs are available upon reguest, Appendix D.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
——TAMARX

The Private Sector Initiative Program (PSxp) recom-
mended by the President and authorized by the Congress in

late 1978 is a new Federal initiative to redirect the de-

centralized CETA program towards closer and more SyS:ema-

tic connections with Private-segtor employment. A 'wo-

year demonstration, PSIP was created at a time of viide~-

Spread dissatisfaction with Federal efforts to employ and

train the unemployed. This dissatisfaction was based in

part on the predominant role of public-gservice employment

in CETA Programs, to the relative neglect of Placement of

the disadvantaged in unsubsidized private employment.

Private Industry Councils
enacted as Title VIY of CETA, calls for

The PSIP,
Creation of Private Industry Counciys in each ©of the nation's

473 state and local jurisdictions containing a CETA prime

sSponsor. These Private Industry Councils (PIC=2) are de-

PICs have a majority Tepresentation from buysiness

including small and minority businesses .
and educa-

and industry,

Organifsa labor, community-based Oxganizations

tional instituticns are also represented. PICs can take

ERIC

A e




878

wvii

2 number of different forms suited to local conditions and

can sponsor a wide variety of programs and activi*ties to

carry out their mission. A significant departure from
earlier employment and traininq programs is that under
Title VII public funds can be spent only upon agreement
between PIC ﬁembers representing the public and private

sectors.

pPrevious Efforts

The PSIP is not the first Federal initiative to involve

private enterprise in +raining and hiring the structurally

unemployed. Beginning with the MDTA in 1962, there have
been many such initiatives. NAB-JOBs of the late 1960s -

early 1970°'s, OJT, sTIP, and HIRE are examples. There are

three recurrent themes

running through these earlier pro-
A Y

grams:
.Private—employer insistence on candaidates

being "job reaay' in the sense of having positive

attitudes toward work.

.Business' wish to minimize its involvement

with government red tape., oversight, and regulations.

.Absence of permanent institutions at the local
level to nurture and sustain public/private partner—

sheps for employing the disadvantaged.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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In one way ©r another, the early history of psiIp
has sought to address these issues. Creation of local
PICs is a direct response to the third item mentioned above,
and key functions ©f PICs include finding workable answers

to the otherxs.

Iegislative History of PSIP

Nationally, business organizations such as the Commit-
tee for Economic Development, NAB, the Chamber of Commerce,
and the Business Roundtable supported the Presidential
initiative to create a demonstration private-sector program.
Organized labor supported it but wanted assurances that the
program wounld not be used improperly to undercut labor's
interests, such as its concern about displacement of the
already-employed. Public—interest groups, representing
local government, and CETA prime sponsors raised serious
concerns generally reflecting fears that local governmen-—
tal primacy and adtonomy in the CETA sByYstem would be under-
mined by creation of guasi-independent PICs. The program
tht ultimately emerged as Title VII struck a reasonable
balance among contending interests, and left substantial
flexibility for localities to organize themselves and
set priorities to meet local conditions. An important
principle which remained intact was majority control of

PICs by business and industry.

ro-

68-724 O—80——356 _-3 :5 3




O

880

ix

Scope of Study

This report is the product of a study of twelve PICs
in their developmental period since mid-1978, and of
national—-level activities and policies during the same
time. Nine of the twelve PICs are in large, urbanized
sponsorship jurisdictions, The twelve PICs studied account
for 9.3% of the national total allocations for Title VII
in FY 1979-~'80. Ten of the twelve study PICs were among
the 34 siteg selected by DOL for early pilot efforts in

May, 1978, prior to enactment of Title VII six months

later. The twelve sites studied in 1979 are:

Atlanta, GA Detroit, MI L.os Angeles, CA
Boston, Mha FEl prPaso, TX New York, NY

Browaxd County, FL King Snohomish Stanislaus County, CA
Cincinnati, OH Manpower Consortium, Suffolk County, NY
Denver, Co WA

PIC Activities

PICs are taking a variety of forms and occupying differ-
ent niches in the local employment and training arenas.
Some are purely advisory, others are taking the initiative

in planning new programs, and others are separate nonprofit

‘corporations operating training programs. There are many

gradations in between. PIC projects also span a wide
variety, ranging from labor-market surveys toc operation of
an Employment Transition Center. Some have assumed and ex-
panded_portions of STIP or Title II-B programs. Some have
formed consortia of small or medium-sized businesses to

design and conduct skill training and hire successful

ERIC S& 6

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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graduates, In relation to pre-existing employment and
training activities, most PICs are breaking new ground
with respect to participating industries, occupations, or

training methods.

Leadership

Business firms with important local economic roles
are playing a prominent part in the study PICs. Leader-—
ship includes small and medium-sized businesses, especially
where enterprises of these sizes dominate the area. with-
out prime-sponscor commitment and cooperation, however,

business and industry cannot move the program very far.

Major Conclusions of the Study

-The seeds of PIC institutional develcopment have taken
root at most of the study sites. At these sites, the forg-
ing ©of local public/private partnerships is underway.

-Programming is just beginning, so there-are no "harad
results™ to report. '

.No particular PIC format seems to be more "successful"”
“than others. Format may be less important than the intan-
gibles such as: cohesiveness of the PIC body; relationships
among PIC, local government, and prime sponsor; usefulness
of the_grojects sponsored by PIC; and cooperative leader-
ship on both the public and private sides of the manpower

table.

&) Es&ﬁ’k
ERIC
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«Flexibility in the Title VII regulations to permit
PICs to evolve in ways suitable to local circumstances has
been cxtremely important. This regulatory posture has
fostered experimentation in keeping with the "R-and-D"
demonstration character of Title VII.

-Most of the study PICs have not to any large extent
begun to influence non-Title VII portions of CETA.

-Some level of activity beyond reactive advice is
important to establish PICs' position and give them a posi-
tive role in local manpower efforts. PICs which do not
engage in active program development or sponsorship seem
likely not to gain much influence in the system., At the
other extreme, heavy involvement in conducting programs

exposes PICs to the danger of losing an R-and-D focus.

Policy Implications

.Extension of the demonstration through 1982, as
recommended in-the President's Budget, will usefully permit
more time to further develop and test the concept.

-Continued separate funding through Title VII will give
PICs the needed flexibility to develop without pPremature
reliance on other CETA titles and the potentially destruc-—-
tive competition to which such a condition might lead.

-dewide range of technical assistance, suited to

different needs in different localities, should be available.




xii

-Policy could recognize the fact of varying degrees
of development potentia&al among the 473 prime sponsorships
by concentrating funding and assistance con those PICs with
the strongest possibility of maturing intoc broadly effec-
tive local institutions. Movement away from a strict
formula as the basis for allocating Title VII funds would
help accomplish this goal.

.Any tendency to begin confining Title VII programs
to narrow categories ought to be strongly resisted during

the exte~,ded demonstration.

8855
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CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC/PRIVATE VENTURES

March 10, 1980

Senator Gaylord Nelson,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Employment,
Poverty and Migratorv Labor

Sen.te Office Building, Annex 3

Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Nelson:

Public/Private Ventures is an independent, non-profit corporation
established to effect collaboration between the public and private
sectors in addressing complex social and economic policy issues.
Since its founding in late 1977, its primary focus has been the
development of strategies for private sector involvement in the
training and employment of the disadvantaged, particularly minority
wvouth.

Enclosed is an advance copy of the Executive Summary of our latest
Private Industry Council (PIC) documentation study report, Making

the Connections: Private Industry Councils, a new direction for CETA.
This is one of several analyses we have prepared since our 1l2-site study
was launched in the summer of 1978. With the support of several private
foundations, our documentation project will continue through 1981.

.We hope you will find the recommendations and findings useful as you
consider reauthorization of CETA Title VII. If vou think it would be
helpful, we would be pleased to present testimony before your committee
at the appropriate time.

If you would like to discuss our report further, please feel free to get
in touch. A copy of the full report will be sent to you when it is
available —- within the next couple of weeks.

Sincerely, .

P A O Al

Michael Bailin
Vice President
MB/1fm

Enclosure

1728 Cherry Street © Philadelphia, Pa. 18103 « {215) 5684-4815
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MAKING THE CONNECTIONS:
Private Industry Councils,

A New Direction for CETA

A Study of the Early Experience
of

Twelve Private Industry Councils

YEAR 2 REPORT
Private Sector Initiatives Program

(PSIP) Documentation Project

The Corporation forxr Public/Private Ventures
1726 Cherry Streat
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103

February, 1980
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Private Secior Initiative Program (PSIP) recom-
mended by the President and authorized by the Congress in
late 1978 is a new Federal initiative to redirect the de-
centralized CETA program towards closer and morxe systema-—
tic connections with.private—sector employment. A two-—
Year demonstration, PSIP was created at a time of wide-
spread dissatisfaction with Federal efforts to employ and
train the unemployed. ThiS»dissatisfaétion was based in
part on the predominant role of public-service employment
in CETA programé, to the relative néglect of placement of

the disadvantaged in unsubsidized private employmen..

Private Industry Councils

The PSIP, enacted as Title VII of CETA, calis for
‘Ccreation of Private Industry'councils_in each of the nation's
473 state and local jurisdictions containing a CETA prime 4
sponsor. These Private Industiy Councils (PICsl are de-
signed as local partnerships between the public and private
sectors to promote jincreased private hiring of the disadvan-—
taged. PICs have & majority representation from buéiness

and industry, including small and minority businesses .
Organized labor, community-based organizations and educa-—

tional institutions are alsc represented. PICs can take

r
4 -

F
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a number of different forms suited to local conditions and
can sponsor a wide variety of programé and activities to
carry out their mission. A significant departure £rom
earlier employment and training_programs is that under
Title VII public funds can be spent only upon égreement
between PIC members representing the public and private

sectors.

Previous Efforts

The PSIP is not the first Federal initiative to involve
priﬁate enterprise in training and hiring the structurally
unemployed; Beginning with- the MDTA in 1962, there have
been many such initiatives. NAB-JOBs of the late 19603 — ‘?'
early 1970°'s, OJT, STIP, and HIRE are examples. There are
three recurrent themes running tﬁrough these earlier pPro-
grams: ‘

.Private-employer insistence on candidates

being "job readyi in the sense of having positive

attitudes toward work.

.Business' wish to minimize its involvement
with government red tape, oversight, and regulations.

.Absence ¢of permanent institutions at the local
level to nurture and sustain public/private partner-—

ships for employing the disadvantaged.
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In one way or another, the early history of PSIP
has sought to address these issues. Creation of local
'PICs is a direct response to the third item mentioned above,

and key functions of PICs include finding workable answers

to the others.

Legislative History of PSIP

Nationally, businass organizations such as the Commit-
tee for Economic Development, NAB, the Chamber of Commerce,’
and the Business Roundtable supported the Presidential
initiative to create a demonstration private-sector program.
Organized labor supported it but wanted assurances that the
prOg;ém'wou;d_not'be'used improper}y to undercut labprrg_
interests, such as its concern about displacement of the
already—-emploved. Public—interest groups, representing
lccal government, and CETA prime sponsors raised serious
concerns generally reflecting fears that local governmen-
tal primacy and autonomy in the CETA system would be under-
mined by creation of quasi-independent PICs. The prégram
that ultimately emerged as Title VII struck a reasocnable
balance among contending interests, and left substaﬁtial
flexibility for localities to organize themselves and
set priorities to meet local conditions. An important

principle which remained intact was majority control of

PICs by business and industfy-
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Scope of Study

This report is the product of a study of twelve PICs
in their developmental period since mid-1978, and of
national-level activities and policies during the same
time. Nine of the twelve PICs are in large, urbanizgd
sponsorship Jjurisdictions. The twelve PICs studied account
for 9.3% of the national total allocations for Title VII
in FY 1979-'80. Ten of the twelve study PICs were among
the 34 sites selected by'DOL for early piiot efforts in
May, 1978, prior to enactment of Title VII six months

later. The twelve sites studied in 1979 aré:

Atlanta, GA Detroit, MI lL.os Ang.:les, CA
Boston, MA . E} Paso, TX - ' " New- York, NY. .
Broward County, FL King Snohomish - Stanislaus County, Ca
Cincinnati, OCH Manpower Consortium, Suffolk County, RNY
Denver, Co wWa . ‘

PIC Activities

PICs are taking a variety of forms ana occupying differ— -
ent niéhes in the local employment and training arenas.
Some are purely advisory, ochers are taking the initiative
in planning new programs, and dthers are sepérate nonprxofit .
corporations operating trainiﬁg pPrograms. There are many
gradations in bétween. PIC projects also span 5 wide
variety, ranging from 1ébor—market surveys to operation of
an Employment Transition Centex- Some have assumed and ex-
panded portions of STIP or Title II-B prOgrams.' Some have
formed consortia of small or medium-sized businesses to

design and conduct. skill training and hire successful

545
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graduates. In relation to rre-exis+<ing employment and
training activities, most PICs are breaking new ground

with respect to participating industries, occupations, or

training methods.

Leadership

Business firms with important local economic roles
are plaving a prominent part in the study PICs. Leadexr-—
ship includes small and ﬁedium—sized businesses, especiglly
where enterprises. of these sizes dominate the area. With~_
out prime-sponsor commitment and cooperation, however,

business and industry capnot move the program very far.

Major Conclusions of the Study

-The seeds ©of PIC institutional development have taken
root at most of the study sites. At-these sites; ﬁhe forg-
ing of local public/private partnerships is underway.

-Programming is just beginning, so there are no "“hard
results"” +to report.

.No particular PIC format seems'éo be more “supcessful‘
than others. Format may be less important than the intaﬁ-'
gibles such as: cohesiveness of the PIC body; relationships
among PIC, local gqvérnment, and prime sponsor; usefulness
of the projects sponsored by PIC; and cooperative leader-—

ship on both the public and priﬁate sides of the manpower

table.
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.Flexibility in the Title VII regulations tc pernit
PICs to evolve in ways suitable to local circumstances has
been extremely importaﬁt. This regulatory posture has
fostered experimentation in keeping with the "RFand—D“
demonstration character of Title VII. ‘

.Most of the study PICs have not to any large extént
begun to influence non—-Title VIi pértions of CETA.

.Some level of activity beyond reactive advice is
important  to establish PICs' position and give them a posi-
tive role in local manpower effo;ts. PICs which do not
engage in active program development orx sponsorﬁsip seem
likely not to gain much influence .in the system.. At the
other ektreme, héa@y'inﬁolvement in conductiné grograms

‘exposes PICs to the danger of losing an R-and-D focus.

Policy Implications

.Extension of the demonstra . ‘»n through 1982, as
recommended in the President's'Budget,‘will usefully permit
more time to further develop and test the concept.

.Continued separate funding through Title VII will give
PICs the needed flexibility to'deveIOP without premature
reliance on other CETA titles and the potentially destruc-
tive competition to which such a condition might lead. .

.A wide range of technical assistance, suiﬁed to

different needs in different localities, should be available..

59/
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.Policy could recognize the fact of varvying degrees
of development potential among.the 473 prime sponsorships
by concentrating funding and assistance on those PICs with
the strongest possibility of maturing into broadly effec-
tive local institutions. Modément away from a strict
formula as the basis for allocating Title VII funds would
help accomplish this goal.

~-Any tendency to begin confining Title VIY programs
to narrow éategories ougﬁt to be strongly resisted during

the extended demonstration.

Senator NELsON. Thank you very much. This hearing will now
stand adjourned.
[Whereupon, the subcommittee adjourned.]
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Senator NELsON. Thank you very much, Mr. Whitehurst.
Mayor Stansbury you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM STANSBURY, MAYOR, CITY OF
LOUISVILLE, KY.. ACCOMPANIED BY MICHAEL McPHERSON
AND CAROL NICKERSON, U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Mr. STANS3URY. Thank you, Senator. I'm very pleased to be here
on behalf of the U.S. Mayors Conference to present our views on
these important topics of jobs and welfare reform.

My comments are much more statistical and technical and 1 will
not be able to sumimarize as Dan has. If you will bear with me
through my comments, I would appreciate it very much, sir.

People of limited income have been, and are increasingly, con-
centrating in cities. Higher levels of inflation and unemployment
have dramatically increased the number of people in our country,
especially in our cities, who do not earn enough money to afford a
décent standard of living.

Because of this high level of inflation and unemployment, low
income and poor people continue to migrate to urban cities across
our country. This migration is in response, and also is in search of
immediate aid. Problems which these individuals face are some-
times short term and sometimes long term. People look to cities for
solutions to their numerous problems of housing, work opportuni-
ties, growth, development; but needless to say, our resources are
limited, but we’re unable to help all of those who seek our support
and help.

There is just never enough resources for everyone to receive
their fair share, and this is a burden that every elected official
across this country faces daily.

During the past decade, many innovative approaches have
emerged addressing some of these problems. These efforts have
impacted the problems and provided significant positive results,
but we still have the problems which indicates that we lack a
comprehensive approach to welfare reform. We continue to attack
the puzzle, but we never complete the picture.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare introduced
the work incentive program, WIN, in 1968. This program attempt-
ed to reverse or at least limit the growth of welfare roles. WIN was
intended to provide as many as 900,000 individuals and their fami-
lies with jobs, but was not the first attempt to reduce welfare roles,
although it differed considerably in two respects. First, it levied
work requirements on all employable AFDC recipients; and second,
it inserted an earnings disregard.

However, the most important aspect of WIN was its increased
emphasis on training and employment to transition individuals
from welfare roles to unsubsidized employment.

In 1971, WIN was amended. The WIN-II emphasis, was changed
and stated that training and other services could only be provided
when job placement was impossible. Upgrading an individual’s skill
was forbidden if a less skilled job opportunity was immediately
available. Public service employment was permissible, but only as a
last resort. The WIN-II changes brought about a significant in-
crease in unsubsidized job placements which ranged from 16.5 per-
cent on June 30, 1972, to 30 percent on June 30, 1973.

Q
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In the first 9 months ot WIN-II, the number of unsubsidized
placements equalled the total number of placements for the entire
4 years of the WIN-I operation. The earned income tax credit,
EITC, was another incentive to enhance welfare recipients to
secure unsubsidized employment. It provides a credit equal to 10
percent of the earned incorne for families with children whose
annual income is $5,000 or less. This $500 maximum credit is
reduced by 12.5 percent of the earned income over $6,000, whereby
a family earning $10,000 receives no tax credit at all. By targeting
its maximum credit on persons earning $5,000 to $6,000, the effect
of EITC is to encourage recipients to take jobs at, or just below, the
minimum wage.

Incentives are also used to motivate those assigned to institution-
al or work experience traininz under WIN who participate in what
is conceived as a short-term program to prepare themselves for
jobs. To encourage this participation, welfare recipients receive an
incentive of $30 per month plus reimbursement for child care and
work expenses in addition to their welfare checks.

While the initial wage received by WIN participants had Geen
$2.28 in fiscal year 1971, it dropped to $2.02 in fiscal year 1973, the
first full year of WIN-II.

These low-wage placements governed by regulation state that a
WIN placement must be paid at the minimum wage. Because of
the low rate, many WIN participants continue to receive welfare
subsidies. In fiscal year 1973, only 53 percent of those who had
been employed 90 days actually left the welfare roles, and despite
an increase in the median entry level, wages in fiscal year 1977, 50
percent of the new jobholders remained dependent upon welfare.
Although the purpose of WIN-I and WIN-II was to help welfare
recipients off the welfare roles, the effect of WIN-II has forced
people into low-wage jobs without actually substantially reducing
AFDC payments.

Even a tax credit designed for employers, which provides a 20
percent reimbursement of wages paid to WIN workers for the first
12 months of employment, has developed short-term, low-wage jobs.
It was expected that this tax credit would create new jobs, but it's
done very little.

The credit temporarily provides WIN participants a competitive
advantage over other workers. A 1976 amendment to the Internal
Revenue Code reduced this 12-month requirement to 90 days, and
allowed the employers to lay off participants prior to that time
without losing the credit if the business suffered a substantial
reduction.

WIN has been unsuccessful as a program to help recipients work
their way off of our welfare roles. In fiscal year 1977, only 317,300
of the 2.6 million WIN participants actually entered employment,
and data for 1977 reveals that 25 percent of those placed were
unemployed within 30 days of placement. Statistics over the years
indicate that between 40 and 50 percent of those placed are again
unemployed within 90 days, and less than half of those skilled
employed have left welfare roles.

This attrition has been linked to unattractive, unskilled, and
temporary jobs, paying wages only slightly higher than the mini-
mum wage. On the average, welfare recipients receive lower wages

Q
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and poor work assignments over other emplovees hired by the
same employer.

A recent comprehensive evaluation of WIN issued by the U.S.
Department of Labor concludes that the private sector does not
offer jobs which pay enough or offer the desirable conditions neces-
sary to keep welfare recipients employed on a regular basis. How-
ever, when WIN participants were placed in paraprofessional posi-
tions in the work incentive program and related fields, public and
nonprofit agencies, often with union affiliation paying either 30 to
40 cents more per hour above the average wage under the welfare
department project, the average participant remained approximate-
ly 15 months.

Senator NELSON. What do you mean? The average stayed where?

Mr. STANSBURY. The average of those who were in this program
were staying 15 months rather than those who we were talking
about before would be off the roles within some 90 days after they
were a participant in the program itself.

This now rebuts, in my opinion, the myth that welfare pa. *ici-
pants do not vrant to work. They actually need decent paying jobs.

The administration’s work and training opportunities of 1979
propose to amend CETA by adding a section E to title II. This
proposal suggests an expanded work program targeted specifically
to AFDC recipients. The administration’s bill recognizes the em-
ployment and training activity operated through CETA which were
previously bypassed by other attempts, but the bill indicates that
the CETA delivery system does not serve the AFDC welfare recipi-
ents.

If this were true, there would be no CETA system, because every
prime sponsor in this country would be in noncompliance with the
act.

The Conference of Mayors supports the concept of welfare
reform, 't has some major concern with Senate bill S. 1312 as
written. It limits, rather than expands, employment and training
activities for those who are most in need. The bill focuses on
serving only the adult population, specifically the principal wage
earner of a family with a child. The work requirement becomes
effective after an extensive 8-week job search effort, rather than
offering the full range of employment and training opportunities
available through CETA.

The entry level, PSE positions discussed, are only available after
8 weeks of job sczarch in the private sector. These PSE jobs are
available for 78 weeks, and if no placement is made in the private
sector during this time frame, participants must reenter the job
search component.

This activity may reduce the welfare roles and force recipients
into low paying private sector jobs; but based on previous experi-
ence, few become self-employed and many remain dependent on
public assistance.

The U.S. Mayors Conference supports the reduction of welfare
costs, fiscal relief for States and municipalities, and simplification
and standardization of programs. However, we do not support
newly created jobs, whether they be PSE or private, focusing total-
ly on the principal wage earners.

195
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The administration’s bill proposes that 1.4 million people would
be employed or trained under this bill, 540,000 jobs would be feder-
ally subsidized as a last resort, and 600,000 individuals would be
referred to the private sector jobs. For the past decade, cities across
the country have been operating employment and training pro-
grams designed to meet the local labor market needs. These efforts
have brought about a working relationship with the private sector,
but most took a long time to be put in place. Therefore, to imply
that in 1 year an additional 600,000 private jobs could be developed
f~r unskilled and untrained workers may not be practical. The
incentives are just not there. To implement a system of this kind,
piggybacked on a system already in place, would create a chaotic
approach to resolving our unemployment problems.

There will be no winners as it is now designed. We will continue
to discourage recipients to seek a better way of life. TEITA title
I:¢1), under the 1978 amendment, mandates that members of fami-
lies receiving Federal assistance be given preference for particular
public service jobs. The redirection of 170,000 title II(d) jobs and
their consolidation with the proposed title 1I(e) jobs, will offer a
large portion of the urban city population little or no transitional
work opportunities. As written, the Work and the Training Act of
1979 discriminates against childless couples, unemployed single in-

dividuals, and, in .articular, against youth, who account for one-
fourth of our labor force and whose unemployment rate within the
intercity is 32 percent.

Mr. Chairman, ir. ~onclusion, there is no doubt that the adminis-
tration’s intentions a2:e sincere in their attempt to create a realistic
approach to accompiishing a welfare reform package within the
present budgetary constraints. Please be assured however, that
these additional 875,000 new public service jobs proposed under the
bi:i are desperately needed in our cities; but again, the U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors has serious reservations with the redirecting and
targeting of the 170,000 CETA title II(d) slots to the new title 11(e)
eligible participants.

I guess the question should alsoc be asked, do we want to reduce
the services to those non-AFDC individuals who are economically
disadvantaged?

The Conference of Mayors commends the administration and this
subcommittee for expediting this much needed and very important
piece of legislation.

In closing, there are a few additional points I would like to make.
We must eradicate the stigma we place on welfare workers as they
should never be expected to accept less because of their economic
situation. ‘

Also, due to our present economic condition, as shown in the past
when our economy is in a decline, the private sector seldom ex-
pands and usually has to be prompted by the Federal Government
to identify and to create new jobs. S. 1312 offers no incentive to our

private sector, or more importantly, to the welfare recipients to
retain unsubsidized employment.
Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stansbury follows:]
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Senator Nelson and Members ©f the Subcommittee on
Employment, Poverty and Migratory Labor, I am William
Stansbury, Mayor of Louisville, Kentucky. I'm pleased to
appear befora you today on behalf of the U.S. Conference of
Mavors to present our views on tha important topic of Jjobs
and welfare reform. People of limited incomes have been
and are increasingly concentrated in cities. Higher levels
of inflation and unemployment have dramatically increased the
number of people in our countIy, especially in ocur cities,
who do not earn enough money to afford a decent standesrd of
living.

Mr. Chairman, because of the high lewvels orf inflation
and unemployment, low—income and poor people continue to
migrate to urban cities across the <ountry. This migration
is in response and in search of immediate aid. Problems which
these individuals face are sometimes short-—-term, sometimes
long—term. People look to cities for soluticns to cheiwr
numerous problems; housing, work opportunities-—--growth--
deve.opment. Needless to sSay, our resources are limited and
we are unable to help all those who seek our support and help.
There is just never enough resources for evervone to receive
their fair share. This is a burden that everv elected official
in this country faces daily.

During the past decade, many innovative approaches have
emerged addressing some ¢©f these problems. These efforts have

impacted the problem and prorsided significant peositive resuits—-—

O
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but, we still have the problem which indicates we still lack

a comprehensive approcach toc Welfare Reform. We continue to

attack the puzzle--but we never complete the picture.

The Department of Health, Education and welfare, intro-
duced the Work Incentive Program (WIN) in 196§. This program
attempted to reverse or at least limit the growth o€ welfare
roles WIN was intended to provide as many as 900,000 in-
dividuals and their families with Jobs. WIN was not the first
attempt to reduce welfare roles, but differad considerably
in two respects. First, it levied work regquirements on all
"emplovyable"” AFDC recipients. Second, it inserted an
"earnings disregard". However, the most important aspect of
WIN was its increased emphasis on training and employment to
transition individuals from welfare rolls to unsubsidized
employment. In 1971, WIN was amended. The WIN II emphasis
was changed, stating that "training and other services could
only be provided when job place~ent was impossible”. Upgrading
an individual's skills was forbidden, if a less skilled job
opportunity was immediately available. Public service employ-
ment was permigsgsable, but only as.a last resort.

The WIN II changes brought about a significant increase in
unsubsidized job placement, from 1l€.3% on June 30, 1972 to 30%
by June 30, 1973. In the first nine months of WIN II, the
number of unsubsidized placements egqualed the total number of

placements for the entlre four years of the wIN I operations.
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The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) was also another
incentive to enhance welfare recipients to securxe unsubsi-
dized employment. It provides a credit eqgual to 10% of
earned income for families with children with an annual
income of 35,000 or less. This $500 maximum credit is
reduced by 12.5% of earned income over $6,000 so that a
family earning $10,000 receives no tax credit at all. By
targeting its maximum credit on persons earning $5,000 -
$6,000, the effect of the EITC is to encourage recipients
to take jobs at or just below the minimum wage. Incentives
are alsc used to motivate those assigned to institutional
or work experience training under WIN to participate in
what in conceived as a short-term program to prepare for
jobs. To encourage this participation, welfare ~ecipients
receive an incentive of $30 per month plus reimbursement
for child care and work expenses, in addition to their
regular welfare checks.

Wwhile the initial wage received by WIN participants
had been $2.28 in FY'71, it dropped to $2.02 in FY'73, the
first full vear of WIN II. These low wage placements,
encouraged by regulations, state that a WIN placement be
paid at the minimum wage. Because of the low rate, many
WIN participants continue to receive welfare subsidies. In
FYy'73, only 53% of those who had been employed 90 days
actually left the welfare rolls. Despite an increase in the

median entry wage level in FY'77, 50% of new job holders
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remained dependent upon welfare.

Although the purpose of WIN I & IT was %o help welfare
recipients off the rolls, the effect of WIN ITI has forced
people into low-wage jobs without substantially reducing
AFDC payments.

Even the tax creaedit designed rfor emplovers--20% of
wages paid to WIN workers for the £irst 12 months of em-—
Ployment--has developed short-term low wage jobs. IL was
expected that this would create new jobs, but it has done
little,. The credit temporarily prowvides WIN participants
a competetive advantage over other workers. The 1976 amend-
ment t© the Internal Revenue Code reduced this 12 month
reguirement to 90 days and allowed the employefs to lay off
participants prior to that time without losing the credit if
the business suffered a substantial reduction.

WIN has been unsuccessful as a program to help recipients

work their way off welfare rzlls. In FY¥'77, only 317,300 of

the 2.6 millicon WIN registrants actually eﬁkered employment.

Alsc, data for '77 reveals that 25% of those pPlaced were unemplov-
ed within 30 days of placement. Sftatistics over the years indicate
that between 40-50% of those placed are unemployed within 50 davs,
and less than half of those still emploved have left welfare rolls.
This attrition has been linked to unattractive, unskilled, temporary
jobs paying wages only slightly higher than the minimum wage.

On the average., welfare recipients received lower wages and poor

work assignments over other employees hired by the same emplover.
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A recen: comprehensive evaluation of WIN issued by
the U.S. Department of Labor concluded that "the private sector
does not offer jobs that pay enough or have desirable enough
conditions to keep welfare recipients employed on a regular
besis.l However, when WIN participants were placed in para-
professional positions in the Work Incentive (WIN) Program
and related experiences, public and non-profit agencies, often
with union affiliation, paying 30-40 cents more per hour above
the average wage under the Welfare Department Project, the
average stay was 15 months. This rebuts the myth that welfare
participants do not want to work; they actually need decent
praying jobs.

The Administration's Work and Training Oppbortunities of

1979, nroposes to amend CETA by adding a section E to Title
IT. This Proposal suggests an expanded work program which is
to be tgfgeted specifically for AFDC recipients. The Administra-
tion's bill recognizes the employment and training activities
operated through CETA, previously by—-passed by other attempts,
but the bill indicates that the CETA delivery sSystem does not
serve AFDC/Welfare recipients. If this were true, there would
be no CETA system, because every prime sponsor in this country
would be in non-compliance with the Act.

The Conference of Mayors supports the concept of welfare
reform, but we do have some major concerns with S$1312, as written.

It limits.rather than expands employment and training activities

lThe Wwork Incentive (WIN) Program and Related experiences, 23
(1877}, DOL.
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for those most in need. The bill focuses on serving only
the adult populaticnan, specificallv the principal wage
earner of a family with a child. The work requirement

oaly comes after an extensive eight (8) week job search
effort, rather than offering the full range of emplovment
and training opportunities available through CETA. The
entry-level PSE positions discussed, only comes after the
eight (8) week job search has been conducted in the orivate
sector. These PSE jobs will be for 78 weeks and if no
placement is made in the private sector, they will reenter
the job search activities. This activity might reduce the
welfare rolls and it might force recipients into low—-paving
private sector jobs, but based on previous experience, few
become self-supporting and many remain dependent on public
assistance.

USCM'supports the reduction of welfare costs, fiscal
relief for states and municipalities, simplification and
standardization of programs, however, we do not support that
newly created jobs, whether they be PSE or private jobs, be
totally focused on principal wage earners.

The Administration's bill proposes that 1.4 million
people would be employed or trained under this bill. 545,000
would be federally subsidized, "jobs-of-the-last-resort", and
6000,000 individuals would be referred to private sector jobs.
For the past decade, cities across the country have been
operaéing'employment and training programs, designed to meet
the local labor market needs. These efforts brought about

working relationships with the private sector, but most took
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a long time to put in place. To imply that in one year an
additicnal 600,000 private szector jocbs could be developed
for unskilled ana untraiged workers may not be practical.
The incentives are just not there. To implement a system
of this kind, piggybacked on a system already in place,
creates a chaotic approach to resclving cur unemployment

problems muc¢h less transition persons off the welfare

rolls into unsubsidized employment. There will be no
winners as it is now designed. We will continue to dis-
courage recipients toc seek a better way of life. CETAa

Title ll-D jokbs under the 1978 amendments mandated that
those members of families receiving federal assistance be

given preference for particular public service jobs.

To redirec~ 170,000 of the Title 11-D jobs and consolidate them

with the proposed 11-E jobs, offers a large portion of the
urban cities population little or no transitional work

opportunities. As written, the Work and Training

Coportunities Act ©cf 1979 discriminates against childless

couples, unemployed single individuals, and in particular,
against "youth® who account for one~fourth of our laber
force and whose unemployvment rate within the inner cities
is 32%.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, there is no mistake that
the Administration's intentions were sincere and attempted
to create a ‘realistic approach to accomplish a welfare reform
package within the present budgetary restraints. Please be

assured these additicnal 375,000 new public service Jjobs

proposed under this bill are desperately needed in our cities.
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But, again, USCM has serious reservations with the redirecting
and targeting of 170,000 CETA Title II-D slots for the new II-E
eligible participants. I guess the guestion should also be
asked, do we want to reduce services to the non-AFDC indiwvid-
uals who are econcmically disadvantaged?

The Conference of Mayors commends the Administration uand
this subcommittee for expediting this much needed and important
piece of legislation. In closing, there are a few additional
roints I would like to maxke. We must eradicate the stigma we
rvrlace on welfare workers as they should never be expected to
accept something less because of their economic situation.
Alsvw, due to our present economic condition, as shown in the
past when our economy is in a decline, the private sector has
seldom expanded and usually has to be prompted by the federal
government to identify and create new jobs. S1312 cffers no
incentives to the érivate sector or more impertantly, t2 the
welfare recipient to obtain unsubsidized employment.

Thank you.
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Senator NeLsON. Thank you, Mayor Stansbury.

Do the representatives of the conference have any statements?

Mr. WHITEHURST. We have nothing to add unless you have ques-
tions, Senator?

Senator NELsoN. Well, I'd like to thank you very much for your
very thoughtful comments. We may submit some questions to you
in writing after I’ve gone through the record for further clarifica-
tion. Otherwise, I have no further questions at this time.

Thank you very much.

Senator, I believe you have a witness from Ohio?

Senator GLENN. Yes, I do. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator NeELsoN. The two witnesses will be the Honorable Char-
lotte Williams, commissioner of Genessee County, Mich.; and the
Honorable Paula Macllwaine, commissioner, Montgomery County,
Ohio.

Senator GLENN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is my
pleasure today to have the opportunity to introduce to the commit-
tee, Paula Macllwaine, who is testifying on S. 1312 the Work
Training and Opportunities Act, which is the jobs portion of the
administration’s welfare reform program.

A provision of S. 1312 requires all Governors to develop annual
plans for a job search assistance program for AFDC-eligible adoalt..
After an 8-week job search, AFDC adults who have not sc.-. -J
private-sector employment would be eligible for a CETA job or
training.

Mrs. Macllwaine is a county commissioner for Montgomery
County, Ohio. She was in my office this week to tell me about the
county’s welfare reform demonstration project, a CETA-funded pro-
gram to help employable, general relief welfare recipients find and
obtain jobs with private employers, or enter employment and train-
ing programs leading to permanent employment. Without detract-
ing from Commissioner Macllwaine’s testimony, I just want to say
that I was delighted to learn of the success to date of the job
assistance program. It only began in January and is already show-
ing decided results in Montgomery County, Ohio. '

I might add that when I first came to Washington some 5%
years ago, someone pointed out to me the help wanted ads in the
Washington Post on Sunday; and it became a matter of interest,
and every Sunday I check the Washington Post. A week ago last
Sunday, there were 42 pages of help wanted ads in the Washington
Post. If the figure that only 20 percent of the jobs available are
advertised is accurate, it means that anybody that really is out
looking and wants a job in Washington, D.C. can probably find one.
There were 42 pages of help wanted ads Sunday before last that
covered every possible kind of job, from the most menial labor to
nuclear scientist. It’s that kind of matching up the people with the
jobs that they have tried to in Montgomery County, Ohio, which is
mainly Dayton, Ohio; and that Mrs. Macllwaine has taken a vital
part in over the last couple of months and which appears to be
bearing a great deal of fruit. It helps welfare recipients secure the
private sector jobs, and it seems to me to be so fundamental that I

find it hard to believe that we haven’t stressed this type of ap-
proach before.

Q
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In times such as this, when we must make intelligent and diffi-
cult decisions about the best use of our Federal dollars, high prior-
ity should be given to programs such as the job search assistance
program, which has a twofold benefit. It reduces Government
spending, and makes it possible for people to get off the welfare
rolls and provide for themselves and their families.

Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Macllwaine is here to speak aon behalf of the
National Association of Counties, and so she stresses some of the
national implications. However, I hope that in your questioning,
you will be able to question her in more detail on the experience
they have had in the last couple of months in Montgomery County,
Ohio. I think it bears directly on your deliberations here. I am glad
to take part in introducing Commissioner Macllwaine to the com-
mittee.

Senator NELsoN. Thank you very much, Senator Glenn

I appreciate you taking your time to come over to make a state-
ment and introduce Paula MaclIlwaine who is commissioner of
Montgomery County.

Now, I notice you both have statements. First, would you identify
yourselves for the reporter.

Mr. WEINTRAUB. Jon Weintraub, associate director of NACO.

Ms. WiLLiams. Charlotte Williams, county chairman, Genessee
County, Mich., immediate past president of the National Associ-
ation of Counties.

Ms. MacILwaINE. I'm Paula Macllwaine, county commissioner
from Montgomery County, Ohio.

Senator NELsON. You may proceed however you may desire.
Your statements will be printed in full in the record. If you can
summarize, it will be helpful

Who wishes to start?

Ms. WiLLiams. I will, Mir. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF HOMNM. CHARLOTTE WILLIAMS, COUNTY COM-
MISSIONER. GENESSEE COUNTY., MICH.. ACCOMPANIED BY
JON WEINTRAUB, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

Ms. WiLLiams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
subcommittee.

My name is Charlotte Williams, county commissioner, Genessee
County, Mich., and the past president of the National Association
of Counties.

I'm accompanied today by Jon Weintraub, asscciate director, and
legislative coordinator of the National Association of Counties, the
only organization representing county government in the United
States; and I must indicate at this point that our primary objec-
tive—and even though this is not in your committee’s purview—is
the renewal of revenue sharing, and we are saying this each time
we get a chance.

We are here today to discuss issues associated with the CETA
amendment of 1978, Public Law 95-524; and the February 21, 1980
draft of the President's youth bill. We would appreciate if the
subcommittee would keep the record open so that we can submit
additional comments once the bill has been introduced and re-
viewed.
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The average wage has been shown to be a major national prob-
lem. Surveys verified by NACO, USCM, the State of Massachusetts,
and DOL regional offices, have demonstrated the magnitude of the
problem.

Many prime sponsors are forced to pay wages below the poverty
level because of the average wage restrictions.

Studies have clearly shown that PSE jobs in local government
have a 2 to 3 to 1 better transition rate than those in CBO’s, yet
PSE jobs in most local governments are a thing of the past, thanks
to the average wage.

If transition is still important, we urge to alleviate the average
wage problem. We would be happy to work on an amendment with
committee staff and urge its adoption of this legislation. The max:-
mum wage must also be increased. One solution might be to set the
maximum wage as a percentage of the average wage.

The 1980 consortiums bonuses have been released and provide a
2.2-percent bonus this year. NACO feels this is disastrous to the
future of consortiums.

We urge members of this subcommittee to amend section 202(f)
of CETA to prioritize funding for consortiums bonuses. We urge
that an amendment be added to insure that such sums as neces-
sary be set aside to provide a 10-percent consortium bonus, or a
specific percent of the funds be available for consortiums, in II (b)
and (¢), as it was in section 103(b) of P iblic Law 93-203.

NACO supports forward funding for titles II (b) and (c), IV _and
VII of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, CETA.

We propose that this subcommittee amend section 127 of Public
Law 95-524, and require the Secretary of Labor to report to the
Congress by February 1, 1981, on the advantages for forward fund-
ing of title II (b) and (c¢), title IV and title VIIL

With regard to title VII, we propose that not more than 25
percent of the funds available for title VII be available for title II(c)
activities for clients without regard to income as long as those
clients are then replaced by CETA eligible clients.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I hope that we can work together with
appropriate Labor Department officials to find an effective amend-
ment to section 106. As you know, there has been some criticism of
the Department for not being rigorous enough in requiring repay-
ment and collecting misspent funds.

With the 1978 amendment, CETA has been tightened up. The
Inspector General’s operations are well underway, and as so often
happens, the pendulum has swung completely in the other direc-
tion. Prime sponsors are being driven from the program by new
rigid insistence on dollar-for-dollar payback of local tax dollars for
petty mistakes in the administering an enormously complex CETA
program.

Just last month, Berrien County in my State voted 9 to 2 to give
up their prime sponsorship. With unemployment so high in Michi-
gan right now, you may well wonder why a county, especially one
with a particularly effective CETA program, would choose to give
it up.

First, the commissioners checked to make sure that their needy
citizens would not lose out. The law requires that somebody oper-
ate a program in Berrien County. Once that fact was established,
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the commissioners found it simple to drop CETA because of the
enormous new financial liability. -

According to the newspapers, the Department’s audit was the
last straw. That audit covered over $36 million in CETA programs,
and uncovered only about $10,000 of disallowed expenditures.

Instead of giving Berrien County a medal for achieving an error
rate of twenty-eight one-hundredths of 1 percent, the Department
is insisting that the entire $10,000 be paid back out of local funds.
This is simply ridiculous, particularly when you think of CETA’s
buildups, phasedowns, transitions, and changing signals and retro-
active rulings.

We understand and support the need for a strong enforcement
policy. However, no Federal program can expect a zero error rate.
We cannot propose a specific amendment at this time because of
the complexity of the issue.

Turning to the administration’s preoposal to modify and extend
title IV programs, the Natioral Association of Counties supports
any effort to consolidate arnd simplify the enormously complex
requirement created under the Youth Employment and Demonstra-
tion Project Act of 1977. Exchanging an old set of acronyms for a
new set of acronyms is not consolidation. We’'re concerned that the
division of funds proposed by the administration does not accom-
plish its own govals of consolidation and simplification.

First, the distribution of funds is a concern. We seriously ques-
tion the administration proposal to split the funds equally between
the two titles. At a meeting on March 2, 1980, NACO’s employment
steering committee passed a motion in support of all title I and II
funds going by formula to CETA prime sponsors which would then
have responsibility for deciding which education programs work in
their community, and which should be funded.

In the same grant reform, NACO’s employment steering commit-
tee felt strongly that one agency needs to be in charge at the local
level, and it should be CETA. Their thought was that we need
more than interagency cooperation at the Federal level to achieve
a strong delivery system for youth at the local level. '

Disadvantaged youth do not receive the best level of services
when two Federal agencies achieve a vague standoff as they do in
this bill. Within title I, entirely too much money is outside the
basic formula grant. As you know, only three-fourths of the 59
percent assigned to TETA prime sponsors would be distributed
based on the YETP formula; that is $497.8 million compared to
$693 million currently available under YETP, a $200 million reduc-
tion.

Since YCCIP and YEIPP are to be eliminated, the proposed
funding level insures that prime sponsors must engage in a despar-
ate effort to gain incentive funds simply in order to avoid a one-
third disruption in their curren’ programs. The disruption goes
further because there is a matching requirement on every incen-
tive dollar obtained by prime sponsors.

Thus, the pool of funds available for locally determined program
needs can be expected to be greatly reduced. Simply stated, there
are too many pots and many splits of funds in this bill, and I would
refer you to a chart that’s at the back of my statement.

I -
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An early version of the administration’s proposal seemed to
assume that there is a single correct sequence of services, and, at
least implied, fairly rigid restrictions on program activities.

We hope you will insist on prime sponsor’s right to choose the
appropriate program design for their own area. The administration
has made a point of prohibiting the use of title I funds for educa-
tion programs conducted in the schools of local education agency.
We wonder, despite the laudable intent of this provision, whether
it is wise to prohibit such activity. What about those school dis-
tricts which are not targeted in title II of the bill?

It is not clear to us that title II1 funds will be available in those
cases.

Let me take a look for a moment at the eligibility requirements
of the administration’s proposal.

NACO supports uniform eligibility for all youth programs, in-
cluding summer youth, at 100 percent of the BLS lower living
standard income level or economically disadvantaged. We hope
that the administration will simplify its language, and insure uni-
form eligibility throughout both titles.

We oppose unnecessary restrictions by age in the eligibility re-
quirements. NACO believes that programs should be open to youth
through the age of 21, with a lower age limit established by indi-

- vidual State law.

Thus, we oppose the administration’s plan to eliminate 14- and
15-year-old’s activities under the law. Further, we question the
need for a blanket prohibition against paying allowances to young
people under 18 who are in school.

Another major area of concern involved paperwork and report-
ing. This bill moves away from the comprehensive planning process
and plan which this subcommittee tried to promote in the 1978
CETA amendment. We oppose the creation of a separate youth
plan, and separate youth planning requirements. We support the
provisions of section 103, and have long urged the Department
genuinely to implement the notion of a comprehensive plan for
CETA, rather than subparts for each title, separate grants, and
separate reporting. We feel very strongly that the management of
CETA by title and/or categorical program area on the national
level simply distorts the success the prime sponsors are having in
providing a comprehensive sequence of services to people in need
in their communities.

We urge that at a minimum, youth funds be awarded at one time
and by one grant document.

We oppose the continuation of title 1I-B maintenance of effort
requirement. Funding for youth in title 1I-B should be left to the
discretion of the prime sponsor. Fiscal 1980 title II-B youth serv-
ices should not be based on funding levels in fiscal 1978.

We question, rather, too, consolidation has been achieved in this
bill. It appears that we are replacing YCCIP and YIEPP with
SP’IG, special purpose incentive grants, and other new acronyms.

We question the desirability of a secretary having control over
such a large percentage of funds under the President’s bill, sub-
parts 2 and 3. We recommend a $125 million ceiling on the 10
percent Secretary’s discretionary pot. We also recommend that
sufficient funds be diverted from the 22 percent pot to hold harm-
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less the current $693 million funding level for basic grants. We
cannot support the administration’s matching requirement.

The CETA system has had more than its fair share of shock
waves. Let’s take the time necessa to draft an excellent youth
bill. In the meanwhile, let’s expand YEDPA with the necessary
amendments to the existing CETA law or average wage flexibility
for the Secrstary in determining prime sponscr’s liability, consortia
bonuses, and others listed earlier.

We appreciate this opportunity to testify before your subcommit-
tee, and look forward to answering any questions you might have.

If I may summarize some of the NACO positions, I can do so by
saying that we support raising the average and maximum wage for
CETA _ public service jobs; insuring adequate consortia bonuses;
amending CETA to require that the Secretary report to the Con-
gress on the advantages of forward funding to CETA titles II-B,
and C, IV and VII; extending title VII with 25 percent of the funds
available for title II-C activities for clients without regard to
income if they are replaced by CETA eligible clients:; developing a
realistic amendment on liability for CETA funds; limiting the
funds in subparts 2 and 3 of the President’s youth bill and putting
more money into basic grants; setting a $125 million ceiling on
subpart 3; establishing uniform eligibility for youth in both titles at
100 percent of the Bureau of Labor Standards lower living stand-
ard income level; mandating one youth grant rather separate
grants and separate reporting to minimize paperwork; eliminating
the title II-B maintenance of effort requirement: and extending
g’EDPA and making the time necessary to draft an excellent youth

ill.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Williams follows:]

i\
-
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STATEMENT of CHARLOTTE WiLLiams, CommMiIssioneR, GENESEE COUNTY,

Micijican, AanD P PresipenT oF THE NaTl IATION oF COUNTIES
2 ob e RaTT AssochTEon OF 1ES, AP ErORE e
S S

o e BT [aton AND Thrian RESOURCES (OMMITTEE
; E ITTEE

MrR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, My NAME (S

CrARLOTTEE Witttams, County ComissionerR, Genesee County, MIcHIGAN,

AND THE PAsT PresIDENT oF THE NaTionaL AssocIATION oF CounTies. |

AM ACCOMPANIED TODAY BY JON WEINTRAUB, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR AND LEGISLATIVE
COORDINATOR OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES, THE ONLY NATIONAL
ORGANIZATION REPRESENTING COUNTY GOVERNMENT IN THE UNITED StaTES.

WE ARE HERE TODAY TO DISCUSS ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH THE CETA
AveENDMENTS oF 1978, P.L. 95-524, anp THE FeBrRuary 21, 1520 DRAFT OF
THE PRESIDENT'S YOUTH BILL. YE WOULD APPRECIATE IFf THE SUBCOMMITTEE
WOULD KEEP THE RECORD OPEN SO THAT WE CAN SUBMIT ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ONCE
THE BILL HAS BEEN INTRODUCED AND REVIEWED.

THE AVERAGE WAGE HAS BEEN SHOWN TO BE A MAJOR NATIONAL PROBLEM.
SURVEYS VERIFIED BY fACo, USCM, THE sTATE oF MassachuseTTs, Aanp DOL
REGIONALT OFFICES HAVE DEMONSTRATED THE MAGNITUDE £F THE PROBLEM., ['ANY PRIME
SPONSORS ARE FORCED TO PAY WAGES BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL BECAUSE OF THE
AVERAGE WAGE RESTRICTIONS. STUDIES HAVE CLEARLY SHOwWN THAT PSE uoss IN
LOCAL GOVERNMENT HAVE A 2 TO 3:), BETTER TRANSITION RATE THAN THOSE IN
(BOs. Yer PSE soBS IN MOST LDCAL GOVERNMENTS ARE A THING OF THE PAST
THANKS TO THE AVERAGE WAGE, [F TRANSITION IS STILL IMPORTANT, WE URGE
YOU TO ALLEVIATE THE AVERAGE WAGE PROBLEM. WE wWOULD BE HAPPY TO WORK
ON AN AMENDMENT WITH COMMITTEE STAFF AND URGE ITS ADOPTION WITH THIS
LEGISLATION, JHE MAXIMIM WAGE MUST ALSO BE INCREASED. ONE SOLUTION MIGHT

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATIONTOF COUNTIES IS THE ONLY NATIONAL ORGANIZATION
REPRESENTING COUNTY GOVERNMENT IN THE ITED STATES. HROUGH ITS MEMBERSHIP,
URBAN, SUBURBAN AND R COUNTIES JOIN TOGETHER TO BUILD EFFECTIVE, RESPONSIVE
COUNTY GOVERNMENTS . HE GOALS OF THE ORGANIZATION ARE: TO IMPROVE COUNTY
GOVERMNMENT TOSERVEAS“-EI}‘ATIONN.SPOKESMNFORCOUNTYGOVERMTS; TO ACT AS
A LIAISON BETWEEN THE NATION'S COUNTIES AND OTHER LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT; AND TO
ACHIEVE PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING OF THE ROLE OF COUNTIES IN THE FEDERAL SYSTEM.
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BETOSEFTT‘EMAXIH.MNAGEASAPERCENTAEOFTHEAVERAEHAE.

THE 1980 CONSORTIA BONUSES HAVE BEEN RELEASED AND PROVIDE A 2.2 PERCINT
BONUS THIS YEAR, HNACO FEELS THIS IS DISASTEROUS TO THE FUTURE NF CONSORTIA.
AN ANALYSIS OF THE PRIOR SPENDING FOR CONSORTIA FOLLOWS:

_& Bomus $ —
Fy 1977 1CZ 0.8 mu.tonl
Fr 1978 10Z $39.3 M[LLION2
Fr 1979 7.3% $20 mu_mnz
Fy 1930 2.2% $9 mMiLLION

Notes:
1. RESULTS FROM A SPECIFIC 5 PERCENT SET-ASIDE IN P.L. 93-203, section 10 (B)
2. WITHOUT A SPECIFIC SET-ASIDE IN P.L. 95-524, section 202(e) () (c)

OnLy $3 MILLION WAS AVAILABLE THIS YEAR FOR THREE REASONS: 1) THE LAW
(P.L. 95-524) GIVES A LOWER PRIORITY TO CONSORTIA BONUSES; 2) SO MILLION
HAD 7O BE USED FOR THE 90 PERCENT HOLD HARMLESS IN FY 1980 BECAUSE OF THE
FORMULA CHANGE RATHER THAN $5 MILLION IN Fy 1979, THUS OBLIGATINS MORE TITLE
I1 B, € runms; AnD 3) DOL RATES CONSORTIA AS A LOW "POLITICAL” PRIORITY

WHEN MAKING DECISIONS ON HOW TO USE THE APPROXIMATELY %320 MILLION LEFT
IN DISCRETIONARY FUNDS FROM TITLE VI AND vHATEVER IS LEFT N TITLE III.

Time II B, C moneEY ($2.054 BILLION) FOR FISCAL 1980 IS BEING SPENT AS FALLOWS:

$1745,9 ML ron FORMULA

40.2 MILLION 90% HOLD ¢

25.0 MitLIon CPS ADUUSTMENT

20.7 miLLIoN STATE COUNCILS
124.,3-mM1LLron VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
&2.9 MiLLron STATE SERVICES

30.0 mrLLion 1% L rnwaces

9.0 MILLION CONSORTIA BONUSES




208

MotES:
3. NOT FUNDED AFTER F1scaL 1980

4, %6 miLLion I1s II B, C ano $24 miLLion 1s I1 D DISCRETIONARY

THUS, AFTER THE STATE SERVICES ACCOUNT IS FUNDED, $2.039 BILLION OF
THE $2.054 BILLION IS UTILIZED LEAVING ONLY $15 MILLION FCR THE ONE PERCENT
LINKAGES AND CONSORTIA BONUSES. $6 MILLION OF THE ReMaINIng II B, C runps
WAS USED FOR LINKAGES WITH $24 mILLIon From II D, LEAVING ONLY $3 MILLION
FOR CONSORTIA BONUSES.

WE URGE MEMBERS OF THIS SUBCOMMITTEE TO AMEND secTioN 202(F) oF CETA To
PRICRITIZE FUNDING FOR CONSORTIA BONUSES. WE SUGGEST THAT AN AMENDMENT BE
ADDED TO INSURE THAT “SUCH SUP4S AS NECESSARY BE SET ASIDE To PROVIDE A 10Z
CONSORTIUM BONUS” OR A SPECIFIC PERCENT OF THE FUNDS BE AVAILABLE FOR
consorTIA IN II B, C As IT was In secTion 133(®) oF P.L S3-203.

MACO SUPPORSS FORWARD FUNDING For TITLES II B anp C, IV, anp VII oF THE
CoMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND TraINInGg AcT (CETA). The CETA AMENDMENTS
oF 1978 (PL 95-524) FocuSED ON BETTER MANAGEMENT OF THE DELIVERY SYSTEM.
CURRENTLY, THE FUNDING ofF CETA, wHICH HAS BEEN MARIKED BY CONTINUJING
RESOLUTIONS THE LAST THREE YEARS (PL 95-205, S5-U482, AnD 96-86), HAS MADE
PRUDENT PLANNING AND EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT DIFFICULT., THE CETA SYSTEM HAS GONE
THROUGH A SERIES OF JOLTS, AN UNFORTUNATE PATTERN WHICH NEEDS TO BE REVISED.

FORWARD FUNDING woULD ALLow CETA:

o To PLAN AND DELIVER SERVICES MORE EFFECTIVELY WITH THE EDUCATION

comuNITY. CURRENTLY CETA AND LOCAL SCHOOL BOARD PLANNING IS OUT—
OF—PHASE ;

o To AVOID FRICTION AMONG DIFFERENT LEVELS OF GOVERMNMENT WITH DIFFERENT
-
FISCAL YEARS;

o To COORDINATE MORE EFFECTIVELY WITH OTHER FEDERAL JOB CREATION PROGRAMS
WITH LONGER RANGE IMPLEMENTATION PERICDS, SUCH AS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

<14
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To RETAIN EFFECTIVE STAFF AT THE PRIME SPOMSOR LEVEL;
To IMPROVE SELECTION OF ENROLLEES;
To MPROVE THE EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT OF AND PLACEMENT OF
CLIENTS;

0 To CREATE MORE MEANINGFULL ON-THE-JOB TRAINING AND WORK EXPERIENCE
O¢PORTUNITIES

0 To DEVELOP YEAR-LONG CONTRACTS IN THE MIDDLE OF A FISCAL YEAR TO
BETTER PROVIDE TRAINED PERSONNEL FOR LOCAL BUSINESSES; AND,

0 TO CREATE A LEVEL OF CERTAINTY WITHIN THE CETA sysTeM.

WE PROPOSE THAT THIS SUBCOMMITTEE AMEND SECTIoM 127 oF P.L. 95-524
AND REQUIRE THE SECRETARY OF LABOR TO REPCRT To THE CONGRESS By FeBruAry 1, 1631,
ON THE ADVANTAGES FOR FORWARD FUNDING OF TITLES Il B,anp C, IV, anp VII,

Wit ReGARD To TITLE VII WE PROPOSE THAT NOT MORE THAN 25% OF THE
FUNDS AVAILABLE For TITLE VII BE AvaiLaBLE For TiTLE II-C ACTIVITIES FOR
CLIENTS WITHOUT REGARD TO INCOME AS LONG AS THOSE CLIENTS ARE THEN REPLACED
BY CETA ELIGIBLE CLIENTS.

FinarLy, MR, (HAIRMAN, [ HOPE THAT WE CAN WORK TOGETHER WITH APPRCPRIATE
LABOR DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS TO FIND AN EFFECTIVE AMENDMENT TO SECTION 106. As
YOU KNOW, THERE HAS BEEN SOME CRITICISM OF THE DEPARTMENT FOR NOT BEING
RIGOROUS ENCUGH IN REQUIRING REPAYMENT AND COLLECTING MISSPENT FUNDS,

WiTH THE 1978 aMenDMENTS, (ETA HAS BEEN TIGHTENED UP, THE INSPECTOR
GENERAL’S OPERATIONS ARE WELL UMDERWAY AND, AS SO OFTEN HAPPENS, THE
PENDULLM HAS SWUNG COMPLETELY IN THE OTHER DIRECTION. PRIME SPONSORS ARE
BEING DRIVEN FROM THE PROGRAM BY A NEW, RIGID INSISTENCE ON DOLLAR FOR
DOLLAR PAY BACK OF LOCAL TAX‘DOL.LARS FOR PETTY MISTAKES IN ADMINISTERING
THE ENORMOUSLY comPLEX (ETA PROGRAM. JUST LAST mMONTH, BerrIEN County IN
MY STATE VOTED 9 TO 2 TO GIVE WP THEIR PRIME SPONSORSHIP. WITH UNEMPLOY-

MENT SO HIGH IN “ICHIGAN RIGHT NOW, YOU MAY WELL WONDER WHY A COUNTY -
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ESPECIALLY ONE WITH A PARTICULARLY EFFECTIVE CETA PROGRAM — WOULD CHOOSE TO
GIVE IT uP. FIRST, THE COMMISSICNERS CHECKED TO MAKE SURE THAT THEIR NEEDY
CITIZENS WOULD NOT LOSE OUT - THE LAW REQUIRES THAT SOMEBODY OPERATE A
PROGRAM IN BeErRRIEN CounTY. ONCE THAT FACT WAS ESTABLISHED, THE COMMISSIONERS
FOUND IT SIMPLE TO DrROP (EIA, BECAUSE OF THE ENORMOUS NEW FINANCIAL LIABILITY.
ACCORDING TO THE NEWSPAPERS, THE DEPARTMENT’S AUDIT WAS THE LAST STRAW. AN
AUDIT THAT COVERED OVER 336 miLLIoN IN CETA PROGRAMS UNCOVERED ONLY ABOUT
310,000 OF DISALLOWED EXPENDITURES. INSTEAD OF GIVING BErrRIEN COUNTY A MEDAL
FOR ACHIEVING AN ERROR RATE OF TWENTY-EIGHT HUNDREDTHS OF ONE PERCENT THE
DEPARTMENT IS INSISTING THAT THE ENTIRE $10,000 BE PAID BACK OUT OF LOCAL
FUMDS. 1HIS IS SIMPLY RIDICULOUS PARTICULARLY WHEN YOU THINK oF CETA’s
BUILD-UPS, PHASE-DOWNS, TRANSITIONS, CHANGING SIGNALS AND RETROACTIVE
RUL.INGS ,

WE UNDERSTAND AND SUPPORT THE NEED FOR A STRONG ENFORCEMENT POLICY.
HOWEVER, NO FEDERAL PROGRAM CAN EXPECT A ZERO ERROR RATE. WE CAN'T PROPOSE
A SPECIFIC AMENDMENT AT THIS POINT BECAUSE OF THE COMPLEXITY OF THE ISSUE.
HOWEVER, WE CAN OUTLINE WHAT WE THINK THE PROBLEM IS AND WHAT WE WOULD
LIKE TO ACCOMPLISH.

FIRST, THE DEPARTMENT MUST HAVE AND EXERCISE THE FLEXIBILITY NOT
TO ENCUMBER LOCAL FUNDS OVER MINOR OR TECHNICAL ERRORS. THE ADMINISTRATION'S
PROPOSED TECHNICAL AMENDMENT TO EETA section 106(D)(2) '

DOES NOT GET TO THE HEART OF THE PROBLEM, THE ilAIMs CotLLecTion ACT,

ALONG WITH THE CURRENT INTERPRETATION OF A FeBruArY 10, 1978, DECIsION

By THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL ON A RHODE ISLAND CASE INVOLVING THE OLD
EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT, SEEM TO BE THE BASIS OF THE DIFFICULTIES. CURRENT
DEPARTMENTAL POLICY STATES THAT GRANT OFFICERS HAVE VIRTUALLY NO AUTHORITY
TO OVERLOOK MINOR, TECHNICAL ERRORS WHEN REVIEWING COSTS QUESTIONED BY
AUDITORS. INSTEAD, THE INTERPRETATION DIRECTS THAT THERE IS FLEXIBILITY FOR

Do
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JUDGEMENT ONLY IN QUESTIONS OF ELIGIBILITY AND PSE, (THIS VIEW HAS
BEEN CANONIZED IN SECTION 676.83(C) OF THE REGULATIONS.)

WE THINK THAT THIS IS A TOPSY TURVY VIEW OF SecTioN 106(p). As you
kNOW, (D) (1) DIRECTS THAT THE SECRETARY "SHALL HAVE AUTHORITY? TO TAKE ALL SORTS
OF CORRECTIVE OR PUNITIVE ACTIONS FOR ANY VIOLATION OF THE LAW OR REGS. SECTION
(@) (@) THEN SETS A PRIORITY. IT SAYS THE SECRETARY ”SHALL” TAKE THOSE
ACTIONS WHEN CERTAIN KEY SECTIONS OF THE LAW ARE VIOLATED, UNLESS THERE ARE
SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES. Because oF THIs COMPTROLLER GENERAL DECISION, THE
DEPARTMENT NOW SAYS ITS ONLY FLEXIBILITY NOT TO REQUIRE PAY BACK IS IN
THE TWO PRIORITY AREAS.

SeconpLy, MR. CHAIRMAN, WE WOULD LIKE TO ACHIEVE A CHANGE IN THE
DEPARTMENT’S CURRENT AUDIT PROCEDURES TO REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF LITIGATION
ASSOCIATED WITH CETA. RiGHT now, THE DEPARTMENT SEPARATES THE DECISION
AS TO WHAT COSTS MUST BE DISALIOWED FROM THE DECISION AS TO WHAT AMOUNT
MUST BE REPAID. FROM OUR PERSPECTIVE AT THE LOCAL LEVEL, THIS MEANS THAT
EVERY SINGLE DISALLOWANCE OF COSTS MUST BE APPEALED TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE
LAw JUDGE BECAUSE EVERY SINGLE DISALLOWANCE COULD MEAN A DOLLAR FOR DOLLAR
REPAYMENT. THE COST IN STAFF TIME, LAWYERS, AND BAD PRESS ARE SELDOM
OFFSET BY THE FINAL. DECISION,

FinaLLy, MR, CHAIRMAN, WE APPLAUD THE ADMINISTRATION’S NECESSARY
AMENDMENT TO 106(B). WE HOPE THAT AMENDMENTS To 106(A) CAN BE DRAFTED
TO GIVE PROCEDURAL RELIEF TO PRIME SPONSORS AS WELL AS THE DEPARTMENT.
SPECIFICALLY, PRIME SPONSOR COMPLAINT PROCEDURES MUST ALLOW FOR THE DISMISSAL OF
PURELY FRIVOLOUS COMPLAINTS, PERHAPS SUBJECT TO THE SECRETARY’S REVIEW .
CURRENTLY. ENCRMOUS SUMS OF ;DNEY ARE BEING SPENT AND DIVERTED FROM
SERVING CLIENTS, NOT TO MENTION TIME WASTED, TO PRIVIDE A FORMAL HEARING
FOR EVERY GRIEVANCE FILED, NO MATTER HOW FRIVOLOUS. FURTHER, PRIME SPONSORS

SIMPLY CAN’T MEET THE 30 - AND 60 — DAY DEADLINES OF SECTION 106CA)C1).
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As MUCH AS WE AGREE WITH THE NEED TO PROVIDE SPEEDY RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS,

IT’S OFTEN SIMPLY IMPOSSIBLE TO GET ALL THE PARTIES AND EVIDENCE TOGETHER,

TO RETAIN IMPARTIAL HEARING OFFICERS, OR EVEN TO DUPLICATE ALL THE

RELEVANT DOCUMENTS WITHIN THE PRESCRIBED TIMETABLE. WE APPEAL FOR RELIEF,
TURNING TO THE ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL TO MODIFY AND EXTEND THE TITLE [V

PROGRAMS, THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES SUPPORTS ANY EFFORT TO CONSCLIDATE

AND SIMPLIFY THE ENORMOUSLY COMPLEX REQUIREMENTS CREATED UNDER THE YouTH EMPLOY-

MENT AND DEMONSTRATION ProOUECTS ACT oF 1977. EXCHANGING AN OLD SET OF

ACRONYMS FOR A MEW SET OF ACRONYMS IS NOT CONSOLIDATION . WE'RE CONCERNED

THAT THE DIVISION OF FUNDS PL.OPOSED BY THE ADMINISTRATION DOES NOT ACCOMPLISH

ITS OWN GOALS OF CONSOLIDATION AND SIMPLIFICATION, FIRST, THE DISTRIBUTION

OF FUNDS IS A CONCERN. WE SERIOUSLY AUESTION THE NDMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAC TO

SPLIT THE FUNDS EQUALLY BETWEEN THE TWO TITLES. AT A MEETING ON MarcH 2, 1S280,

NACO’sS EMPLOYMENT STELRING COMMITTEE PASSED A MOTION IN SUPPORT OF ALL

Tine [ anm I] Funps coing By FORMULA TO CETA PRIME SPONSORS WHICH WOULD HAVE

RESPONSIBILITY FOR DECIDING WHICH EDUCATION PROGRAMS WORK IN

THEIR COMMUNITY AND WHICH SHOULD BE FUNDED. [N THE NAME OF GRANT REFORM.

NACO’s EMPLOYMENT STEERING COMMITTEE FELT STRONGLY THAT ONE AGENCY NEEDS TO BE IN

CHARGE AT THE LOCAL LEVEL AND IT sSHOULD Be (ETA, THEIR THOUGHT WAS

THAT WE NEED MORE THAN INTERAGENCY “COOPERATION” AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL

TO ACHIEVE A STRONG DELIVERY SYSTEM FOR YOUTH AT THE LocaL LEVEL, DisADVANTAGED

YOUTH DO NOT RECEIVE THE BEST LEVEL OF SERVICES WHEN TWO FEDERAL AGENCIES

ACHIEVE A VAGUE STAND-OFF AS THEY DO IN THIS BItl. WITHIN TITLE [, ENTIRELY

TOO MUCH MONEY IS OUTSIDE THE BASIC FORMULA GRANT. AS YOU KNOW, ONLY THREE™

FOURTHS "OF THE 59 PERCENT ASS'IGNE‘D To CETA PRIME SPONSORS WOULD BE DISTRIBUTED

BASED oN THE YETP rFormMuLA. THAT IS $437.8 MILLION DOLLARS COMPARED TO

$593 MILLION CURRENTLY AVAILABLE UNDER YEIP, A 5200 MILLION DOLLAR REDUCTION.

(>
l.-.‘
‘\A. "\
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Since YCCIP anp YIEPP ARE TO BE ELIMINATED, THE PROPOSED FUNDING LEVEL INSURES
THAT PRIME SPONSORS MUST ENGAGE IN A DESPERATE EFFORT TO CBTAIN INCENTIVE FUNDS
SIMPLY IN ORDER TO AVOID A ONE-THIRD LISRUPTION IN THEIR CURRENT PROGRAMS.
THE DISRUPTION GOES FURTHER BECAUSE THERE IS A MATCHING REQUIREMENT ON EVERY
INCENTIVE DOLLAR OBTAINED BY PRIME SPONSORS. [HUS., THE POOL OF FUNDS AVAILABLE
FOR LOCALLY DETERMINED PROGRAM NEEDS CAM BE EXPECTED TO BE GREATLY REDUCED.
SIMPLY STATED, THERE ARE TOO MANY MIMI-POTS AND MINI-SPLITS OF FUNDS IN THIS BILL.
CAPPING THE PROBLEMS OF UNCERTAINTY CREATED BY THE ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL
IS THE OMISSION OF ANY REFERENCE TO A PRIME SPONSOR RIGHT TO NOTICE, APPEAL
OR HEARING PRIOR TO THE SECRETARY'S DECISION TO REALLOCATE FUNDS. WE FEEL THAT
SUCH PROCEDURAL SAFERUARDS ARE ESSENTIAL.,

As vou oW, NACO HAS ALWAYS OPPOSED NATIONALLY UNIFORM PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.
THE ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL MAKES NO MENTION OF LOCALLY DETERMINED PRIORITIES,
VARIATIONS IN LOCAL ECONQMIC CONDITIONS OR LOCAL PERCEPTIONS OF YOUNG PEOPLE'S
NEEDS. THEREFORE, WE SERIOUSLY QUESTION THE WISDOM OF ALLOWING THE SECRETARY
TO ESTABLISH PERFCRMANCE STANDARDS AND, BY REGULATION, STANDARDS FOR PROGRAM
OPERATORS., (N THE OTHER HAND, THE PROCEDURE OUTLINED FOR DEVELOPING PERFORMANCE
STANDARDS FOR YOUNG PEOPLE THEMSELVES OFFERS REAL HOPE. THIS PROCEDURE IS TO
BRING ALL THE GROUPS CONCERNED WITH THE PROBLEM OF YOUTH EMPLOYMENT TOGETHER
LOCALLY TO DEVELOP ACCEPTED COMMUNITY STANDARDS FOR WHAT IS APPROPRIATE FOR YOUNG
PEDPLE TO ACCOMPLISH IMN THE DIFFERENT PHASES OF (ETA TRAINING. THIS PROCESS.
1F EXTENDED TO PROGRAM OPERATORS’ AND PRIME SPONSORS’ OWN PERFORMANCE GOALS,
WOULD MEET THE ORIGINAL INTENTION OF CETA. WHMILE WE QBJECT TO ANY SCHEDULE
WHICH REQUIRES PRIME SPONSORS TO ARRIVE AT COMMUNITY-WIDE CONCLUSIONS ON THE
WHOLE RANGE OF PERFORMANCE AREAS WITHIN K-SHORT PERIOD OF MONTHS, THE ONLY
APPROACH TO EFFECTIVE PROGRAMMING THAT HAS A PROMISE OF SUCCESS IS THAT APPROACH
WHICH EMPHASIZES LOCALLY DEVELOPED PERFORMANCE STANNARDS, GOALS AND EXPECTATIONS.

Pl EARLY VERSION OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL SEEMED TO ASSUME THAT
THERE IS A SINGLE CDRRECT SEQUENCE OF SERVICES AND, AT LEAST, IMPLIED SOME
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FAIRLY RIGID RESTRICTIONS ON PROGRAM ACTIVITIES. WE HOPE YOU WILL INSIST ON
PRIME SPONSORS' RIGHT TO CHOOSE THE APPPOPRIATE PRIGRAM DESIGN FOR THEIR

OMN AREAS. [THE ADMINISTRATION HAS MADE A POINT OF PROHIBITING THE USE OF TITLE
]I FUNDS FOR EDUCATION PROGRAMS CONDUCTED IN THE SCHOOLS OF LOCAL EDUCATION
AGENCIES. WE WONDER, DESPITE THE LAUDABLE INTENT OF THIS PROVISION, WHETHER

IT IS WISE TO PROHIBIT SUCH ACTIVITY, WHAT ABOUT THOSE SCHOOLS DISTRICTS
WHICH ARE NOT TARGETED IN TITLE II oF THE BILL? IT’s NOT CLEAR TO US THAT
Timee I] FUNDS WILL BE AVAILABLE IN. THOSE CASES.

LET ME TAKE A LOOK FOR A MOMENT AT THE ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS OF THE
ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL. NACO SUPPORTS UNIFORM ELIGIBILITY FOR ALL YOUTH
PROGRAMS INCLUDING SUMMER YOUTH AT 100 PERCENT OF THE BLS LOWER LIVING STANDARD
INCOME LEVEL OR ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. WE HOPE THAT THE ADMINISTRATION
WILL SIMPLIFY ITS LANGUAGE AND INSURE UNIFORM ELIGIBILITY THROUGHOUT BOTH
TITLES. WE APPLAUD THE INCLUSION OF A 10 PERCENT NON-INCOME ELIGIBLE GROUP
AND HOPE THAT IT WILL BE CLEAR THAT THE PRIME SPONSOR DETERMINES “WHO OTHERWISE
DEMONSTRATES THE NEED FOR SUCH SERVICES.” THE INCLUSION OF TARGETED GROUPS
SUCH AS HANDICAPPED YOUNGSTERS AND YOUNG PEOPLE WHO HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN THE
CRIMINAL OR JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM CAN BEST BE ACCOMPLISHED, WE THINK, BY
AMENDING THE DEFINITION OF ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. [HIS WOULD PREVENT
THE CREATION OF SLIGHTLY DIFFERENT AND, THEREFORE, CONFUSING ELIGIBILITY
REQUIREMENTS FOR YOUNG PEOPLE IN DIFFERENT TITLES oF (ETA. THE wWAITING PERIOD
OUTLINED IN SECTIoN 402(A)(3) CAN BE PUNITIVE INSTEAD OF BEING A DISINCENTIVE
TO QUITTING SCHOOL TO JOIN THE PROGRAM. WE THINK IT PUTS THE SECRETARY IN THE
POSITION OF WRITING A SINGLE RULE TO COVER A HIGHLY SENSITIVE GLESTION THAT
VARIES BY INDIVIDUAL PERSOMALITY AS WELL AS BY LOCALITY. THIS MAY BE A PRO-
GRAM DESIGN OPTION THAT PRIME SPONSCRS SHOULD CONSIDER, BUT WE OPPOSE ITS
INCLUSION IN NATIONAL LEGISLATIONM.

2.20)
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WE OPPOSE UNNECESSARY RESTRICTIONS BY AGE IN THE ELIGIBILITY REGUIREMENTS.
NACO BELIEVES THAT PROGRAMS "SHOULD BE OPEN TO YOUTH THROUGH THE AGE OF 21 WITH
THE LOWER AGE LIMIT ESTABLISHED BY INDIVIDUAL STATE LAW.” THUS, WE OPPOSE
THE ADMINISTATION'S PLAN TO ELIMINATE 14 AND 15 YEAR OLDS FROM MOST ACTIVITIES
UNDER THE LAW. FURTHER, WE QUESTION THE NEED FOR A BLANKET PROHIBITION
AGAINST PAYING ALLOWANCES TO YOUWNG PEOPLE UNDER 13 WHO ARE IN SCHOOL. WHILE
THIS MAY BE THE MOST FREQUENT PATTERN, WE SEE NO REASON TO MAKE THE PROVISION
OF ALLOWANCES IN APPROPRIATE CASES IMPOSSIBLE. WE APPLAUD THE SDMINISTRATION’S
AMENDMENT TO REMOVE ARBITRARY TIME LIMITS ON PARTICIPATION IN THESE PROGRAMS
AND THE PROPOSAL’'S RECOGNITION THAT YOUNG PEOPLE CAN BEST BE SERVED BY A
SEQUENCE OF SERVICES PREPARING THEM ULTIMATELY FOR SUCCESSFUL ENTRY INTO THE
LABOR MARKET,

ANOTHER MAJOR AREA OF CONCERN INVOLVES PAPERWORK AND REPORTING. THIS BILL
MOVES AWAY FROM THE COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROCESS -AND PLAN WHICH THIS SUBCOMMITEE
TRIED TO PROMOTE IN THE 1978 (ETA AMENDMENTS. WE OPPGSE THE CREATION OF A
SEPARATE YOUTH PLAN AND SEPARATE YOUTH PLANNING REQUIREMENTS., WE SUPPORT THE
PROVISIONS OF SECTION 103 AND HAVE LONG URGED THE DEPARTMENT GENUINELY TO
IMPLEMENT THE NOTION OF A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR CETA, RATHER THAN “SUBPARTS”
FOR EACH TITLE, SEPARATE GRANTS AND SEPARATE REPORTING., WE FEEL VERY STRONGLY
THAT THE MANAGEMENT OF (ETA BY TITLE AND/OR CATEGORICAL PROGRAM AREA ON
THE NATIONAL LEVEL SIMPLY DISTORTS THE SUCCESS THAT PRIME SPONSORS ARE HAVING
IN PROVIDNG A COMPREHENSIVE SEQUENCE OF SERVICES TO PECPLE IN NEED IN THEIR
COMMUNITIES. WE URGE THAT, AT A MINIMUM, YOUTH FUNDS BE AWARDED AT ONE TIME
AND BY ONE GRANT DOCUMENT. WHILE THIS APPEARS TO CHALLENGE THE IDEA OF INCEN-
TIVES, WE SUGGEST THAT A SINGLE TARGET FIGURE COULD BE SUPPLIED FOR EACH
PRIME SPONSOR. THE PRIME SPONSOR WOULD NOT HAVE TO APPLY FOR MULTIPLE POTS
OF FUNDS IN MULTIPLE TINY GRANTS FOR SPECIAL PURPCSES. THE PRIME SPONSOR WOULD
HAVE THE OPTION OF APPLYING FOR ALL INCENTIVE FLNDS FOR ONE OR MORE TARGETED

2271
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PURPOSES. THIS WOULD HELP STREAMLINE THE GRANT PROCESS AT THE SAME TIME
THAT 1T wOULD MAINTAIN THE INCENTIVE NOTION.

WE AGREE WITH THE NOTION OF EMPHASIZING INDIVIDUAL ASSESSMENT CF EACH
ENROLLEE'S NEEDS. WE ARE WARY, HOWEVER, OF LEGISLATION THAT SEEMS TO REQUIRE
WRITTEN EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT PLANS AND INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEi»ENr RECORDS ON
EVERY ENROU EE. WE HAVE HAD TOO MUCH EXPERIENCE WITH ENFORCEMENT OF PAPER™
WORK REQUIREMENTS AT THE EXPENSE OF GENUINE ACCOMPLISHMENTS. THEREFORE s
‘WE HOPE THE COMMITTEE WILL URGE CAUTION ON THE DEPARTMENT IN IMPLEMENTING THESE
PROVISIONS OF THIS BILL.

WE OPPOSE THE CONTINUATION OF THE TITLE II-B MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT
REQUIREMENT. FUNDING FPR YOUTH IN TITLE 11-B SHOULD BE LEFT TO THE DISCRETION
OF THE PRIME SPONSOR. . Flscai 1980 TITLE 11-B YOUTH SERVICES SHOWLD NOT ‘

BE BASED ON FUNDING LEVELS IN FiscaL 1978.

\lE QUESTION WHETHER TRUE CONSOLIDATION HAS BEEN ACHIEVED IN THIS BILL.

IT APPEARS THAT WE ARE REPLACING YCCIP anp YIEPP wimh SPIf (Spec1AaL PURPOSE
INCENTIVE GRANTS) AND OTHER NEW ACRONYMS.

We QUESTION THE DESIRABILITY OF THE SECRETARY HAVING CONTROL OVER SUCH A
LLARGE PERCENTAGE OF FUNDS UNDER THE PreSIDENTS BIwL (SuspsrTs 2 AND 3). NE
RECOMVEND A S$125 MILLION CEILING ON THE TEN PERCENT SECRETARY 'S DISCRETIONARY
paT. WE ALSO RECOMMEND THAT SUFFICIENT FUNDS BE DIVERTED FROM THE TWENTY~=TWO
PERCENT POT TO HOLD-HARMLESS THE CURRENT $€33 MILLION FUNDING LEVEL FOR
BAS1IC GRANTS, WE CANNOT SUPPORT THE ADMINISTRATION'S MATCHING REQUIREMENT.

THE CETA SYSTEM HAS HAD MORE THAN ITS FAIR SHARE OF SHOCK WAVES. LeT’s
TAKE THE TIME NECESSARY TO DRAFT AN EXCELLENT YOUTH BILL. IN THE MEANWHILE, LET'S
EXTEND YELPA WITH THE NECESSARY AMENDMENTS TO THE EXISTING {ETA LAW ON AVERAGE WAGF,
S| EXIBILITY FOR THE -SECRETARY IN DETERMINING PRIME SPONSORS LIABILITY, CONSORTIA

BONUSES AND OTHERS LISTED EARLIER.,

WE APPRECIATE THIS OPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY BEFORE YOUR SUBCOMMITTEE AND
LOOK. FORWARD TO ANSWERING ANY QUESTIONS YOU MIGHT HAVE. '

S22
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS UNDER THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSED YOUTH ACT OF 1980

Title I, Subpart A
100%

$1,125 mil
1
 § 1 |
Subpart 1 Subpart 2 Subpart 3
68% 22% 10%

Basic programs (employment opportunities Incentive Grants Secretary's discretlonary
and training, supportive services, etc.). $287 mil up to $112.5 mi

$765 mil

59% 9% 13.6% 8.4%
Prime Sponsors Others Special Purpose Education Cooperation
$663.75 mi} $101.25 mi) Incentive Grants Incentive Grants for
$153.5 mil integrated programs
of work experience
and education
l l $98 mil
5% 2% 2%
Migrant/Seasonal

Governor's Kative farmworkers

Statewide | | American $22.5 mil

$56.25 mil} | $22.5 mil

1
44,25% 18,75%
Distributed by current (a formula yet to be
YETP formula determined that concentrates
$497.81 on "areas most in need")
$165.98 mil

JAY
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Distribution of Funds Under the
President's Proposed Youth Act of 1980

Budget Request: $S71725 mil for FY'81

Title I, Part A

68% Subpart 1: Basic Programs $765 mil
222 Subpart 2: Incentive Grants $247 mil
0% Subpart 3: Secretarys' Discretionary ~-$112 mil

Sybnart 1 - Basic Proarams

5% Governor's Statewide Programs $56.25
2% Native Americans $22.5
2z Migrant and seasonal farmworkers 322.5
592 Prime Sponsors , $663.75
44,252 by current YETF formula (8a497.21

.75% formula yet to be determined (%5165.%4

mil

mil
mil
mil

mil
i

68% . TOTALS $765 mil

Subnart 2 - Incentive Grants
S ——— T — e e ——————

8.4% Education Cooperation Incentive ' £94 mi1

Grants intergrated Programs
of work experience and

education
13.6% Special Purpose incentive grants
(matching requirement) $153.5 mil
22% ) TOTALS . $247 mi1

Subpart 3 - Secretarz s 01scr°t1onarv

10% Experﬁmental %ro rams. 1nteragent1
cooperation;

-

up to ST112.5 mil
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Senator NeELsoN. Thank you very much, Commissiornier Williams.

On public service employment jobs, do you favor an emphasis on
either the countercyclically or structurally unemployed?

Ms. WirLiams. I would favor emphasis on the structurally unem-
ployed, ves.

Senator NELsON. Do you disagree with the concept of the—I
understand the complaint about the average wage being too low. I
think that’s correct, it is too low; but should it be targeted some-
where around entry level jobs? |

Ms. WiLLiaMms. Mr. Chairman, speaking from my own county and
the kinds of problems that we have in Genessee County, Mich., I
would certainly think that it should be geared toward the entry
level of the jobs, ves.

Senator NerLsonN. The House felt very strongly and was very
concerned about the question of substitution. That’s what they
were aiming at in particular in pushing that wage level down to be
sure that it would be entry level jobs.

What would you recommend as the average wage rate? How
would you measure it, by area, region——

Ms. WiLLiams. I would measure it, Mr. Chairman, by area.
Taking into consideration, again, my own community, which is a
highly industrialized and highly unionized locality, it’s very diffi-
cult to put jobs—we have to have entry level salaries that would be
commensurate with the other wages that are being paid in the
community, which sometimes is a bit higher than what you would
find in other areas of the country.

I also would commit our staff at the National Association of
Counties to working with the committee staff if you would request
it, or if you need their help to come up with some sort of a formula
that would be good for the rest of the country.

Senator NELsON. Well, if you would do that and submit it to us
for the record, I would like to see what that recommenation is.

Ms. WiLLiaAmMs. We certainly will do that, Mr. Chairman.

Senator NELsON. We’re going to have to address that question.

Ms. WiLLiaMms. We will certainly do that.

[The following was submitted for the record:]
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

March 13, 1980

The Honorabhle Gaylord Nelson

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on
Employment, Poverty and Migratory
Labor

A701 Immigration Building

119 b Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Nelson:

when NACo testified before your subcommittee on March 6, 1980, you asked us to
provide you and your subcommittee staff with recommendations for changing the
average and maximum wage proviions in PL 95-524. Regarding the average wage
provisions we are suggesting options in order of priority:

{1) Support to Rep. Myers' Amendment {HR 5914):

There are now 39 co-sponsors in the House range of political persuasions of

HR 5914 (enclosed). This bill would allow prime sponsors to determine their own
average wage based on the average of entry level wages that are below the CETA
maximum in that prime sponsor area. The Secretary would verify the methodology
used by each prime sponsor.

This approach is the only one suggested to date that would solve the average wage
probiem for aimost all prime sponsors if applied under the present regulations
affecting the average wage determination for members of consortia.

{2) Increasing the $7200 average in Section 3122(1)(2):

NACo and AFSCME have reviewed the impact of increasing the average wage from
slightly different perspectives. HNACo reviewed how many new position classifications
would copen up if the average wage was increased to $7800, %8000, or $8200. AFSCME
reviewed what the average wage would be in 33 cities and 2 counties 1f the average
wage was increasad to $7800, $8000, and $8500. Both NACo's and AFSCME's approaches
assumed that the new average would S$imply replace the $7200 figure in the 1979

terms of the law and be indexed upward as in the present language. The NACec

study of a very Tlimited number of prime sponscrs shows a significant increase in

new available job classifications when the average is Increasea to $8200.
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The Honorable Gaylord Nelson
March 13, 1980
Page Two

We recommend that you request that DOL give you a computer run on the average wage
for all prime sponsors in fsical 1980 if the average wage were raised to $82C0.

We Jlook forward to being able to review such a computer run. This approach would
be the simplest change since you are retaining existing language and only
substituting a dollar figure.

With regard to the maximum wage, we would suggest that the PSE maximum wage
be established as a percentage of the new average wage, thereby indexing the
maximum wage as well as the average wage. We recommend that the maximum wage
be set at 150% of the new average wage.

In our suggestions for changing the average and maximum wage, we recommend that
211 orime sponsors be held harmless against the existing wage 1imits so that any
quirks in whichever approach is selected does not hurt any prime sponsors.

“We would be happy to provide further arguments for why these increases are needed
should existing testimony not suffice. We are enclosing the State of Massachusetts
study of February 1980 which updates NACo's average survey of July 1979 which
demonstrates the need for an amendment.

Please feel free tc call us if you have any questions. We lock forward tc working
with you on this amendment.

rely,

J¥n Weintraub
socifate Director

Attachments

A - HR 5914, February 28, 1980

B - NACo survey relating average wage and new Jjob classifications
C - AFSCME average wage data
D

- State of Massachusetts survey

1 22
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96T CONGRESS R
29p SESSION o . 9 1 4

To amend the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act to revise certain
restrictions on wages.
e

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NoveMBER 15, 1979

Mr. MYErs of Pennsylvania (for himaelf, Mr. BAILEY, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. K LDEE,
Mr. LEpERER, Mr. MurrHY of Pennsylvania, and Mr. WEIss) introduced
the following bill; which was referred tc the Committee on Education and
Labor )

FEBRUARY 28, 1980

Additional sponsors: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. Fazio, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. PEPPER, Mr.
Roe, Mr. VEnTO, Mr. ErTEL, Mr. TAUuKkE, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. SAaBO, Mr.
HerFreL, Mr. Gray, Mr. SEmswrrIng, Mr. HowarDp, Mr. Davia of Michi-
gan, Mr. DouGHERTY, Mr. MiLLER of California, Mr. HuGHESR, Mr. EaRLY,
Mr. FisHeEr, Mrs. SPpeLLMaN, Mr. PAsHAYAN, Mr. NowaAK, Mr. DuNCAN
of Oregon, Mr. CoELno, Mr. Guarini, Mr. EpwarDps of California, Mr.
PANETTA, Mr. DonNNELLY, Mr. KEMP, Mr. MiTCHELL of Maryland, and Mr.
STARK

A BILL

To amend the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act to
revise certain restrictions on wages.

1 Be il enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That section 122(i)}{(2) of the Comprehensive Employment
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and Training Act (29 U.S.C. 824(i)(2)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘(2) In order to provide the maximum number of em-
ployment and training opportunities under this Act, no prime
sponsor shall provide average federally supported wages for
public service jobholders for any fiscal year greater than the
average entry level wage, as computed by the prime sponsor,
for all the employment positions with such prime sponsor
other than positions which are compensated at a rate in
excess of the maximum rate established for such prime spon-
sor under paragraph (1). The prime sponsor shall submit to
the Secretary the methods and, upon request, the data used

in the computation of such average entry level wage.’’.
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AVERAGE WAGE SURYEY ATTACHMENT B
ON NO. OF CLASSIFICATIONS OPENED ODUE TO IWCREASED NATIONAL AVERAGES

$7.800 $8,000 CUM. $8,200 CUM.

PRIME INDEXED NO. INDEXED  TOTAL INDEXED  YOTAL

SPONSOR YO OF TO NQ. OF TO N0. OF

INDEX 8291.4 CLASSIFICATIONS 8,504 CLASSIFICA- B716.6 CLASSIFICATIONS

OPENED TIONS OPENED
up CPENED up
up

82.6 $6848. 0 $7.,024 0 $7.199 25

99.9 8,282 N/A 8,495 N/A 8,707 N/A

92. 7.627 43 7.823 48 8,018 54

93.9 7,785 7.985 8,184

94.3 7,818 _ - 8,019 8.219

87.8 7.279 0 7,466 o 7.652 5

11.8 9,269 13 9,507 27 9,744 39

14.5 9,240 9,477 9,979

22. 10,115 2 10,374 k| 10,633 4

101.8 8,440 N/A 8,657 N/A 8,872 N/A

94.9 7.868 3 8,070 4 8,2 17

98.3 8,150 9 8,359 21 8,567 24

99 .1 8,216 14 8,427 Fa) 8,637 25
Region VYIII '
EE%ETTﬂT“_ 87.9 7.287 10 7.475 23 7,661 25
Regicon IX .
LA County. CA 116.a 9,650 144 9,898 195 10,145 292

me+te. OR 92.4 7,660 7,857 8,053

92.5 7.66 7.866 8,062

Region X
Mid-Willa- 92.3 7.552} 8 7.849} 21 8.044} 28

* pDue to the 1imited maximum wage levels the average wage {ncre=ase is irrelavant.
** Entry level wages in Tarrant County are low enocugh so the average wage {s not a problem.

O
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ACTUAL PUSLYC $1CTOR WAGRS COMPARID TO ACTUAL FY W CITA AYERAGE WAGE ARD ALTBRNATIVI AVIRAGE WAGES

e N

LOYBT  CITA  CETaAv, K

FULLTIME  WACE  (ACTUAL) AVITI0  AY AV.S8000 AV, IMM AV.00508  AV.99038

un INDEX (37483) FORIY IS PORTY I FORFY 102 FORFYIMM®  PORFYISN PORIY 19N
Los Angeina Co, CA 128 me | b 191K $1540 395 317 I TR
S0 Diege, CA wm "o 1300 ] 312 7840 A1) (5} ] i
Bridgeport, CT 139 1139 (h]}) W 143 %N 944 L 717] 1091
Hartfoed, CT (3} 0088 N Liw % 340 " 1318 7
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AVERAGE WAGE SURVEY REPORT ‘-
- February 1, 1980
INTRODUCTION .-

In an effort to further document the effect of the average annual wagae (AAW)
Provision on the implementation of CETA Public service employment programs,
the Massachusetts Department of Hanpower Development (DMD) circulatad a
quertionnaire in NHovember, 1979 to all 473 CETA prime sponsors. The question-—
naire was based on one circulated 1in July, 1979 by the National Association of
Countiaes (NACo) to 1irs employment and training membership, wvhich includes
approximately 300 prime sponsors.

.

NACo received 153 responses;: as of January 28, 1980, DMD received 167 responses
(35X response rate). Table I ghows survey respondents by region.

The following report presents mome of thé more interesting survey resulta to
date. A breakdowm by region of surveyY resulea is svatlable from DMD for
those vho are interested.

+

FINDINGS .

The DMD survey revealed that a full 74X of respondents currently have AAW in-
dices that f2ll below the average entry level public sector wage in thair
prime sponsor areas. Addictionally, only 2% of respondenta reported that tha
average entry level public sector wage in their prime sponsor area im sbove

their current CETA maximum wage.

Other areas in which the survey yielded valunble information include the
uffect of the AAW on 1) the abillity of prime spongora to implement the PSE
progran at all, and 2) the type and quality of public service employment (PSE)
Jjobs created since April 1, 1979.

Finally, the survey ravealed that 417 of respondents have informed their chief
elected oificials about the specific problema they face in relation to the AAW
provision. This is a surprisingly low nunber, given thac approximately 83X

ol respondents were interested in attending n conference to ahare Inforwation
on the AAW with other prime aponsors.

Q 2:32
ERIC :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ABILITY TO IMPLEMEWT PSE PROGRAM

The AAW provision has affected the abili:zwv of prime sponsors to spend sorth their
FY 1979 and 1980 FSE allocationz. ADT imacely 32% of survey respondents re-—
turned, on the average, 217 of their ¥T 1279 Title I1I-D sllocation ($57.9 million)
and 212 of their FY 1979 Title VI allocz:ion (561.7 million) becausa there vere
insufficient nurbers of entry-level slots vithin the average wage range.

Clearly, the bottom line here ias fewer jods in a time of rising unemployment
simply because prime sponsors were unable T spend money they had been allacated
by Congress.

For FY 1980, approximately 23X of responcents reported that they would not have
a sufficient number o6f entry-level slocs within their AAYW Tange to meet theilrx
PSE hiring goals. In July, 1979, the ¥4iCo survey found 50X of its respondents
in this catagary. There are two probablz explanations for this drop. Firsc,
most prime sponsors had far fewer posizions to £ill than expectaed as a result
of 1980 PSE allocation cutbhacks. Second, many primes did restructure Soae
ponirtions to fall within the average wzz2 lfmitations between July ond Novermber.

TYPE AND QUALITY OF PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOTMENT JOBS

According to Section 232 of the reauthorized CETA law, PSE is intended to cre-
ate jobs for the economically disadvan:iagad which are at entry level and vhich
provide opportunitiea for future emplo;=snt. According to our survey results,
the average annual wage provision counters PSE's ability to fulfill this in-

tantion in the follawing ways: -

Differences between Past and Preseant PS:Z Jobs

Vhen asked, "Is there evidence that the 30d5s which mret the AAY guldelines differ
in a subsrantial way from the past PSE 3jsbs that are now excluded? How?,'™ a
full 74% of respondents replied thar thers was such evidence. Many explanations
as to how the jobs had changed reflectad dicteraess and frustration, such as
"CETA participants in the past were no:t 2nd class citizens.™*

Other prime sponsor comments Renerally fell into one of the following categories:

43% "Tha Transiticonal possibilictfies of present jJobs are less.”
39 "The sklill level of present jo>s is lower.” (Jobs offer less
. opportunities for personal zTOJTh Or career expansion)
13X ''Present _iobs are now "dead-znd fobs."
53X Ocher

*0thar answers: "The jobs do nmot proviie for transiction, catveer mobilircy,
skills development, good self-esteen or contribute much to the general
welfare of the communitcy." )

. ..They arc dead-end, Sottom of the line jobs, - usually

with a non-profitr CBO who crecated the= *Zth little prospect of promoticon.
Rarely any relationship with nceds i the community.”

Q
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Efforts at Job Restructuring

When #sked, "Is it necessary to restructure positiocns to meet the average annual
wage requircments for the prime sponsor's aren?,’ approximately 64% of respond—
ents said "'yes." In July, B0XZ of respondents said "yes" to a siwmilar question
in the NACo survey. The diffierence is probably accounted for by PSE funding
cutbacks announced since July, under which prime sponsors have had to create far
fewer jobs than expected.

As was the case with the NACo survey, the majJority of DMD respondents had few
constructive suggestions to share on procedures and processes for job restruc-
turing. The most frequent suggestion was that primes contact the U.S. Ciwvil
Service Commission.

Other comments by respondents strongly indicated that prime sponsors remain in
need of intensive technical assistance and training (TAT) in restructuring jobs
in a manner consistenc wilith CETA Tregulations.

Impact cn Quality of Proposals and Project Sponsors

Approximately 63% of survey respondents have asked for proposals in line with

the new AAW guldelines. Half of them stated that they had changed the standards
for project approval. Basically, pricme sponsors said they are giving pbore weight
to salary levels for the jobs requested and less weight to type of posirion,
project content, and/or the ability of participants to transition inte unsubsi-
dized employment. —

When asked, "Does the prime sponsor intend to use agencies that have not been
used in the pPast which have lower entry level positions?,” only 33% of respond-
ents said they were turning to new copmunity-based organizations. One explana-
tion for this low percentage is that pPrimes have already turned to CBO's in
large numbers to create jJobs. Of primes who said they are not turning te new
agencies, approximately 14X reported that more than 75X of their jobs are
already in CBO's; an additional 17X of respondents said that CBO'e now account
for 50-75Z of their worksites. In general, the capacity of CBO's toc absord
increasing numbers of PSE workers is extremely limited without additional super-—
visory and administrative staff.

AVERAGE ANNUAL WAGE INDICES AND AVERAGE PUBLIC SECTOR ENTRY-LEVEL WAGES

Talle IY shows the distribution of FY 1980 average annual wage indices of survey
respondents. Table III presents the distribuction of survey respondents' average
entr level wages in the public sector (within the CETA maximum). HR 5914,
intr.duced by Congressman Myers, allows prime sponsors to determine thelr own
average wage based on the average of entry-level public sector positions in
tiielr arca, within their CETA maximum; Tzble III, then, gives an indication of
what average wages would be under the Myers' amendment.

Q
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TABLE I
Survey Respondents as a Percent of Total Prime Sponsors
By Region
Prime Sponsors
Region # of Respondenats %Z of Total
X 13 50%
IT 22 36%
IIY 14 ] 25%
Iv 28 : 42%
v 41 367
VI .. 10 : 237
VII 7 , 23%
VIII 5 31%
IX ) 20 ’ 36%
X 7 39%
TABLE IT

FY '80 Average Annual Wage Index of Respondents

iy X of Respondents

Under $7,000 : 2.5%

$7.,001-7,500 ' 51X

$7,501-8,000 ' 17X

$8,001-9,000 . 24Z

$9, 001-10, 000+ 5.5%
TABLE IIX

Average Entry J.evel Wage in the Public Sector
(within CETA nmaximum)

X of Respondents

Under $7, 000 147
$7.,001-7,500 18%
$7,501-8, 000 aX
$8,001-9, 000 36%
$9,001-10,000* 23%
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Senator NeLsonN. Thank you very much.
Commuissioner Macllwaine?

STATEMENT OF HON. PAULA MacILWAINE, COMMISSIONER,
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, OHIO, REPRESENTING THE NATION-
AL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

Ms. MaclLwaINE. Mr. Chairman, my name is Paula Macllwaine.
I'm president of the County Commission of Montgomery County,
Ohio. I chair the committee on welfare reform jobs of the Employ-
ment Steering Committee of the National Association of Counties.
I, too, am accompanied by Jon Weintraub, who is our associate
director and legislative coordinator of NACO.

We wish to commend the distinguished chairman, Mr. Nelson,
and members of your committee, for your outstanding leadership
in pushing welfare reform in the 96th Congress.

Welfare continues to be the single largest expense of the Na-
tion’s counties, more than $11 billion last year funded from proper-
ty tax. The problems which the current systems creates for taxpay-
ers, recipients, and county governments that fund and administer
welfare programs have not changed. The Nation still needs a more
rational system that can deliver income support and employment
opportunities in a humane and efficient manner, and counties still
need fiscal relief.

There are 18 States in this country where counties share a very
large burden of these costs. The counties in these 18 States are
responsible for 50 percent of the AFDC case load nationally, and
my State of Ohio is one of these.

Counties in New York spend 50 to 65 percent of their budgets on
welfare, while the burden for California counties averages about 35
percent. In Ohio, that figure is 15 percent.

What would fiscal relief mean to my county, Montgomery
County, Ohio? The unemployment rate in my county was 6.6 per-
cent in December of 1979, while the State of Ohio was 5.9 percent,
and the national was 5.6 percent.

In 1978, we spent $2.5 million of local tax revenue on welfare. In
1979, we spent $3.6 million, a 44-percent increase. If you include
the $2.8 million for medical care that we spend annually, we spend
agpé'oximately $6.48 million on public assistance, and this was in
1979.

We can’t increase taxes to meet these costs, so other services
must be curtailed or eliminated to meet the increasing demand of
welfare benefits on our budget.

Counties spend approximately $3 billion national on general as-
sistance. We feel that additional fiscal relief in relation to the
general assistance cost could be improved at a tremendous cost-
benefit ratio if the CETA average wage was increased or eliminat-
ed to make participation in a regular CETA PSE job more attrac-
tive.

Clearly the average wage provision has been shown to be major
national problem. Surveys by NACO, USCM, the State of Massa-
chusetts, and DOL regional offices, confirm the problem and only
vary in their estimates in their magnitude of the problem.

Many prime sponsors are forced to pay wages below the poverty

level because of the average wage restrictions. Studies have clearly
Q
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shown that PSE jobs in local government have two or three times
better transition rate than those in CBO’s, vet PSE jobs in most
local governments are a thing of the past, thanks to the average
wage. If transition is still important, we urge you to alleviate the
average wage problem. We'’d be happy to work with you on this
amendment with the committee staff.

We need an amendment to S. 113, S. 112, to insure that local
CETA prime sponsor government is not held liable out of the
general revenues for mistakes in eligibility determination made by
the welfare system. The fiscal relief we would get from this bill
could be eaten up by this liability.

We're concerned with the heavy reliance on States for the job
search function, while recognizing that the important role States
play, we would prefer a first right of refusal in administration of
the job search function on the part of counties in at least the 18
States where counties administer welfare. This first right of refusal
would put counties through their effective performance on the job
search function and more control of their fiscal relief.

NACO would also prefer that clients in any part of the CETA
system be immediately eligible for a tax credit. This eligibility
would expedite placement in the private sector.

NACGQO is concerned with the impact on funding of CETA titles
H-D and VI that funding for public service jobs in the new part E
of title II will have. While we fully support the use of public service
jobs for welfare clients, we’re concerned that the balance be main-
tained, and PSE jobs for welfare jobs should not subsume the
existing PSE program. Possibility the subcommittee could create
this balance by including language similar, in effect, to section
112(bX1) of the current CETA law.

Section 112 creates a balance between titles II-B and II-C, and
title II-D of CETA by capping the amount that can be appropriated
for II-D at 60 percent of funds for all title II.

Balance is necessary between your new title II-E and the exist-
ing titles II-D and V1. A balance must also be achieved within title
II to insure adequate funding for titles II-B and II-C, the backbone
of the CETA system. ‘

It is our perception that additional language is needed to insure
balance with CETA.

We do not support the amendments to title II-D in section 4 of
S. 1312. All PSE jobs for welfare recipients should be in title II-E.
Reporting same program management and ability to measure pro-
gram impact all demand funding these jobs in a separate title II-E
without mortgaging title II-D.

It is too soon for us to know the anticipated dollar impact of the
proposal on counties, yet the intent of the bill is clearly to guaran-
tee substantial fiscal relief. We strongly support such a guarantee
and would like to see the fiscal relief passed through the counties
at that pay for FDC and SSI supplements. We further support a
clear and continuing hold-harmless to prevent States and counties
from experiencing high welfare costs resulting from program
changes.

In conclusion, we want to reemphasize that the National Associ-
ation of Counties continues to support a reform welfare and em-
ployment system that is more humane and beneficial to recipients,

Q
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more rational to administer, and more fair to taxpayers. We are
confident that this subcommittee will fashion a bill from the pro-
posal before us that can be enacted and that will move us much
closer to welfare reform. We pledge NACO’s support and assistance
in your efforts, and we are enclosing a brief section by section
comments for your perusal, and appreciate this opportunity to
testify before your subcommittee.

Senator NeLsoN. Thank you very much, Commissioner, for your
testimony. We may have some written questions to submit later,
which I assume you will be prepared to respond to.

Ms. MaciLwaINE. Yes. If I might just add, Senator Nelson, we
have one of the demonstration projects in our county to test this
piece of legislation. Although the results are a little unclear at this
time since we only began the program 7 weeks ago——

Senator NELsSON. Is the demonstration of——

Ms. MacluwaINE. It's of the job search and job assistance pro-
gram, and also the second part to the program. We are taking
general relief recipients. We have already put 382 of these people
through the program since January 8. Actually, they have 2 more
weeks in the job search. We have been able to place 25 percent of
these in private sector positions in our county, even though our
unemployment rate is substantially high; and we have also dropped
another 35 percent off the welfare rolls, and are saving our county
about $18,000 a month with just the short time that we’ve been
involved in the program. So, we believe very strongly that this
program can succeed, and we hope that with the current funding
cuts that are going on in this city that the demonstration projects
are not the first to go. We feel that they are going to provide good
results, and will show that this particular piece of legislation can
be effective throughout the whole country.

Senator NeLsown. How many did you place in jobs?

Ms. MacILwAINE. Twenty-five percent so far. We're only in the
sixth week of job search. Most of the positions, we’re placing people
through newspaper want ads, and various entry level positions in
our community. Our participants on general relief only get $101 a
month. They’'re single adults, and at $3.10 an hour, which is the
minimum wage in entry level positions in our community, substan-
tially higher than what they get on general relief. We require
that—and through this program, the demonstration—if they miss
more than two sessions of the particular program, then they are
taken off the welfare rolls; and we've had very good attendance;
and those who have not come, we have dropped 35 percent of those
participants off the rolls.

Senator NELSON. Thirty-five percent of those who have not come
to what?

Ms. MAcILwaAINE. We require that they participate in the pro-
gram. If they do not come to the active job search program, which
is an all-day program, if they miss more than two unexcused ab-
sences, they are.taken off welfare.

Senator NELSON. And how many were taken off?

Ms. MaclLwainNE. Thirty-five percent of our participants so far
have been dropped, and we’'ve put about 382 through. We have 382
enrollees at this point.

Q
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Senator NeLsonN. Do you have any record of what those who were
taken off are doing?

Ms. MaclLwaINE. Well, we believe that many of these people had
other jobs that they were not reporting and probably on welfare
illegally, and because we require a full day attendance from these
people, we suspect that they have had other employment and are
not able to get to our sessions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Macllwaine follows:]

239
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ggAgEMENT OF PAgLQ ”ACILHAANE; CoMMI=SIONER, MONTGOMERY COUNTY:SUHEO
OMMI?#EE 85 H5Lb¢;ég¥ALPosgogéAgﬁth?gRAggglE 5503552R$HEH§ENA¥E
OMMITTEE ON _ABOR AND FUMAN ReSOURCES

MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, MY NAME IS PAULA
Macliwaine, CounTy COMMISSIONER OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, OHIO. I CHAIR
THE COMMITTEE ON YeELFARE REFORM JOBS OF THE EMPLOYMENT STEERING
COMMITTEE OF THE MATIONAL AssoCIATioN OF COUNTIES., [ AM ACCOMPANIED
By JON WEINTRAUB, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR AND LEGISLATIVE COORDINATOR
OF THE NATIONAL AssocIATION ofF CoUNTIES.

[ AM HERE TODAY TO ECHO MY COLLEAGUES’ SUPPORT FOR ACTION ON
WELFARE REFORM, WE APPLAUD THE APPROACH TO MAKE WORK ALWAYS MORE
PROFITABLE THAN WELFARE AND TO INSURE THAT A PRIVATE OR NON-SUBSIDIZED
PUBLIC JOB WILL ALWAYS BE MORE PROFITABLE THAN A SPECIAL FEDERALLY
FUNDED PUBLIC SERVICE JOB,

e SUPPORT THE RELIANCE ON CETA As oPPOsSeD To WIM AsS THE BAsIC
DELIVERY SYSTEM FOR THE JOBS SIDE OF WELFARE REFORM.

AE WISH TO COMMEND THE DISTINGUISHED CHAIRMAN, MR. NELSON, AND
MEMBERS OF THIS COMMITTEE FOR YOUR OUTSTANDING LEADERSHIP IN PUSHING
WELFARE REFORM IN THE 90bTH ConGREss, WE ARE GREATLY ENCOURAGED THAT
YOU HAVE BEGUN HEARINGS ON WELFARE REFORM. WE BELEIVE THAT THE BILL
BEFORE 7THE SUBCOMMITTEE OFFERS SOME MEANINGFUL AND REALISTIC STEPS
TOWARD WELFARE REFGRM.

Y/E BELEIVE THAT WELFARE IS A NATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY, AND THAT
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD PAY A MUCH GREATER SHARE OF THE COSTS.

*THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES ﬂS THE QNLY NATIQONAL ORGANIZATION
REPRESENTING COUNTY GOVERNMENT IN THE UNITED STATES, HROUGH ITS
MEN_.cRSHIP, URBAN, SUBURBAN AND RURAL COUNIIES JOIN TOGETHER TO BUILD
EFFECTIVE, RESPONSIVE COUNTY GOVERNMENT. HE GOALS OF THE ORGANIZATION
ARE: TO IMPROVE COUNTY GOVERNMENTS; TO SERVE AS THE NATIONAL SPOKESMAN
FOR COUNTY GOVERNMENTS; TO ACT AS A LIAISON BETWEEN THE NATION’S COUN-
TIES AND OTHER LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT; AND, TO ACHIEVE PUBLIC UNDERSTANDG-
ING OF THE ROLE OF COUNTIES IN THE FEDERAL SYSTEM,
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MELFARE CONTINUES TO 3% THE SINGLE LARGEST EXPENSE OF THE NA-
TION'S COUNTIES—-MORE THAM $1] BILLION LAST YEAR, FUNDED ENTIRELY
FROM THE PROPERTY TAX, [HE PROBLEMS WHICH THE CURRENT SYSTEM CREATES
FOR TAXPAYERS, RECIPIENTS, AND COUNTY GOVERNMENTS THAT FUND AND AD-
MINISTER WELFARE PROGRAMS HAVE NOT CHANGED. THE NATION STILL NEEDS
A MORE RATIONAL SYSTEM THAT CAN DELIVER INCOME SUPPORT AND EMPLOY-
MENT OPPORTUNITIES IM A HUMANE EFFICIENT MANNER., AND, COUNTIES
STILL NEED FISCAL RELIEF.,

CounTies In 1€ states (Framama, CariFormia, Cororapo, GEORGIA
INDIANA, MARYLAND, MINNESOTA, MONTANA, HEBRASKA, lEw JErseEy, MEw YORK,
HorTH CAROLINA, "MORTH DakoTa, Ou10, OREGON, SOUTH CAROLINA. WISCONSIN,
AND "YOMING) ADMINISTER WELFARS PROGRAMS LOCALLY WHILE OHLY SIX CITIES
SHOULDER THAT BURDEN NATIONALLY., Ip THosE 1€ STATES, COUNMNTIES 4RE
RESPONSIBLE FOR 507 oF THE AFDC cASELOAD NATIONALLY. COUNTIES IN
JdEW YORK spenD 50%-657 OF THEIR BUDGETS ON WELFARE WHILE THE BURDEN
FOR CALIFORNIA COUNTIES AVERAGES ABOUT 35%. IN 71110 THAT FIGURE IS
15%.

WHAT wWoOULD FISCAL RELIEF MEAN TO MY COUNTY, ONTGOMERY COUNTY,
04107 THE IUNEMPLOYMENT RATE IN MY COUNTY WAS 6.6% IN DEcCEMBer 197°
WHILE THE STATE ofF 0410 wAs 5.9 AND THE NATION’S 5.62. In 1978 wE
SFENT $2.5 MILLION OF LOCAL TAX REVENUE ON WELFARE, In 1979, vg
SPENT 33.6 MILLION, A 447 INCReEASE. IF You INCLUDE $2.88 MILLION FOR
MEDICAL CARE, WE SPENT 36,42 MILLION ON-PUBLIC ASSISTANCE Ifi 1070,

WE CANNOT INCREASE TAXES TO MEET THESE COSTS, SO OTHER SERVICES MUST
3E CURTAILED OR ELIMINATED TO MEET THIS INCREASING DEMAND OF WELARE
BENEFITS ON OUR BUDGET,

For ExampLE, IN AFDC, THERE IS NO FLEXIBILITY OR MEANS TO CONTROL
THE NUMBERS OF RECIPIENTS. YWHILE A COUNTY GOVERNMENT MAY BE ABLE TO
POSTPONE ROAD REPAIR OR DECIDE NOT TO IMPROVE A RECREATIONAL FACILITY.

AW
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OR EVEN CUT BACK ON POLICE PATROLS, THIS 1S NOT TRUE IN THE AFDC
PROGRAM, COUNTIES AND STATES CAMMOT REFUSE TO ADMIT ELIGIBLE PER—
SONS TO WELFARE ROLLS.

COUNTIES SPEND APPROXIMATELY $3 BILLION NATIONALLY ON GENERAL
ASSISTANCE. WE FEEL THAT ADDITIONAL FISCAL RELIEF IN RELATION TO
THE GENERAL ASSISTANCE COST COULD BE PROVIDED AT A TREMENDOUS CcOST-
BENEFIT RATIO IF THE CETA AVERAGE WAGE WAS INCREASED OR ELIMINATED
TO MAKE PARTICIPATION IN A REGULAR CETA PSE uoB MORE ATTRACTIVE.

CLEARLY, THE AVERAGE WAGE PROVISION HAS BEEN SHOWN TO BE A MA-
JOR NATIONAL PROBLEM. SurvEys By MACo, USCM, THE sSTATE ofF MASSACHU-
SETTS, AND DOL REGIONAL OFFICES HAVE VARIED THE MAGNITUDE OF THE
PROBLEM. MANY PRIME SPONSORS ARE FORCED TO PAY WAGES BELOW THE PO-
VERTY LEVEL BECAUSE OF THE AVERAGE WAGE RESTRICTIONS. STUDIES HAVE
CLEARLY SHOWN THAT PSE JoBS IN LOCAL GOVERNMENT HAVE A 2 TO 3:1
BETTER TRANSITION RATE THAT THOSE IN CBOs., YeT PSE UoBs IN MoOsST
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ARE A THING OF THE PAST THANKS TO THE AVERAGE
WAGE., [F TRANSITION IS STILL IMPORTANT, WE URGE YOU TO ALLEVIATE
THE AVERAGE WAGE PROBLEM. WE WOULD BE HAPPY TO WORK ON THIS AMEND-
MENT WITH COMMITTEE STAFF.

We NEED AN AMENDMENT S1312 To INSURE THAT THE LoeaL CETA pRrIME
SPONSOR GOVERNMENT IS NOT HELD LIABLE OUT OF GENERAL REVENUES FOR
MISTAKES IN ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION MADE BY THE WELFARE SYSTEM.
THE FISCAL RELIEF WE WOULD GET FROM THIS RILL WOULD BE EATEN UP BY
THIS LIABILITY.

BuT | WANT TO MAKE LT VERY CLEAR TO THIS SUBCOMMITTEE THAT
WELFARE REFORM IS NOT JUST A FISCAL MATTER TO US. WE WANT MAJOR
REVISIONS IN THE SYSTEMS THAT SERVE OUR POOR AND JOBLESS CONSTITUENTS.
ME WANT A JOBS AND WELFARE SYSTEM THAT BETTER SERVES THE NEEDS OF
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RECIPIENTS. AND WE NSED A SYSTEM THAT MORE EQUITABLY DISTRIBUTES
_THE COSTS OF THE PROGRAMS.

H1ACo’s POSITION 1S CLEAR. THE AMERICAN COUNTY PLATFORM STATES
THAT, “ALL ADULT AMERICANS WHO ARE ABLE, WILLING, AND SEEKING WORK
SHOULD BE GIVEN OPPORTUNITIES FOR USEFUL, PAID EMPLOYMENT AT FAIR
WAGES."” WE WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE JOBS PROGRAM PROVIDE WORK OR
TRAINING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS WHO ARE EXPECTED TO WORK, AND FOR
MOTHERS OF YOUNG CHILDREN WHO VOLUNTEER. UNLESS MOTHERS ON WELFARE
HAVE REAL OPPORTUNTTIES TO WORK, THERE IS LITTLE HOPE OF BREAKING
THE WELFARE CYCLE.

\lE ARE CONCERNED WITH THE Y4EAVY RELIANCE ON STATES FOR THE JOB
SEARCH FUNCTION IN S.J]312 WHILE RECOGNIZING THE [MPORTANT ROLE STATES .
PLAY, WE WOULD PREFER A FIRST RIGHT OF REFUSAL IN ADMINISTRATION OF THE
JOB SEARCH FUNCTION ON THE PART OF COUNTIES, AT LEAST IN THOSE 18
STATES WHERE COUNTIES ADMINISTER WELFARE. THIS FIRST RIGHT OF REFUSAL
WOULD PUT COUNTIES, THROUGH THEIR EFFECTIVE PERFORMANCE ON THE JOB
SEARCH FUNCTION, IN MORE CONTROL OF THEIR OWN FISCAL RELIEE.

iIACo WouLD ALSO PREFER THAT CLIENTS IN ANY PART OF THE CETA sysTEM
BE IMMEDIATELY ELIGIBIE FOR A TAX cREDIT (MIN aAnD/or TJTC). THis
ELIGIBILITY COULD EXPEDITE PLACEMENTY IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR.

HACO 1S CONCERNED WITH THE IMPACT ON FUNDING OoF CETA TITLES II-D
AND V1 THAT FUNDING FOR PUBLIC SERVICE JOBS IN A NEW PART E oc TITLE
IT (s.1312) wiLL HAVE. WHILE WE SUPPORT FULLY THE USE OF PUBLIC SER~
VICE JOBS FOR WELFARE CLIENTS, WE ARE CONCERNED THAT BALANCE BE MAIN-
TAINED. PSE J0oBs FOR WELFARE CLIENTS SHOULD NOT SUBSUME THE EXISTING
PSE PROGRAM. POSSIBLY THIS SUBCOMMITTEE COULD CREATE THIS BALANCE
BY INCLUDING LANGUAGE SIMILAR IN EFFECT TO secTioN 112 (B)(1l) OF THE
CURRENT CETA raw (PL 95-524), Section 112 (B) (1) CREATES A BALANCE
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BETWEEN TiITLE II B AND C AnND TITLE [I-0 oF CETA BY CAPPING THE
AMOUNT THAT CAN BE APPROPRIATED FOR II-D AT 60Z oF FUNDs FOR ALL

oF TITLE II, BALANCE IS NECESSARY BETWEEN YOUR NEW TITLE [I-E, AnD
THE EXISTING TITLES [I-D AnD VI. A BALANCE MUST ALSO BE ACHIEVED
WwITHIN TITLE Il TO INSURE AD=QUATE FUNDING FOR TITLE I B AnD C, THE
SACKBONE OF THE CETA system. 'IT 1s OUR PERCEPTION THAT ADDITIONAL
LANGUAGE IS NEEDED TO INSURE BALANCE wWIiTH CETA.

WE DO NOT SUPPORT THE AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I[-D IN seEcTION 4
(sectioN 233(A)) oF S1312. AtL PSE JUOBS FOR WELFARS RECIPIENTS
SHouLD BE IN TITLE II-E. REPORTING, SANE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT, AND
ABILITY TO MEASURE PROGRAM IMPACT ALL DEMAND FUNDING THESE JOBS IN
A SEPARATE TITLE [I-E WITHOUT MORTGAGING II-D,

MACo’s APPROACH TO COMPREHENSIVE REFQRM RECOGNIZED THE NEED TO
PHASE IN ELEMENTS OF OVERALL POLICY. MaANY PRovIsIONS OF HR 4904 wHicH
PASSED THE HOQOUSE AT THE END OF THE FIRST SESSION, ARE RESPONSIVE TO
OUR WELFARE PROBLEMS AND CAN BE SUPPORTED AS STEPS' IN THE RIGHT DI-
RECTION, THESE ARE: THE FeperRAL MINIMUM BENEFIT ASSISTANCE FOR
Two-PARENT FAMILIES IN ALL STATES; EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR [WO-
PARENT FAMILIES: {HGUARANTEED FI1scAaL RELIEF FOR STATES AND COUNTIES:
INcREASED FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN THE cosT ofF AFDC; Casuy-ouT oFfF
Foob StaMps FOR SSI RECIPIENTS:; STANDARDIZED WORK EX“ENSES AND REVISED
EARNED ' IncOME DisrReEcAaRDS; COORDINATION OF AsseETs AND IncomE TEsTs FOR
AFDC AND Foobp STtaMPs:; 9ONE MoNTH ACCOUNTING PErRIOD; "“PRESUMPTIVE
EvigiBILITY” -- IMMEDIATE PAYMENT OF AID PeENDING DETERMINATION OF
EcigiBILITY, AND TIMELY ReEPLACEMENT OF LOST OR SToLeEN CHeEcks; ExPANDED
EARNED [ncoME Tac CREDITS.

Mr. CHAIRMAN, THE PROVISIONS WE YAVE MENTIONED ARE NOT EXCLUSIVE.
THEY REFLECT RATHER, OUR SENSE THAT THE BILL BEFORE THE SENATE FORMS
A VERY GOOD BASE FOR A SET OF WELFARE AMENDMENTS THAT HELP GREATLY
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TO MAKE MORE SENSE OUT OF THE WELFARE PROGRAMS THAT WE HAVE AND
THAT WILL IMPROVE THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF MANY OF THE NATION’S PEOPLE.

IT 1S TOO SOON FOR US TO KNOW THE ANTICIPATED DOLLAR IMPACT OF
THE PROPOSAL ON COUNTIES. YET, THE INTENT OF THE BILL IS CLEARLY
TO GUARANTEE SUBSTANTIAL FISCAL RELIEF. WE STRONGLY SUPPORT SUCH
A GUARANTEE AND WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE FISCAL RELIEF PASSED THROUGH
TO COUNTIES THAT PAY rFOR AFDC AND SSI supPLEMENTS. WE FURTHER Sup-
PORT A CLEAR AND CONTINUING HOLD HARMLESS TO PREVENT STATES AND
COUNTIES FROM EXPERIENCING HIGHER WELFARE COSTS RESULTING FROM PRO-
GRAM CHAMGES.

[N CONCLUSION, WE WANT TO RE-EMPHASIZE THAT THE NATIONAL ASSOC!ATION
OF COUNTIES CONTINUES TO SUPPORT A REFORMED WELFARE AND EMPLOYMENT
SYSTEM THAT IS MORE HUMANE AND BENEFICIAL TO RECIPIENTS, MORE RATIONAL
TO ADMINISTER, AND MORE FAIR TO TAXPAYERS. YE ARE CONFIDENT THAT
THIS SUBCOMMITTEE WILL FASHION A BILL FROM THE PROPOSAL BEFORE US
THAT CAN BE ENACTED AND THAT WILL MOVE US "MUCH CLOSER TO WELFARE RE-
FORM. We PLEDGE NACO’S SUPPORT AND ASSISTANCE IN YOUR EFFORTS. WE
ARE ENCLOSING BRIEF SECTION BY SECTION COMMENTS FOR YOUR PERUSAL
AND APPRECIATE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY BEFORE YOUR SUBCOMMITTEE.
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON THE WORK AND TRAIMING
OPPORTUNITIES ACT OF 1979

Section 252(b): We are concerned about the "adjustment" that the Secretary
will be making in allocations. As you know, prime sponsors strongly disagree
with the Administration's use of its current reallocation authority. These
"adjustments" are apparently to be made retroactively and without notice or
appeal. Current experience suggests that the Department does not respect
legally binding contracts signed between prime sponsors and service providers.
Therefore, "adjustments” which routinely require prime'sponsorg to break
contractual agreements are currently quite common.

Section 253: Recipients of general assistance should also be eligible.

Section 254(c): We are concerned at the emphasis on the preparation of an
employability development plan for each participating {ndividual eight weeks
before anything but job search can be done for that individual. Certainly,
this should not be a written requirement. Moreover, if employability development
assessment 1s to be done at the very beginning of the job search period, the
prime sponsor should have the option of performing this function and, based on
professional judgement, sending certain indfividuals immediately to training.
While we understand the very hopeful results being obtafned in demonstration
projects, we also recall the high hopes held out for the Talmadge Amendments to the
work incentive program {WIN). Unfortunately, employment and training professionais
found that intensive job search did not find long lasting jobs for WIN
participants, nor did it brezk the cyclie of dependency. Moreover, as you know,
the welfare demonstration projects have had sufficient funds for transportation
and child care expenses. Traditienally, our nation has simply not provided
sufficient funds in these areas: It should be noted that job search assistance

success appears to be largely dependent on the availability of such supportive services.
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Section 255(c)}{1)}: We are guite concerred about the verification of
eligibility. There are basically two things to verify: 1) the person's status
as being eligible for one or another welfare program and 2) the person's status
4s the "principal earner” in a family. Most welfare programs, and certainly
AFDC, have enormously complex eligibility requirements. We recommend that the
Jjob system simply “take their word for it” on eligibility. Designation of an
individual as "principal earner" c<an unnecessarily discourage certain people,
particularly women with unemployed husbands, from participating in such a
program. We recommend simplified requirements i.e., that the spouse be unemployed
ar out of the labor force and that the familiy be eligible for one of the welfare
programs. Very often a woman feels it's degrading to her husband to declare
herself the "principal earner'™ of a family.

Section 255{(c)(6): We are not sure why the language about "“professiocnals
in the fields of employment and training and supportive services" is included.
It implies, however, the mandatory involvement of a series of agencies during
the eight-week job search pesriod which, while desirabie, may not be feasible in
every case, particularly in rural areas. In section (10), we firmly believe
that the full eight weeks should not be mandatory. Those performing the
assessment of need should have the authority to refer individuals directly to
training when this seems appropriate. We oppose section in (13)'s suggestion
that the state directly contact private industry councils, by-passing the prime
sponsors. As you know, Title YII requires joint sign-off of the prime sponsor and
the private industry council in the performance of any activity. Therefore, it
is completely inappropriate for the state or the federal government to work
directly with private industry councils. Section (14) appears to establish a
hold harmless for AFDC recipfen;s in all other titles of CETA. We oppose such

a provision.
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Sectian 256: We are unhappy with the prime sponsor raole. As you know,
under Title [, prime sponsors must explain in their plan any failure to agree
with any comment made by the Governor. Should you not accept our basic recommen-
dation that prime sponsurs have the first right of refusal in operating job
search assistance programs, we do feel that the Governor should respond to
each of the prime sponsor's comments and should explain any variation from those
recommendations.

Section 257(b){2): This undercuts the very basis of CETA, i.e., the notion
that service deliverers must compete- for the right to deliver services based
on their effectiveness in a local area.

Sectinn 262: We are terribly concerned about the "adjustments"” in prime
sponsor allocations and the Department's demonstrated disregard for existing
contractual arrangements and commitments. Further, we question the use of relative
average cost as a factor for distributing funds. Certainly, this encourages
prime sponsors to increas: ath:- tr.an decrease, the cost of the program.

Section 263(a): It -noul: say =rat any person referred from the job search
assistance program is deeme< to be @ligible and that further verification of
eligibility is unnecessary. We remind you, again, of our concern about "principal
earners" in a family and our desire that a full eight weeks' job search not be
required in every case.

Section 263(b): This simply must be deleted. There is no excuse for requiring
a national fifty-fifty split between individuals qualifying under various paragraphs
of the eligibility provisions.

Section 264: This requires a complete rewrite. First, 20% of the funds,
at a minimum, are necessary for administrative costs. Second, the prime cponsor
must have flexibility to determ;ne whether public service employment or training
is most appropriate for individual enrollees. If tha prime sponsor does not have

this flexibility, there 1is absciutely no reason to perform the assessment function
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or to develop an employability development plan. Presumably, in most cases,
if the individual {1s job ready., he or she has been placed in an unsulsidized
Jjob during the job search assistance program.

Section 265(a)(1): This raises a sericus problem in connection with the
definition of "“project.” In section (3)(19) of the Act, specifically, projects
are defined as a task or group of related tasks which will be "completed within
a definable period of time." Unfortunately, many of the most useful public services
cannot legitimately meet this part of the definition. An ongoing day care
project which Senefits cijents with child care while providing useful employment
is eliminated by this definition. With .an 18-month 1imit on jindividual partici-
pation, certain "permanent" project activities could be provided, so long as
those activities would not otherwise be available through local tax dollars.

Section 265(a): Paragraphs (2) and (3) are meaningless so long as the
cost limitations of section 264(a) are in effect.

Section 265(a)(5)}: Delete. This requires that jobs be held open every time
& participant terminates. Whether the prime sponsor chooses 30 or 45 days to
freeze the position. it poses an unnecessary hardship on the employing agency and
seriously reduces the prime sponsor's ability to manage its own proyram funds.

Section 265(b){1): Delete. It is essential that participants under this
title be treated equitably with nther enrollees.

Section 265{(c){2): This would not be necessary if prime sponsors are given
the first right of refusal on the job search program.

Sectijon 266(1)}(C): This uses different language than currently in CCTA. We
expect that implementation of this fine distinction may create confusion that makes

it impossible for prime sponsorgs to comply with the Act.

Section 3(33): We urge a simplification of these definitions. We suggest
that "principal earner"” be deleted. Instead, simply require as a part of eligibitity
that only one adult per family participate. If, subsequently, a second adult
attains unsubsidized employment, it should not be necessary to terminate the
family member already a part of CETA. In other words, in addition to the family's
eligibility for a welfare program, it should only be necessary to assure at the
time of application and/or enrollment that no other adult is employed or enrolled

in CETA.
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Senator NeLsoN. Thank you very much.

Our next witness is the Honorable Carol Bellamy, city council
president, New York, appearing on behalf of the National League
of Cities.

Your statement will be printed in full in the record. You may
present it however you desire.

STATEMENT OF HON. CAROL BELLAMY, CITY COUNCIL PRESI-
DENT, NEW YORK, N.Y., APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE NA.-
TIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES

Ms. BELLaAMY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am Carol
Bell my, president of the council in the city of New York, and
chair of the National League of Cities Human Development
Committee.

I'm pleased to be here today to testify on behalf of the League of
Cities, and its 15,000 cities which it represents. I will testify first on
the welfare reform jobs proposal now pending before your subcom-
mittee; and secondly, on the youth employment measures.

First, I would like to say that while relatively few cities—and my
town 1s an exception—have direct responsibility for the administra-
tion of income support programs, city officials recognize the impact
that dependency has on the quality of life in our urban areas.

Unemployment has been well documented as one of the root
causes of many other urban ills, rising crime, delinquency rates,
disintegration of families, deterioration of housing, poverty, outmi-
gration from inner cities, and inequality between races and
genders.

Individuals who are employed not only enjoy the economic re-
wards of their job status, but respect within their families and the
community, and personal dignity as well.

We firmly believe that job opportunities for all persons should be
one of the highest priorities of this Nation. In June of last year, I
chaired a League of Cities task force to review the administration’s
welfare reform proposals, both the cash assistance and the employ-
ment and training components.

The testimony I present today will be based on the analysis the
members of the task force conducted.

Before dealing with the specifics, 1 wish first to advise you of the
major concern expressed by the task force members. As this sub-
committee knows well, Congress totally revamped and revised
CETA in the last Congress. We city officials as prime sponsors are
Just now beginning full implementation of that revised program,
which I shall call for purposes of my testimony the new CETA,
because it is after all an entirely new and completely restructured
employment and training program.

While many of the criticisms leveled against our local adminis-
tration of this program may be valid, we believe it is unrealistic to
expect a positive measurable result when the rules of the game
never remain constant long enough to develop a smoothly function-
ing employment system.

Indeed, we believe that our operation of the CETA system has
demonstrated an ability to adjust with remarkable speed to new
and changing circumstances, and that we have accomplished the
stated congressional objective, employing the unemployed.

Q
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What we see in the administration’s job proposal is yet another
attempt to redirect and restructure a program that in its very
short history has scarcely had a year of operation without some
major alteration. The new CETA in our opinion already contains
the elements appropriate to target employment and training oppor-
tunities to the most severely economically disadvantaged. Certainly
the new CETA’s more restrictive eligibility criteria moves substan-
tially in the direction of providing the preponderance of employ-
ment and training funds to assist precisely the individuals most in
need of assistance.

However, the new CETA does not go so far—and 1 think wisely—
as to exclude single individuals and childless couples from partici-
pation who may be equally economically disadvantaged as unem-
ployved parents. Many of these single individuals and childless cou-
ples have no alternative support systems available to them since
they are ineligible for AFDC, and in many cases, also for SSI.

The full burden of providing assistance to these needy individ-
uals falls entir:ly on State and local governments participating in
general assistaice programs.

In New York City, for example, we have over a hundred thou-
sand recipients on home relief, which it—we call it home relief. It’s
generally called general assistance—of whom we estimate approxi-
mately 30,000 are employable. Thirteen thousand of these individ-
uals are currently employed in some form of public activity to meet
State requirements that welfare recipients work for their benefits.
The preponderance of these individuals are between the ages of 17
and 30, and included among them are a substantial number of
minorities, both black and Hispanic.

The administration’s proposals to redirect more than half of the
public service jobs available under CETA to families with children
will significantly reduce any form of Federal assistance available to
economically disadvantaged single and childless individuals. Conse-
quently, they will be forced to rely more heavily on State and local
assistance.

Since our major premise is that poverty is a national problem
requiring national solutions, we believe that job programs, both
training and public service employment, should be available to a
broad mix of economically disadvantaged individuals. One segment
of the Nation's needy population should not be benefited at the
expense of another.

While we support coordination of employment related programs
such as WIN, the employment service, and CETA, to reduce over-
lap and duplication, and to broaden the effectiveness of current
expenditures, we believe such coordination cannot be accomplished
by Federal mandate. Cooperation and coordination only work effec-
tively where such arrangements are ultimately voluntary.

The dominant State role provided for in the administration job
program at the expense of existing local government planning and
operational arrangements will not work as currently drafted, and
has the potentional to undo the achievements thus far realized
through local efforts.

We recognize the validity of attempting to maximize the effec-
tiveness of existing programs, and recommend that at a minimum,
States be required to involve local elected officials substantially in
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the development of the State plan coordinating employment relat-
ed activities, and at the same time that the local chief elected
officials approval of that plan be required prior to its implementa-
tion.

The prime sponsor’s right to complain to the Secretary of Labor
that it is unsatisfied with a given State plan is not sufficient to
guarantee willing and effective local government participation.

Since the legislation proposed by the sdministration appears at
least from the League of Cities’ perspective to permit the employ-
ment service to cream from among the pool of eligible individuals,
I would like to raise a question concerning the time limits on
participation in the administration’s proposal. Previous speakers
have also raised this.

As we understand it, heads of household referred to the prime
sponsor for employment under the administration’s proposal may
participate in public service jobs for 78 weeks. They are then
required to go through another 8-week job search period, and if
unsuccessful in locating unsubsidized employment, may be placed
again in a subsidized job. This clearly creates a disparity of treat-
ment between family members and all other CETA participants.
Family members are permitted to participate in the program in-
definitely. All other individuals are limited to this 78-week partici-
pation period.

Insufficient account is taken of the individual’s capacity to devel-
op appropriate job skills likely to result in securing unsubsidized
permanent employment.

It has been our experience as prime sponsors that many CETA
eligible individuals—this includes welfare recipients and nonreci-
pients—require a substantially longer participation period in train-
ing and jobs programs than is allowable. The assumption at least
for those placed in public service employment, that it is possible to
move a significant number of individuals with little or no attach-
ment to the work force from a training program or public service
employment to self-sufficiency within this 728-week period, and
thereby remove them from the welfare roles, is in the opinion of
the League of Cities, overly optimistic.

We believe the training in jobs programs can and will be effec-
tively ultimately if they can be tailored to the needs of the individ-
ual participants.

We cannot take an individual lacking basic skills, lacking in
concept of the daily routine of work, and perhaps with numerous
physical and other related problems as well, and achieve successful
?ransition to unsubsidized employment within the permissible time
rame.

Efficient and rational accommodation of individuals with little
attachment to the lab or force, cannot be achieved overnight. Per-
formance standards should be keyed to achieving long-term em-
ployment, rather than merely to immediate placement. :

Others, to be sure, require far less assistance to make the appro-
priate transition and should be encouraged and aided in moving
through the system more rapidly. Perhaps there will always be
malingerers and sloppy administrators, but I believe Congress
should not lose sight of our vested interest in seeing these pro-
grams succeed. There's no better legacy that we can leave our
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constituents—your constituents, my constituents—than the perma-
nent improvement in the quality of life which can be realized when
individuals become bona fide selfsufficient members of the Nation’s
work force.

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that you and others on this subcom-
mittee are sympathetic to the difficulties we are encountering with
the average wage provisions. I believe, however, that it is impor-
tant to raise this issue at every opportunity. There are few, if any,
positions in city government, and far too few to meet the need in
the private nonprofit sector at the wage levels now permitted.

We understand the fiscal constraints facing the Federal Govern-
ment, and the reluctance to increase spending, particularly for
what are commonly perceived to be, at least in this day and age,
unpopular social programs. Perhaps it would be appropriate for
Congress to reconsider granting some flexibility in ‘wages by per-
mitting us to supplement these wages from local funds. Many
localities would be willing to make a commitment of admittedly
scarce local revenues where necessary to insure the success of the
program.

There are relatively few jobs at the local government level that
cannot at some point be duplicated in the private sector. Conse-
quently, experience in a bona fide city job should enhance the
target population’s mobility in the overall job market. Permitting
more flexibility in supplementing wages will also enable those of us
at local government to coordinate other federally funded activities,
such as CDBG, UDAG, and EDA, into a comprehensive job creation
effort with CETA.

Mr. Chairman, I'd like now to turn to the second issue before you
today.

As League of Cities did with respect to welfare reform, we also
convened a task force of city officials to examine the causes of the
Nation’s unacceptable rates of unemployment among young people,
and to consider some possible solutions.

This task force was chaired by council member Jessie Rattley of
Newport News, Va., who is the new president of the National
League of Cities. It met last summer, and the testimony I present
today will in large part be based on the recommendations of this
yvouth task force.

We are pleased to note that some of our recommendations have
been incorporated into the administration’s proposed youth legisla-
tion. I must say, however, as we pointed out with respect to the
revision of CETA, the administration’s youth employment proposal
again raises the prospect of having to deal with significant revi-
sions to a youth employment initiative which itself is only 3 years
old.

Again, I think it fair to presume that the first year of the
program involves the development of regulations at the Federal
level. Next, local governments must spend time learning, under-
standing, and developing a rational program consistent with these
regulations. Then, programs are actually implemented.

The time lapse from enactment to full implementation is usually
18 months. We are talking, then, about a program that is only 18
months old.
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In this regard, it is also important to remember that portions of
the existing initiative, the Youth Employment and Demonstration
Projects Act, YEDPA, were clearly designed to approach youth
employment from new and untested perspectives.

There was every expectation that the results of these demonstra-
tions would produce successes as well as produce failures.

Consequently, League of Cities believes it is much too soon to
draw accurate conclusion about the programs experience thus far;
{’nu(_:h less about the implication of the program on a long-term

asis.

The major recommendation of the League of Cities youth task
force was, therefore, that YEDPA be continued as is for another
year, at least. Continuity of existing programs and certainty of
funding levels are the two most impcr-tant ingredients in operating
a successful program. If Congress could guarantee that, we would
be satisfied.

In addition, the youth task force identified five principle areas of
concerns not adequately addressed in current programs, and devel-
oped recommendations to deal with each of these. :

We regard these issued as neither exclusive or exhaustive, but as
some positive steps toward resolution of the problems that we
confront in youth employment, and I would like to speak to these
five, briefly.

First is school to work transition. As city officials, we do not
believe that the educational system in this country is adequately
preparing youngsters for their future independence, and future
self-sufficiency. Too many of your young people complete their
schooling and are not ready for the world of work. Many lack basic
skills, reading, writing, and the ability to calculate, skills that are
essential for employability. Even those who have basic skills have
little idea of what jobs are available to them, how to obtain them,
or the longevity of various jobs available to those who are not
college bound.

The League of Cities task force recommends, then, as a first step
that schools be held accountable for teaching youngsters to be
proficient at least in the basic skills. We also recommend that
. where possible, potential new educational resources be directed to
developing curricular geared to employability. Emphasis on coun-
seling must be expanded to include guidance and advice for those
youngsters who are not college bound. This counseling might be
available outside the schools, and there should be greater access to
remedial education, to work orientation, and to training activities.
Community colleges, community based organizations, unions, and
the private sector, should all be encouraged to participate in en-
hancing the employability of our young population.

Job counselors must have direct contact with job training pro-
grams, and whenever possible, with potential employers as well.

Second of our five concerns has to do with the relationship
between the public and private sector. Since it is accepted that the
preponderence of job opportunities are and will continue to be
available in the private sector in that many of these jobs are
provided by small firms employing fewer than 500 individuals,
publicly funded employment and training programs must be geared
more closely to the long-term needs of these employers.
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Job program information must also be better disseminated to

these employers. Too few private sector employers are aware of
existing tax incentives available to them if they hire economically
disadvantaged yocungsters. Certainly the existing CETA title VII,
e private sector initiative program, is a step in the right
rection.
The task force recommends that initiatives such as the targeted
jobs tax credit be continued, and proposals such as exemption from
social security liability for a limited period of time, at least be
tested.

Senator NELSON. What do you mean by that?

Ms. BELL~MY. The social security? I believe Senator Javits has
made some recommendations with respect to an exemption from
social security. While our concern is that we not jump into the pool
entirely, we think it deserves a chance of being tested, and we
recommend that it should be tested.

Senator NeELSON. You are talking about youth employment?

Ms. BErLraMy. I'm talking about incentive—what we’re talking
about are incentives to encourage the cementing of that public-
private participation. There are a number of incentives. As I've
indicated, we're supportive of the targeted jobs tax credit. We also
believe that the recommendation to use this exemption from pay-
ment of Social Security ought to be tested to determine whether in
fact there is a chance for some success in encouraging the partici-
pation of the private sector.

We also need better long-term labor analysis on which to base
more appropriate training programs, and we need better coordina-
tion of information as well as resources available to and from the
Federal Government.

For example, we understand that the Department of Commerce
maintains an extensive list of private enterprises which do not
appear to be shared with the Department of Labor. Obviously the -
sharing of information within government and the difficulties in
that sharing is not new, we again continue our echo that that
ought to occur. We think that this list might be useful in promot-
ing the targeted jobs program. '

Third concern is a concern that we’ve expressed over and over
again, and express it again today, and that is the need for local
flexibility in designing employment and training programs rele-
vant to local requirements and to local problems. What works in
one community 1s not necessary a prescription for curing another
community’s ills.

We are interested in how other communities solve their prob-
lems, but we do not believe that effective programs can be designed
in Washington, and work in communities of varying size, with
differing unemployment rates, and other assorted programs.

We locally elected officials are the ones most intimately ac-
quainted with our communities and their problems. We are more
directly responsible for the future liability of our communities, and
we believe we understand our communities beiter.

Our task force suggested that one approach might be a system of
rewards and incentives in which prime sponsors who demonstrate
effectiveness in administering and targeting and monitoring suc-
cessful youth programs, are granted greater program flexibility.
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We also need provisions permitting innovation at the local level,
and encouraging local governments to coordinate employment and
training programs with other federally funded initiatives.

I can turn to our fourth concern, and that is the administration
of the program.

Local governments continually battle problems of inconsistency
and instability in program planning, development, and implemen-
tation. Funding projections and final allocations are frequently
widely disparate. Federal and local budget cycles rarely coincide.
Legislative mandates for forward funding, including authorizing
legislation, are infrequently adopted in appropriations measures.
Our task force recommends multiple-year funding for youth pro-
grams to improve coordination in the delivery of services, and
rational program development.

We also recommend consolidation and coordination of programs
operated by different federal agencies so that local governments
have an opportunity to maximize federal resources at the local
level without impossible administrative hurdles.

Thiz youth task force, as well as league of cities welfare task
force, recommends programs be evaluated on the basis of w=ll-
defined performance standards that relate to program administra--
tion and participation development, not solely on the basis of posi-
tive placement.

Placement statistics are mislieading in many cases, particularly
in youth employment programs. Wage restrictions for supervisory
personnel should be loosened to insure quality supervision. Sepa-
rate funding arrangements should be made available for this
program.

Finally, just a word on eligibility criteria, we believe it should be
broadened to include not only the economically disadvantaged, but
should also include some flexibility to permit jurisdictions to deal
with individuals who are disadvantaged by virtue of physical or
mental impairment, their status as offenders, or educational defi-
ciency, or in fact their status as teenage parents.

The process for applying for participation in youth employment
and training programs is far more complex and restrictive than the
job application process. We believe that if it is part of our intent in
operating youth employment programs to acquaint youngsters with
the world of work, the application process for a training slot ought
to be somewhat approximate to the procedure for securing a job.
Funding allocations should, at a minirnum, be consistent with eligi-
bility criteria. If the target population includes individuals with
incomes at or below 85 percent of the BLS lower living standard,
then funding should be based on the incidence of this population in
a given jurisdiction.

Mr. Chairman, I think you for the opportunity to testify on both
of these issues before you today. I would like the submission of two
documents here—my testimony indicates three, but in the great
tradition of local government, we managed to find a number of
typos in the third document, so I would like to forward that to you
in the future. What I'm providing you with, however, are the two
position papers of the task force; one, the position paper on welfare
reform, the other on the youth task force; and I will submit to you

ATy
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a clear version of our comments on the draft on youth employment
and education initiative.

- would be delighted to try and respond to any questions you
might have.

Ser:iator NELsSON. Your statements will be printed in full in the
record.

Are you recommending the administration’s youth proposal?
What is your general recommendation? You comment in your tesi-
mony that you’re replacing a program that hasn’t been in place
long enough, and then you have a number of criticisms, but—

Ms. BELLamMmy. Well, as I indicated, we are pleased that there are
some provisions in the administration’s proposal that are reflected
in the task force position of the League of Cities. That includes at a
basis the retention of the 85 percent BLS standard, the ability to
move to some alternative educational institutions, and some eligi-
bility flexibilty; but it is our general view that at this point in time
we have a program that already exists, we ought to stay with that
program and perhaps improve it; but everytime we are given a new
program, by the time we debug it—and most programs need to be
debugged—and we gear up, and we begin moving, we’'re given an
entirely new program. We would like to work with what we have
and to move forward on that basis.

Senator NeLson. Well, so that the record is clear, are you saying
that you are opposed to the adoption of the administration’s pro-
posed new legislative initiative——

Ms. BELLamy. I think the testimony makes clear our concern
that we attempt to improve upon the programs that we have
available now.

Senator NELsonN. Thank you very much. We appreciate your
taking the time to come and testify.

Ms. Ber.amy. Thank you.

[Statements supplied for the record follow:]
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Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, I am carol
Bellamy, President of the New York City Council and Chairman
of the National League of cCcities' Human Development Committee.
I am pleased to be here today to testify on behalf of the
National League of Cities and the 15,000 cities we represent
on the welfare reform jobs proposal now pending before rour
Subcommittee.

First, I would 1like to say that while relatively few
cities —-- and Mew York is an exception -- have direct respon-
sibility for the administration of income support programs,
city officials recognize the impact that dependency has on the
quality of life in our urban areas. Unemployment has been
well-documented as one of the root causes Oof many other urban
ills -- rising crime and delinguency rates, disintegration of
families, deterioration of housing, poverty, outmigration from
inner cities and ineguality between races and sexes. Individ-
uals who are employed not only enjoy the economic rewards of
their job status, but respect within their families and the
community and personal dignity as well. We firmly believe
that job opportunities for all persons should be one of the
highest priorities of the natsion.

In June of last year, I chaired an NLC Task Force to
review the Administration's welfare reform Proposals —-- both
the cash assistance and the employment and training components.
My testimony will be based on the analysis done by the city

officials working together on this Task Force.
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Before dealing with the specifics, I wish first to adwvise
you of the major concern expressed by the Task Force members.
As this Subcommittee knows well, Congress totally revamped and
rarised CETA in the last Congress. We city officials, as
prime sponsors, are just now beginning £ull implementation of
that revised program, which I shall call the new CETA, Lecause
it is after all an entirely new and completely restractured
employment and training program. While many of the criticisms
levelled against our local administration of this program may
be valid, we believe it 1i1s unrealistic to expect a positive,
measurable result when the rules of the game never remain
constant long enough to develop a smoothly functioning employ-—
ment system. Indeed we believe that our operation of the CETA
svstem has demonstrated an ability to adjust with remarkable
speed to new and changing circumstances and that we hawve
accomplished the stated Congressional objective -- employing
the unemploved.

What we see in the Administration's Jjobs proposal is vet
another attempt to redirect and restructure a program that in
its very short history has scarcely had a year of operation
without some major alteration. The '"new CETA" in our opinion
already contains the elements appropriate to target employment
and training opportunities to the most severely economically
disadvantaged. Certainly, the new CETA's more restrictive
eligibility criteria move substantially in the direction of
providing the preponderance of employment and training £unds
to assist precisely the individuals most in need of this

assistance.
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However, the new CETA does not go so far —-- and T think
Wwisely —- as to exclude single individuals and childless
couples from participation -- who may be equally econcomically
disadvantaged as unemploved parents. Many of these single
individuals and childless couples have no alternative support
systems available to them since they are ineligible for AFDC
and, in many cases, for SSI as well. The full burden of
providing assistance to these needy individuals falls entirely
©on State and local governments participating in general
assistance programs. In New York City, for example, we have
over 100,000 recipients of home relief (GA) of whom we
estimate approximately 30,000 are employable. Thirteen
thousand of these individuals are currently employved in some
form of public activity to meet state requirements that
welfare recipients work for their benefits. The preponderance
of these individuals are between the ages of 17 and 30 and
included among them are substantial numbers of minorities,
both black and hispanic.

The Administration's pro:sal to redirect more than half
of the public service jobs available under CETA to families
with children will significantly reduce any form of federal
assistance available to economically disadvantaged single and
childless individuals. Consequently they will be forced to
rely more heavily on State and local aid. Since our major
premise is that poverty is a national problem regquiring
national solutions, we beliewve that jobs programs —-- both
training and public service employment -- should be available

to a broad mix of economically disadvantaged indiwviduals. Cne
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segment of the nation's needy population should not be bene-
fitted at the expense of anotherx.

While we support cocordination of employment-related
programs, such as WIN, the Employment Service, and CETA, to
reduce overlap and duplication and broaden the effectiveness
of current expenditures, we beljieve such coordination cannot
be accomplished by Federal mandate. Cooperation and ccordi-
nation only work effectively where such arrangements are
voluntary. The dominant State role provided for 1i.. the
administration's 3jobs program -- at the expense o0f existing
local government planning and operational arrangements --— will
not work as currently drafted and has the potential to undo
the achievements thus far realized through lccal efforts. We
recognize the validity of attempting to maximize the effec-
tiveness cf existing programs and recommend, that at a minimum,
States be reguired to involve local elected officials substan-
tially in the development of the State plan coordinating
employment-related activities and that the local chief elected
officials' approval of the plan be required priocr to implemen-
tation. A prime sponsor's right to complain to the Secretary
of Labor that it is unsatisfied with a given State plan is not
sufficient to guarantee willing and effective local government
narticipation.

Since the legislation proposed by the Administration
appears -— at least from our perspective -- to permit the
Employment Service to "cream” from among the pool of eligible
individuals, I would like to raise a guestion concerning the

time limits on participatior in the Administration's proposal.
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As we understand it, heads of households referred to the prime
sponsor for employment under the Administration proposal may
participate in public service jobs for 78 weeks. They are
then reguired to go thréﬁﬁ%;igothen;a—week job search period
and, if unsuccessful in locating unsubsidized employment, may
be placed again in a subsidized job. This clearly creates a
disparity of treatment between family members and all other
CETA participants. Family members are permitted to partici-
pate in the program indefinitely; all other individuals are
limited to 78 weeks of participation. Ynsufficient account is
taken of the individua.'s capacity to develop appropriate job
skills likely~to result in securing unsubsidized permanent
employment.

It has been our experience as prime sponsors that many

CETA eligible individuals -- welfare recipients and non-

recipients —-— require .a substantially longer participation
period in tfaining and jobs programs than is allcwable. The
assumption —-- at least for those placed in public service
employment —-— that it is possible to move a significant number

of individuals with little or no attachment t. the work force
from a training program and/or public service employment to
self-sufficiency within 78 weeks —-- and thereby remowve them
from the welfare rolls -- is, in our opinion, overly optimis-
tic. We believe that training and jobs programs can and will
be more effective ultimately if they can be tailored to the
needs of individuai participants. We cannot take an individ-
ual lacking basic skills, lacking any concept of the Saily

routine of work, a:.d perhaps with numerous pl *sical and other
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related problems as well, and achieve successful transition to
unsubsidized employment within the permissible time frame.
Efficient and rational accommodation of individuals with
little attachment to the labor force cannot be achieved over-
nighec. Performance standards should be keved to achieving
long—-term employment rather than immediate placement.

Others, to be sure, reguire far less assistance to make
the appropriate transition and should be encouraged and aided
in moving through the system more rapidly. Perhaps there will
always be malingerers and sloppy administrators, but I believe
Congress shcoculd not lose sight of our.vested interest in
seeing these programs succeed. There is no better l=gacy that
we can leave our constituents -- yours and mine -—- than the
permanent improvement in the gquality of life, which can be
realized when individuals become bona-fide self-sufficient
members of the nation’'s work focrce.

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that you and others on this
Committee are sympathetic to the difficulties we are ancoun-
tering with the average wage provisions. T believe, however,
that it is important to raise this issue at every opportunity.
There are few, if any, pcsitions in city government --—- and far
to few to meet the need in the private non-profit sector -~- at
the wage levels now permitted.

We understand the fiscal constraints facing the Federal
Government and the reluctance to increase spending, particu-
larly for what ;re commonly perceived to be unpopular social
programs. Perhaps it would be appropriate for Congress to

reconsider granting some flexibility in wages by permitting us

O

ERIC 264



259

to supplement these wages from local funds. Many localircties
would be willing to make 2 commitment of admittedly scarce
local revenues where necessarwv to ensure the program's success.
There are relatively few 3jobs at the local government level
that cannot at some point be duplicated in the private sector.
Consequently experience in a bona-fide city job shoul&?enhance
the target population's mobility in the overall job market.
Permitting more flexibility in supplementing wages will also
enable us at the local level to coordinate other federally
funded activities -- such as CDBG, UDAG, EDA -—-- into a compre—
hensive job creation effort with CETA.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee,
for this opportunity to present our views. If wvou have any

questions, I would be happy to respond.
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As it did in the area of welfare reform, the National
League of Cities also convened a Task Force of city officials
to examine the causes oOf the nation's unacceptable rates of
unemployment among young peocple and to consider some possible
solutions. The Task Force, chaired by Councilmember Jesss -
Rattley cof Newport News, Virginia -- now President of the
National League of Cities —-- met last summer, and my testimony
will in large part be based on the recommendations of NLC's
Youth Task Force.

We are pleased to note that some of our recommendations
have been incorporated into the Administration's proposed
youth leg.slation. I must say, however., as we pointed out
with respect to the revision of CFTA, the Administration's
youth employment proposal agaip raises the prospect of having
to deal with significant revisions to a youth emplcyment
injitiative which itself is only three years old. Again, I
think it fair to presume that the first year of a pProgram
involves the development of regulations at the federal level.
Next local governments must spend time learning, understanding
and developing a rational program. Then programs are acrually
implemented.

In this regard it is also important to remember that por-—
tions of the existing initiatives, yYouth Employmer.c and
Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA), were clearly designed to
approach youth employment from new and untested nerspectives.
There was every expectation that the results of these demon-—
strations would produce successes as well as failures. Conse-—

quently, we believe it is much too soon to draw accurate
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conclusions about the program's experience thus far, much less
about its long-term implicaticns.

The major recommendation of the NLC Youth Task Force was,
therefore, that YEDPA be continued as-is for at least ancther
yvear. Continuity of existing programs and certainty of fund-
ing levels are the two most important ingredients in operating
successful programs. If Congress could guarantee that, we
would be satisfied.

In additicn, the Youth Task Force identified five princi-
pal areas of concern not adequately addressed in current
Programs and developed recommendations to deal with each of
cthese problems. vie regard these issues as neither exclusive
or exhaustive, but as some positive steps toward resolution of
the problems of vouth unemployment. The five areas are:

l. School to Work Transition

We, as city officials, do not believe that the educational
system in this country is adequately preparing youngsters for
their own future independence and self-sufficiency. Toco many
voung pecple complete their schooling not at all ready for the
world of work. Many lack the basic skills —-- reading, writing
and arithmetic —-— essential for emplovability. Even those who
have these basic skills have little idea of what jobs are
available to them, how to obtain them or the longevity of
various Jjobs available to the non~college bound.

The Task Force recommends that as a first step, the
schools be nheld accountable for teaching youngsters to be
proficient at least in the basic skills. ¥ie also recommend

that where possible potential new educational resources be
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directed to developing curricula geared to employvability.
Emphasis on counseling must be expanded to include guidance
and adwvice for those youngsters who are not college bound.
Such counseling should alsc be available cutside the schools
as should access to remedial education, work orientation and
training actiwvities. Community colleges, community-based
organizations, unions and the private secto} should all be
eéncouraged to participate in enhancing the emplovability of
our young population. Job counselors must have direct contact
with job training programs and whenever possible, with poten-
tial employers as well.

2. Private/Public Sector Participation

Since it is accepted that the preponderance of jobk oppor-
tunities are and will continue to be available in the private
sector —-- and that many of these 3jobs are provided by smaller
firms (those employing fewer than S5SQC0 pecople) —-- publicly
funded emplovment and training programs must be geared more
closely to the long-term needs of these employers. Job pro-
gram information must alsco be better disseminated to these
emplovers. Too few private sector employers are aware of
existing tax incentives available to them if they hire econom-—
ically disadvantaged youngsters.

Certainly, the existing CETA Title VII, the Private Sector

Initiative, is a step in the right direction. The Task Force
recommends that incentives —-- such as the Targeted Jobs Tax
Credit (TJTC} -- be continued and that proposals such as

exemption from Social Security liability for a limited period

of time at least be tested.
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other federally funded initiatives.

4. Program Administration

Local governments continually battle problems of incon-
sistency and instability in program planning, development and
implementation. Funding projections and final allocations are
frequently widely disparate. Federal and local budget cycles
rarely coincide. Legislative mandates for forward funding
included in authorizing legislation are infrequently adopted
in appropriations measures.

The Task Force recommends multiple yvear funding for vyouth
programs to improve coordination in the delivery ©f serwvices
and rational program development. We also recommend consoli-
dation and coordination of programs operated by different
federal agencies so that local governments have an opportunity
ECc maximize federal rescurces at the local level without
impossible administrative hurdles. The Youth Task Force, as
did the Welfare Reform Task Forée, recommends programs be
2valuated on the basis of well-defined performance standards
that relate to program administration and participant develop-
ment, no solely on the basis of positive placements. Place-—
ment statistics can be misleading, particularly in youth
employment programs.

Wage restrictions for supervisory personnel should be
loosened to ensure quality supervision. Separate funding

arrangements should be made available for this program.
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Eligibility Criteria

Eligibility criteria for participation in youth programs
mest be broadened to i..clude not only the economically dis-
advantaged but should also include some flexibility to permit
Jurisdiction to deal with individuals who are disadvantaged by
virtue of physical or mental impairment, their status as
offenders, educational deficiency or their status as teenage
parents.

The process for applying for participation in youth em-
plovment and training programs is far more complex and
restrictive than the job application process. We beljeve that
if it is part of our intent, in operating vouth employment
brograms, to acguaint voungsters with the world of work, the
application process for a training slot oughit to be somewhat
approximate to the procedure for securing a job.

Funding allocations should, at a minimum, be consistent
with eligipbility criteria. If the target populaticn includes
individuals with incomes at or below B85 percent of the BLS
lower living standards, funding should be based on the inci-
dence of this population in a given jurisdiction.

Thank you, Mr Chairman, for the opportunity to testify
on both welfare reform and youth employment legislation. I
would like to submit several documents for the record on each,
1f T mavy: the Youth Task Force Report, the Welfare Reform
Task Force Report and the League of Cities' response to the

Administration's draft youth employment and education initia-

ive . I would be happy to respond to any guestions you may
ha-ve.
Fi tayg
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NLC YOUTH TASK FORCE REPORT

BACKGROUND

During the Congressional City Conference last March, a spe-
cial meeting was held among White House officials, staff of
the President's Task Force on Youth Employment, DOL officials
and a small group of NLC's membership. The meeting provided
an opportunity for the newly established Vice Presidential
Task Force to explain its plan to review and assess federal
employment programs targeted to youth and to solicit NLC's
support and involvement in this endeavor.

Upon the recommendations of one of NLC's members present at
the meeting, an NLC Youth Task Force was subsequently estab-
lished to provide greater NLC focus on the problems of youth
unemployment. Tadsk Force members were selected during the
early summer and Co~chairs were appointed by the President of
NLC. The Task Force held its first meeting August 22 and 23,
1979, at NLC headquarters in Washington, p.cC.

The Task Force reviewed research on past and current youth pro-
grams and the legislative proposals introduced in Congress.
Contributions were made by DOL officials, Congressional staff-
ers, the National Commission on Employment Policy, staff members
of the Vice President's Task Force and senior White House staff
persons. They served to enhance our members' individual
knowledge and experience in the area of youth employment.

The Task Force acknowledges that the magnitude and intricacy

of the youth employment problem requires much more time

and careful examination than it has been able to devote to date.
It has, however, been able to formulate the following com~
ments and specific recommendations for which it would like
support.

PROBLEM

The prublem of youth unemployment in the United States is large
and complex. Despite the resources devoted to this problem
over the past two decades, it has gotten worse. Right now, about
16 percent of all youths between 16 and 25 are without work.
However, the problem of youth unemployment is particularly acute
in urban cities and among minority youths. Black young people
have experienced unemployment rates in excess of 20 percent

each year over the last twenty-five Years and is currently above
35 percent. More than 60 percent of all unemployed black youths
reside in central cities. Similarly, Hispanic youth have ex-
perienced high unemployment.
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The causes of youth unemployment are not fully understood.
Experience with youth employment programs have shown how—
ever, that young people want to work and will actively pur—

‘e any possible employment opportunities. The growth in

e youth labor forxce, discriminatory employment practices,
. scarcity of entry level jobs and the educational and vo-~
cational skill deficiencies of youth are all key factors,
as is the more general national unemployment problem.

Likewise, the cost of high youth unemployment has many com-—
ponents. There is a close relationship between high rates
of joblessness, rxrising crime rates and drug and alcohol

abuse. There i3 a pervasive and far~reaching impact of job—
iessnegss on families and communities

Over the next several months, the Congress and the Admini-
stration will be introducing legislation for a youth employ-—
ment policy for the 1980°'s. It is critical that local elect-
ed officials make their opinions and recommendations known
now to those who will be making that policy. It is in this

context that the NLC Task Force makes the following recommen-—
dations.

I. The Tronsition from School to Work

Young people do not bring into the job market the skills that
are regquired of them. Many of our basic institutions, includ-
ing our schools, are not meeting their needs. Even young people

who graduate lack specific job skills and an understanding of
the world-of-work.

The Task Force recommends that:

Schoecls be held accountable for preparing youth with
basic skills——i.e. reading, writing, and math——which
will, at a minimum, enable high school graduates to
compcte for entry—-level jobs in the private sector.

Schools develop curricula particularly geared to employ-
ability.

Greater federal resources for education and counsel-
ing be targeted to non-college bound high school stu-

dents and be available in both in—school and ocut—-of-
school programs.

— Attention he given to providing for education, counsel-—
ing, work orientation and training outside of schools
for youth who have left the education system. Program
contracts with community colleges, community-based orga-

nlzations, unions and the private sector should be con-
sidered.
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— Counseling services place more emphasis on employabil-
ity development and job placement activities. Coun-—
selors should have direct contact with job training pro-

grams and, whenever possible, with potential employers
as well.

IX. More Effective Private Sector/Public Sector Participation

More job opportunities will be available in the private sector
in the immediate future, particularly with smaller employers--
those employing fewer than 500 reople. New steps must

be taken to reach these employers. Public sector employment
and training activities must be responsive to private—-sector
needs. Efforts must continue as well in the pPublic—-sector be-
cause there are private-sector layoffs and some. evidence of pri-
vate-sactor resistance to youth employment. The jobs developed
in the public sector must be in those areas which provide real
training, have some future and make a contribution to our com-
munities.

The Task Force recommends that-

— There be a regular process for analyzing areas of expand-
ing job opportunity in both the private and public sec-
tors with incentives provided to the development of train-—
ing programs in those areas.

- The private sectorxr be given a more active role to play
in the development and operation of youth employment and
training programs.

- Incentives to private sector employers toc hire youth
be continued, emphasiring those programs that have proved
effective and that have clearly identifiable standards
cf performance.

- Private employers, particularly small businesses, be given
more information on the resources available to them uwnder
employment and training programs for disadvantaged youth
and how they can be applied for. Strategies be developed
that minimize the paperwork burden to employers who choose
to avail themselves of these programs.

— Incentives be provided to development of public-sector pro-
grams that meet other existing community needs.

IIX. Local Flexibility

The Task Force feels strongly that local comm::..cies saovuld be
able to determine the type of programs needed to addrass “heir
problems with youth unemployment and be able to implement ; ro-
grams based on these locally—-determined considerations. wWlat
works well in one community under one set of circumstances may
not be as effective in another. The government must be respon-—
sive to particular local problems and proposals.

Q . 2 ? €5
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

270

The Task Force recommends that:

Additional rewaxds and incentives abkove the basic
allocation be provided and/or greater flexibility
to municipalities that demonstrate effectiveness in
administering, targeting and monitoring successiul

yvouth programs. “here should be some provision for
local innovation.

Local governments be provided greater flexibility
in linking resources for program effectiveness. Co—
ordination of job programs with local community eco--

nomic development activities or with other federxal
programs should be encouraded. -

Local governments be able to determine the kind of
work experience orxr service coordination that would
most benefit the youth within their jurisdiction.

Iv. Program Administration

I.ocal governments are faced with the problems of inconsistency
and instability in program planning, development and imple—
mentation. Funding projections and final allocations are
inconsistent. Federal, state and local funding and budget
cycles differ. Programs are of only limited duration and
there is a lack of uniformity of applications and regulations.

The Task Force recommends that:

More effort be made to consolidate youth programs under
one Title authority with common federal eligibility re-—
gquirements, provided that such reguirements allow forx
some local pProgram flexibility.

— Whenever possible, restrictive regulations be relaxed
and consclidated to enhance the opportunity for locali-

ties to determine the appropriate mix of participants
and reguired levels of sexrvice.

Funding fux ycuth programs be on a multiple-year basis

. in order to improve conditions for coordination in de-—
livery of seivices.

Creater information be given to localities by the fed-
eral government on successful approaches to providing
employment ... training services to youth.

Prcgrams operated by different federal agencies be suf-
ficiently consolidated and coordinated so that imagina-

tive links can be made between Programs without impossi-
Fle administrative hurdles,.
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— Programs be evaluated on the basis of well-defined per-
formance standards that relate to program administra-
tion and participant development as well as on the basis
of numbers served or placed.

— Wage restrictions for supervisory personnel be loosened
to ensure quality supervision. Separate fur.ling arrange-
ments should be made available for this purpose.

V. Youth Eligibili&y

A youth policy for the 1980's must address the needs of a
broader youth population. Those who are most di sadvantaged

by wvirture of disability, offender status or educational de-
ficiency should be included. Different program designs rela-—
tive to level of need and level of job skill ghould be en-— .
couraged. Application and_eligibility processes that are so
cumbersome as to frustrate Young people and "turn them off"

to the system need simplification.

The Task Force recommeands that:

- Program applications be accepted that target some slots
to juvenile offenders, teenage parents, the disabled
and those most educationally deficient,as well as to
those disadvantaged by economic status.

— Provisions be made for meeting different levels of
educational and training needs responsive to the pro-
blems of different youth and the regquirements of Jdif-
ferent job markets.

— New programs eliminate unnecessary and artificial bar-
riers to enrollment. The eligibility and application .
process should not be more difficult than similar pro-
cesses in the real world of work.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Task Force has several overall concerns it wishes to ex-
press to the Vice President s Task Force in addition to its
more speclfic recommendations.

The first concern deals with the demonstration procgrams and
knowledge development process under the Youth Employment be-
monstration Projects Act (YEDPA) . Th: Task Force is suppor-
tive of the idea that a variety of projects w re undertaken

in order to broaden our knowledge of which are successful and
under what conditions. However, it guestions whether there
will be sufficient time to collect and analyze the data before
new lcgislation is passed in the Congress next year.
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The Task Force relates this .to some cof the problems that have
been experienced with the CETA program historically. Before
these programs had a chance to establish themselves, changes
or new requirements were imposed on program operators which
resulted in disruption and confusion. To prevent this from
happening with the youth programs, the Task Force feels it

is bettexr to extend YEDPA for another year, so that a thorough
examination of the experiences with the programs ¢an be con-—
ducted prior to establishing any new policies.

Second, the Task Force urges that the problem of youth unemploy-—
ment be considered in the context of the broader problem of
general unemployment for which NLC is also developing recom-—
mendations. Consideration must be given in all development

of employment policy to the competition for jobs between young
people, adults, the elderly, new refugees and undocumented
workers. -

Finally, although the Task Force has not developed specific
statements on the purposes of youth employment and training
programs ox a precise definition of terms such ar "meaningful
work,"” our members had considerable discussion on these issues.
We agreed that there is need in future plani tng and programming
for youth to formulate positions on who we awe trying to serve
and why; what the expected outcomes of programs are; and how
they should be evaluated.

NLC YOUTH TASK FORCE COMMITTEE ‘

Jessie Rattley — Chairxrperson Ruth Messingex
Councilmember . . Councilmember
Newport News, Virginia New York, New York

Ernest Morial
Mayor
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. NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITLES
. COMMENTS ON
PROPOSED YOUTH LEGL>.LATION

The following comments represent the major concerns of the Nat ional Leapue
of Cities(NLC) with regard to the Department of Labor's draft bill for new
youth legislation dated February 21, 1980. These comments arc based on a very
quick and cursory reading of the draft, More detailed comments will be sub-
mitted at a later date.

In general, NLC 1s concerned with how the draft bill addresses five major
arcas: (1) cthe role of the local education agencies (LEA) in CETA youth oper—
ations; (2) the degree of local flcxihiligy proJ&ded CETA prime sponsors in the
design of youth programs and delivery of services; (3) the structure and function
of the youth opportunity councils; (4) the condirfons of youth participation:
and {5) the allocation of funds proposed by the drast bill.

In addition, NLC would like to recommend that the leglslative proposal
speak to additional issues not directly addressed by Fhe draft. These additional
issues are related to: (1) youth participation in private sector employmenc; (2)
capacity-building for prime gponsor staff; (3) conditions for receipt of matching
incentive grants; and (4) youth . aintenance of service requircments under CETA
Tictle II.

TITI.E T — YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING P .OGRAMS

1. HRole of the LEA — NLC feels that CETA prime sponsors and LEAs should be on
equal grounds in negotilating arrangements for serving ian-school youth. .The
draft bill seems inadequate iIn this regard, making CETA prime sponsors
subservient to LEA's.

® Sec. 412(a) (2) - The wrods '""shall' should be changed to Ymay'™
throughout this paragraph. Prime sponsors should not be reguired
to use their basic grants for in-school programs. This brings in

to quest ion the pufposes of the youth funds allocated dir~2tly to

Q ‘23 :?’é}
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schools under Title IT1 of the draft Lill for in-—-school yYouth and also
seems to contradict the purposes of the Educational Incent ive grants.
If primes want to fund in-school programs with their basic grants, this

should be thelr option, niz a legislative requirement.

fao
o Scc. 412(e) — This paragraph is much to restricrtive to prime sponsors e

oand allows LEA's to dictate to primes how theéy are to use their basic
grants. The words "ghall' should be changed to "should” or "may™ and
the rcference to agreements with the LEA should be eliminated, If primes
are to cooperate with LEA's in sexrving $n—-school youth, primes should be
able to neputiate these arrnngemem:a on an eqnn T footing with the LEA.
This paragraph is, in effect, a requirement for primes to create LEA

o
agreements in their basic programs. This scems to completely unacceptable =

and contradicts the purpose of the Educational Incentive grants.

Lo er e Sec. 414(4) — This paragraph 1is another attcmpt to make prime sponsors
;'),,"‘ g ;,_' subservient to LEA's. Under this provision, all primes would be
.- ’;'-"l L - legislatively required to fund basic education programs through the LEA.
- - J, 1f prime's determine tlhat out—of-school youth nced basic education, then

the prime should not be restricted in Selecting the approprinte delivery
agent. The words “shall' should be changed to ™may™ or “should.?” Language
contained in Sec. 414(6) 1is sufficient to insure cooperation between LEA's

and primcs without the overly-restrictive stipulations of Sec. 414 (4).

2. local Flexibility
Sec. 405 (c) (2) and (5) specifically 4states that the purposes of the Title I
I PR i1l arec that youth should be provided services based on their individually-—
asacasced needs and that the decisions for aosigning preograms and delivering
the appropriate mix of services to Youth should be locally-basced. HLC feels

that the draft bill 1is especially disappointing in jrrovid 'ng primée sponsors
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with the flexibility they must have to achieve these stated goals. The
draft bill is loden with provisions that strip prime sponsors of local v

flexibility and decision-wmaking authority in providing approprilate services

to youth.

® Sec. 40Z{(a) (4) requires the Secretary to creace regulations that

dictate the programs and target groups ;rimcs must establish,
irrespective of local considerations. Prime gponsors, in conjunction
with thelr youth councils, should have the flexibility to determine
locally—-based target groups. This patagr;ph should be limited to a
mandate for prime to servc.thosc—youth:nost in need of service, but
must not dictate specific target groups. This also contradicts the
purpose of the specilal purpase incentive grants. If the federal
government feels that special groups of youth need to be served, then

DOL should accomplish this objective through incentive grants and not

by dictating to local primes what groups of youth they shall serve.

® Sec. 412 (a) (4). The words "shall"™ should be changed to '"may" or
g
"should."” The legislation should not require that prime sponsors create
spccific programs in providing a particular type of service to youth,

Primes should have the flexibiltiy to deslign their own program activities.

- Sec. 412 (4, (3). This paragraph is too restrictive and mry effectively
preclude the utilization of post sccondary schools. Post—secondary
degree programs often include a wide varicery af course mater ial
Prohibiting the utlization of programs simply because they may include
courses that are also included in degree proprams is too restrictivi.
More owver, there very well may be associate degrec programs (L.e., 2-year

degrece proprams) that are occupat ionally-oriented and, thercefore, most

appropr iate for some ecconomically-disadvantaged youtrh. Primes =should not

O
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meet the individual needs of ycuth. Prime sponsors can not accomplist

this objective if youth arce restricted in their participation, Prim =&

must be free to schedule service activiries for individula youth ZIn v

order to insure that the youth accomplish thelr bench marks performance

goals as determined by community-based standards. Establishing across—

the—board participation 1limicrs is ill-advised and contradicts the started
purpose of the leglslative proposal and places prime sponsors in a

completely untenable position vis—a—vis their legislative responsibilities

for =service to youth. - -

3. Youth Advisory Councils

Local elected officials have the ultimate responsibility for the operation of

CETA programs and the expenditure of CETA funds. The youth council 1is to

advise the prime in executing these responsibilities. Therefore, it is

imperative that the Prime Sponsor have final appointing authority for all

members of CETA advisory councils.

e Secc. 417 (b) {(2) shduld be changed to make it clear that 1L.EA's and

PIC's may recommend appointments to the prime for the YOC, but that

the prime has final appointing authoritcy

Ianguage should be included to wmandate that state—administered primes

create regional advisory planning bodies, consistent with other sections

of CETA.

e Ilanpguage should be included te iasure that units of general local

government arc provided an ocpportunity to sarve on YOC's

4, Conditions of Youth Partlicipatlon

The drafr propoaitl shiould nor incloude Janganpe that is over--rescrictive orv

inflexitlie in terms of youth participation in CETA proprams ovr that ecrcates

O
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e Sec 402 (a) (3). This paragraph should be eliminated completely,

There should be no unemployment criteria for youth elipibility.
Statistics suggest that patterns of youth unemployment tend ta be
characterized by frequent periods of short—toerm uncmployment and that
many job-less youth rtend to be nuew entrants into the labor market,
Inclusion of uncmployment eligibility requirements is oo restrictive

and reflects an insensitivity to youth unemployment .

® Scc, 441. The requirement that youth uuder age 1B can not receive

allowances for classroom training should be el iminated completely. If
24 e
the extent of the draft blll is to prevent the payment of allowances to v

youth for doing something that they should be doing anyway {(i.e., going
to school), then the language of the draft bill should associate
allowance payments classroom training to state age requirements for
schoul attendance, rather than &n across—the—board age requirement for

all states.

Allocatfons

It would seem chat priority for allocations should be to subpart 1, basic
programs, since these funds are directed to pr ime sponsors for addressing local
youth enemployment problems, It 1s also iﬁperativc that funds be directed to

those areas most in need.

e Sec. <11 (a) (1), The lanpuage should be clarif fed with respect to the
53X Gr.wverunors' prants. It is not clear whether the 5% ix S¥ of the 68%
or 5% of the total Part A allocation, The bill should insure that

local prime sponsors are assured the greatest portion of Part A funds,

® Sec. 411 (c) (l). Allocations should bLe based on the proport ion of
youth unemployed (n an arca, There may be no ~clation to an areca's

total unemployment and the area's youth uncemployment..
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Other Areas of Concern

A

There should be séecific language in the draft bill that eliminates the

maintainence of service requirements under CETA-Title 11 programs.

There should be prxovisions which allow the placement of youth in private
sector work experience sites with 100¥ CETA~funded wages or allowances,

Durat fon of placement should be associeted with the community-based
r

i
2

g [- ‘/.!./
bench works. This prrovision would allow a widen occupaticonal choice for

CETA—funded work sites and would insure that youth receilve training Iin

cccupations that are relevant to the local laboer market.

Language should be included in Secs 422 (a) to insure that the local match

for specinl purpose incentive graants is no more than 50X.

Language should be included in Sec. 423 {b) to insur< that the local match

for Education-i Cooperation Incentive grants is 50-530 between primes and

LEAS. .

Sec. 43646 should include epecific language to Insure that discretionary
funds are utilized for capacity—building at the prime sponsor level. Those
funds could be used to insure that local program operators have the
financial resources to develop the professional qualicy of youth counselovn

and supervisnrs as well as those planning and administering youth pro-

grams.
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TITLE 11 — FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO MEET THE BASTC AND EMPLOYMENT SKILLS REED.}

OF SECONDARY SCHOOL YOUTH

There 1s a stark contrast betwéen howTitle I treats prime sponsors and how
Title II treats LEAs under the draft bili. Title I contains page after page of
restrictions on prime sponsor flexibility in program planning and implementation
and mandates limis.: with LEAs. On the other hang, Title IT allows broad dis-—
cretion for LEAx in program. and contains no binding mandates to coordinate
with CETA prime 8ponsors. Rather, Title I1I <ontains page after page of provisions
entitling youth funds to States and LEAs.

NLC has 1identifled several major areas of concern therefore in Title II:

1. There are no adequate controls i ¢ insuring the accountability of LEAs usage
of youtn funds.
® Sec.207(a) - Programs are selecred for funding on the basis of “locally
developed criteria."™
* Sec.207(b) - Once programs are seclected for funding, assistance is
awarded for 3 consecutive years, subject only to LEA approval. 1t is
unlikel?y that an LEA zould make 2 decision to take funds out of the LEA
Jurisdiction.
® Secc.207(d) - provides for totally inadequacte program accountability. In
effect, LF.s are allowed to monitor thi~mselves. Scc. 207(d) (1)(B) ecven
atllows LEAs the discretion of fundiug programs that have clearly failegd
to mcet thelr poals.
@ Sec I17"7(ec) - pruvldes-only for one annual report, whizn lncludes only
Information that Ie reasonably necessary, LEA's must provide sufficient

informatlon to ensure performance evaluation.
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2. Therec-are totally inadequate mandates for LEA; to link with CETA prime

BpPpONSOrs.

Sec.263(a) Shc-:ld stipulare unequivocally that mo LEA will be funded
unless the LEA has made specific and good—faith efforts o establish
linkages with local CETA prime sponsors.

Sec207(a)should include a requirement that LEA plans be reviewed by

the local CETA prime sponsor and that the priuve’s comments be con-—
s¥*dered in approval of LEA pi-arams.

See.206(e) Should include a specific requirement for yYyouth participation
on school site councils. i

Language should be included whiéh will allow prime sponsor CETA youth
councils to form a joint youth advisory council with LEAs, but both
primes and LEAs should have the optlon to establish separate councils

1if they so choose.
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POSITION PAPER ON WELFLRE REFORM

NLC Welfare Reform Task Force

OVERVIEW

The Hational Lecague of Citles Welfare Reform Task Force strongly supports
welfare reform measures designed to erase inequities among welfare recipients,
as well ag among local governments which share, directly and indirectly, in
the costs of funding and administering our current welfare system. The Task
Force believes that poverty should be recognized as a national and not a
local problem, and that its alleviation must increasingly be assumed as a
naticsnal and ﬁot a iucal res, :nsibiltity. The Task Porce also favors efforts

to integrate cash assistance programs with employment and training programs

more effectively.

The Task Force commends the Administration for its continuing efforts, be-
gun in the last Congress, to reformm the welfare system; and commends the Con-
gress for its prompt consideration of the proposals advanced by the Adminis—
tration and by its own Memhse-g. Tha Task Force urges the Congress to complete

action on these measures as s00n as practicable.

CASH ASSISTANCE

The Task Force supports several of the Administration's proposals dealing
with cash assistance programs which are consistent with National League of

Cities policy calling for reducing inequities among welfare recipients. Thece

W, T - Ltgss ad Cams s ol Snmwey.: Tl L 3 [ ] - o Cows - Yo P Saryeion, Cound + Mo
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include: {l) establishment of a naticnal minimom income fleor, national uniform
cligibility criteria, and mandatory cowerage of two-parent families under AFDC-U:
(2} cashing out of food stamps for most SSI recipients, 1o be replaced by a cash
equivalent for food stampP benefits; and {3) federalication of the Emergency
Assistance Program. Taken together, these provisions move toward a comprehensive

vash assistance program which shoulad be supported by the Congress.

While the Task Force sSuppo—~t: scveral of the Administration's stated goals
for providing fiscal relief to sState and local governments, as well as employ-
ment and training copportunities to welfare recipients, it has reservations
about many of the specific provisions included in these components of the Ad-

ministration’s bills. These reservations follow.

FISCAL RELTIEF

On its face, the Administration’'s proposal—= to increase the Federzal match-
ing share of AFDC -o0rts in each state by 10 percent of the current percentage
share paid by that State, and Lo increase the Federal match of AFDC-U costs
by 30 percent of the current State share, would appear consistent with the
Task Force's objective to reduce inequities among local governments sharing
in the cost of welfare programs, and to increase the Federal Government's
respansibility for these costs.

Allocation Formula

However, the Task Force finds the Administration's proposal deficient in
its continued reliance on the current formula by which the basic Federal-State
match is determined. The current formula . across-the-board reliance on per
capita income, as a measure of a state's fiscal capacricy, fundamentally dis-
criminates against the many States in which tax capacity would provide a more

realistic measure of fiscal capacity. Furthermore, the Task Force 1is concern~ad

with the Administration's limited mandatory pass—through of fiscal reljef by
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the States to localities sharing in the cost of AFDC and AFDC-U, wWe suppéft

the proviéions in the Javits/Rangel bill permitting States to opt for either

a per-capita income or tax capacity formula in determining the Federal-State

match, and mandating that States pass—through 100 percent of their fiscal re-—
lief benefits to localities.

Hold Harmless

The Task Force is also concerned with the possibility that local caseload
increases resulting from some of the Administration's proposed reforms will
not be adequately covered by the Administration's "hold-harmless"™ provisions.
Since the Administration proposes that the 1979 base AFDC expenditures,
against which each State will be held-harmless, will be adjusted upward ac-—
cording to the Consumer Price Index —— a factor which has nothing to do with
caseioad increases —— it appears that a State experiencing a 15 percent case-
load increase, for instance, during a time in which the CPI rises by 20 per-
cent, might well receive no hold-harmless relief at all. The Task Force
recommends that the Administration re—fashion its proposed hold-harmless
mechanism to guarantee compensation for actual caseload increases.

Administroative Costs

The Task Force is alsc concerned with how i1s-reased local administrative
costs resulting from the Administration's proposals will be dealt with. The
Task Force finds the Administration's proposal to negotiate administrative
cost reimbursement with each State uncomfortably vague, and recommends that
the administrative cost—sharing arrangements be specified in the legislation.

Monthly Reporting/Retrospective Budgeting

The Task Force guestions particularly one provision that is most likely
to increase local administrative costs —— the monthly repc¢rting reguirement.
This requirement (as well as the proposed retrospective bu. *eting require-

ment i1t would facilitate) is potentially burdensome to welfare recipients as

O
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well as to local governments, while its potential benefits are not entirely
clear. The Task Force inderstands that monthly reporting and retrospective
budgeting arwe now being tried in a few localities. WE-recommend that they not
be mandated r.ationwide until the results of their implementation in these lo-—

calities have been fully analyzed.

GERERAL ASSTISTANCE

Related to the question of fiscal relief is the problem of providing assis-
tance to needy single individuals and childless couples who do not qualify for
AFDC, AFDC-U, or SSI. The cost of providing assistancé-to these individuals
—— currently through a series of programs commonly referred to as General
Assistance —— exceeded $1 billior: natiorwide in 1977. This cost Iy borne en-—
tirely by States ar.d iocxlities, The Task Force recommends that the Congress
require the Secretary of HEW, working in conjunction with States and localities,
to study General Assistance programs, and to report back within a year of the
bill's enactment with recommendations as to how the Federal Government might

share in these costs.

UNANTICIPATED INCREASES IN THE COST OF LIVING

The Task Force also recommends that the Congress and the Administration
explore the ability of the welfare system to respond to sudden, significant,
and permanent increases in the cost of living. For instance, the cost of
heating oil is expected to rise dramatic¢ally this yvear, and in all likelihood
to continue to do sc in the years ahead. It is unlikely that the Emergency
Assistance Program and the CSA Program, which are designed to assist the poor
in the payment of extracordinary fuel bills on an essentially one-shot basis,
will be capable of addressing this problem. It is also unlikely that many
States and localities have the resources to raise welfare benefit levels to

reflect energy-related increases in these unavoidable monthly expenses. The
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rising cost of energy in this country is just one important example of a na-
tional problem to which the Federal welfare system should be able to respord,

without further burdening State and local governments.

WELFARE BLOCK GRANT ;

Finally, the Task Force would like to register its opposition to the block
grant welfare reform bill proposed by Congressman Rousselot. Not only does this

Proposal fzil to address many facets of the current welfare system which are

.in need of reform, it also envisions the ultimate cut-off of all Federal assis—

taice to the nation's needy, which is directly contrary to NLC's policy goal

of ever—-increaning. federalization of the welfare system.

JoBS
The Task Force has already noted its support of the Administration's goal of
better integrating cash assistance programs with employment and training prodgrams.
However, the Task Force guestions scme of the assumptions on which the aAdminisa-
traticn’'s proposal to achieve this integration ara based. As local elected of-
ficials, our own experience with CETA during the past six years convinces us
that some of the Administration's proposals are unrealistic and fail to address
demonstrated Aifficulties in the successful implementation of publicly-assiated

jobs and training programs.

TIME LIMITS ON PARTICIPATION

The Task Force members have found in their own communities that welfare re-
cipients -~-— the target populatiocn of the Administration's jobs proposal —--
require a substantially longer participation period in training and job pro-—
grams than the Administration proposal permits. The assumption that it is
possible to move a significant number of individuals with little or no attach-
ment to the labor forxce from a training program and/or Public service employ-

ment to self-sufficliency within 78 weeks -- and thereby remove them from the
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welfare rolls —— is, in the opinion of the Task Force, overly optimistic.
WAGES
The Task Force guestions the adequacy of the average wage of $§7200. There

are few, if any, Jobs in city government at this wage level in much of the
Nation. And it is widely recognized that there are inadeguate numbers of

jobs in the private, non-profit sector at this wage level to meet the nead.

TARGETING

The Task Force has already ratec that currently the full burden of pro-
viding assistance to needy, non—-SSI eligible single individuals and childless
couples falls on the States and localities participating in General Ass;stance
programs. Under existing law, however, this population is at least eligible
for federally—-assisted CETA public service jobs. The Administration's pro-
posal to re-direct more than half of these jobs to families wigh children
will significantly roeduce any form of federal assistance available to these
individuals, and force them to rely more heavily on State and lecal aid. The
Task Force believes that the jobs pro;ram -== both training and public service
employment —— should be available to a broad mix of éccngmically disadvantaged
individuals. Cne segment of the nation's needy population should not be bene-
fitted at the expense of another. The Task Force also urges that prime spon-—

sors be permitted greater flexibility to use CETA public service jobs funds

for training they determine to be appropriate within theirxr jurisdictions.

EVALUATION/PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

The Task Force recommends that the Administration adopt a realistic approach
to evaluating the success of a jobs program which requires the training and
placement of indiwviduals with little attachment to the laboxr force. Efficieat
and rational accomodation of such a population cannot be achieved overnight.

Per formance standards should be keyed to achieving long—-term employment,

O
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rather than immediate placement.
STATE ROLE .
While we support coordination among emzloyment-related programs, suéh as WIN,
the Employment Serclce and CETA, to reduce overlap and duplication and broaden the
effectiveness of current expenditures, we believe this cannot be accomplished by
Federal mandate. Coc, 2ration and coordinztion work effectively where such arrange-—
ments are voluntary. The dominant State role provided for in the jobs program —-—
at the axXpense of existing local government planning and operational arrangements
~~ will not work as currently drafted and has the poteatial for destxroying the
pouaitive accomplishments of any cone of these programs. Wa xecognize, howaver, <che
validity of attempting to maximize the effecriveness of existing programs. To
thiz end, the Task Force recommends that, at a minimum, local elected officials
be required to be substantially involved in the development of the State plan co-—
ordinating employment-related activities and that chief clected official approval
©f the plan be required prior to implementation. We also recommend that the Ad-

minicstration glive consideration to providing appropriate incentives to foster co-—

operation and coordination.

BEALTH BENEFITS

The Task Force wishes to emphasize the importance of Medicaild as one of the
most significant benefits available to AFY2C recipients. We believe that Medi-—
caid coverage foxr all AFDC and AFDC-U recipients ghould be mandatory. Since
individuals regquired to work under the Administration’s proposal will no longer
be eligible for medicaid benefits once they are employed, the Task Force ho-—
lieves they should be permitted to refuse employment opportunities in either
the private of public sector if these jobs do not provide adequate health care

coveradec.

EARNED INCOMEfTAX CREDIT

The Task Force also fears that the Adnministration's proposal to alter the
Earned Income Tax Credit may be counter~productive. First, the Task Force
opposes the denial of the credit to individuals provided with public serxvice
Jjobs. If the goal is to encourage families who now rely on income support
Programs to become self-sufficient, it is not justifiable to penalize inai-
viduals for whom nc jobs are available in the private or unsubsidized public
sector. Second, the Task Force sees no rational? for counting income re-
sulting from the EITC in determining welfare eligibility. The EITC should

serve as an incentive to all eligible families to secure and retain employment.
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Senator NerLson. Our final witness this mo..aing is Mr. Robert
McGlotten, associate director, legislative department, AFL-CIO.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT McGLOTTEN, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR,
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT, AFL-CIO

Mr. McGroTrTEN. Mr. Chairman, I have two very short state-
ments; one which will address itself to the President’s proposal on
youth initiatives; the other on the welfare jobs proposal.

I would hope that while the record is open, we would be able to
submit a more extensive statement addressing itself to some of the
other bills that you are concerned about.

Senator NELsonN. Would it be possible to have a statement in by
the 14th?

Mr. McGrorTEN. Fine::;, Mr. Chairman, that’s enough time for us.
We can have it in by the first of next week.

6 Senator NeLson. All right. Well, if it’s in by next Friday, that’s
1ne.

Mr. McGrorreEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The AFL-CIO welcomes this opportunity to appear before this
committee. We welcome and support the concept embodied in the
administration’s new initiative on youth education, employment
and training. It is a significant step in the right direction in provid-
ing both skills and jobs for young people who are often unemployed
because of the lack of education and training.

The program draws on the experience gained by the Youth Em-
ployment and Demecenstration Projects Act of 1977, which the AFL.-
CIO supported. It ailsc reflects our long-time concern that education
and training must involve close collaboration between the educa-
tion, community, Government, labor, and business.

We are pleased to note that the administration’s proposed Youth
Act of 1980 retains from the YEDPA law section 442 relating to
wages, and section 443 with its prohibitions against displacement of
currently employed workers and against substitution for work that
would otherwise be performed and with its requirements for notifi-
cation and consultation with appropriate labor organizations.

We have considerable concerr: that expectations for the new
youth initiative wmmay result in diminished current CETA and
YEDPA youth jobs and training programs, because of the current
mi ided budget-cutting climate. We note that the administra-
tion’s youth initiative proposal calls for only $50 million in plan-
ning money for fiscal 1981 and that the program would not go into
effect until fiscal 1982.

. We strongly urge that CETA and YEDPA youth jobs and train-
ing programs be maintained at least at current levels in fiscal 1980
and fiscal 1981 and until such time as the new youtn initiative is
fully funded and can be picked up by all the YEDPA slots.

The AFL-CIO believes this, the new administration’s youth ini-
tiatives will improve education, training, and employment opportu-
nities for disadvantaged youth. The assistance provided for both
vocational and basic education will assure students not planning to
attend college the same resources and preparation at the secondary
level as college-bound students.

We call upon Congress to make certain that vocational and basic
education facilities and services will be made available for those

294
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most in need in the intercities and rural areas. Youth employment
will be diminished only when those minority young people most
affected have access to educational opportunities that provide in-
creased emphasis on academic skills combined with the program of
broad technical skill training.

We urge more realistic guidance counseling on vocational oppor-
tunities in the middle school years to give students the time to
consider entry into previous nontraditional work areas for both
mern and women. Improved standards for performance for vocation-
al education schools and training can be best realized through
support for teacher training, upgrading, and modern equipment.
Vocational education can offer young people a practical and realis-
tic insight into the world of work. It should not mean that voca-
tional education students are encouraged to leave school at an
early age for low skill, low paying jobs. Work experience can teach
vocational students much about labor and collective bargaining,
and should not be an excuse to pay subminimum wages or under-
mine established working conditions.

The AFL-CIO and its affiliates are pledged to work with teachers
and business and industry to effectively assist in the education and
training of young people, many of whom are the children of our
membears.

Accordingly, we hope to continue to work with the administra-
tion and the Congress in developing the authorizing legisiation in
assuring sufficient appropriations so that this important new pPro-
gra™ combined with enhanced vocational and basic education will
be cffective in reduicing youth unemployment, and providing the
Nation with a more qualified work force for generations to come.

Mr. Chairman, I will address myself now to S. 1312, the welfare
jobs proposal.

In conne~tion with the Senate bill S. 1312, the administration’s
Work and Training Opportunities Act, the jobs part of the adminis-
tration’s welfare reform package, we wish to express some of the
concerns of the AFL-CIO.

The welfare reform jobs program is appropriately proposed as an
amendment to the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act.
While we have a number of issues to raise, we think it is appropri-
ate that this program would be included in the CETA law as a new
Eagt E of title II, and put under the direction of the Secretary of

abor.

Welfare reform jobs must be tied in with other employment and
training activities of prime sponsors to assure effective and realis-
tic action.

However, it is obvious to us that there is a reshuffling of CETA
Jobs involved in the welfare reform jobs proposal since 62.5 percent
of title 1I(d) funds will be earmarked for welfare reform jobs. We
seriously question a propocsal which is going to provide few if any
net new jobs. In the present climate of misguided budget cutting, it
seems likely that the total CETA jobs may well end up at a lower
level at a time when they should be increasing because of higher
recession induced unemployment. We also are concerned about
CEFTA wage requirements, the 18-month limitation on CETA em-
ployment, the undermining of wage and labor standards, and job
protections for regular employees. The CETA legislation enacted

Q
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last year is inconscionable in its treatment of CETA workers. It
mandates that an average CETA wage nationwide to be no more
than $7,200 per year. Areas with wages above the national average
can pay more, but those with wages below the national average
must pay less. Over one-third of the areas in the Nation must pay
CETA wages averaging as low as $6,635 per year, only 10 percent
above the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act minimum wage. Only
a few areas in the Nation can pay average CETA wages above
$9,000 per year.

For example, the legally required CETA wage in many jurisdic-
tions is $2,000 more or less than the bargaining wage rate. The
hiring of any CETA employee by these jurisdictions would in effect
destroy standards that have taken years to build. The problem is
nationwide, Mr. Chairman.

This means that some public employers will attempt to establish
new subminimum entry level jobs, such as assistant laborer. Some
employers may attempt to reclassify CETA employees to take them
out from the protection of the collective bargaining agreement. The
other severe problem is that the new law limits CETA employment
to 18 months for those hired after October 1, 1978.

CETA employees hired before that time are permitted to work 1
additional year until September 30, 1979. This serves only to recy-
cle unemployment rather than to create jobs. The Secretary of
Labor, however, does have the discretion to grant waivers for those
employees scheduled to be terminated. Such waivers may be grant-
ed if the employer can demonstrate that it faces unusually severe
hardships in moving CETA workers to regular employment or to
private industry payrolls.

At its convention in December of 1979, the AFL-CIO called for
amending CETA, to delegate the provision requiring a national
average CETA wage of $7,200 a year. The AFL-CIO also called for
elimination of the 18-month limitations on CETA employment.

We also oppose all attempts to use the average wage requirement
to undermine prevailing wages and benefits. We want prime spon-
sors to be required to initiate positive programs to transition CETA
employees to unsubsidized public and private employment at pre-
vailing rates of pay and working conditions, with safeguards to
maintain current levels of public service.

Furthermore, we are urging the Labor Department to safeguard
the job rights of all workers who may be adversely affected in the
administration of CETA.

The AFL-CIO will be giving further attention and further de-
tailed study to the administration’s welfare reform proposal in the
future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That concludes my statement. I'll be
more than glad to answer any questions.

Senator NEeLsonN. Thank you, Mr. McGlotten. You're going to
submit a more detailed statement for the record by next Friday, is
that correct?

Mr. McGrLoTTEN. Yes, sir. I will have it to you by Wednesday of
next week.

Mr. NeELsoN. Thank you very much. We appreciate your taking
the time to come and testify.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McGlotten tollows:]

D

1 Ty
g 1.) s



291

STATEMENT BY ROBERT McGLOTTEN. ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATION
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATION
TO THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMELT, POVERTY, AND MIGRATORY LABOR
ON YOUTH EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING, AND EDUCATIOMN PROPOSALS

March 6, 1980

HWe welcome and support the concept embodied in the Administration's
new initiative on youth education., employment and training. It is a
significant step in the right dir-zotion of providing both skills and
jobs for young people who are often unemployed because of a lack of
education and training.

The program draws on the experience gained from the Youth
Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977, which the AFL-CIO
supported. It also reflects our long-time concern that education
and training must involve close collaboration between the education
community, government, labor and business.

We are pleased to note that the Administration's proposed Youth
Act of 1980 retains from the YEDPA law Section 442 relating to wages and
Section 443 with its prohibitions against displacement of currently
employed workers and against substitution for work that would other—
wise be perform:d and with its requirements fo; notification anad
consultation with appropriate labor organizations.

We have considerable concern that expectations for the new youth
initiative may result in diminished support for current CETA and YEDPA
youth jobs and training programs, because of the current misguided
budget-cutting climate. wWe noée that the Administration®s youth -

initjiative proposal calls for only $50 million in planning money

for fiscal 1981 and that the program would not go into effect until

E

fiscal 1982. We strongly urge that CETA and YEDPA youth jobs and
training programs be maintained at least at current levels in fiscal
1980 and fiscal 1981 and until such time as the new youth initiative

is fully funded and can pick up all of the YEDPA slots.
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The AFL-CIO believes this, the new Administration’'s youth
initiative will improve education, training and employment opportun-—
ities for disadvantaged youth. The assistance provided for both
vocatibnal and basic education wili assure students not planning
to attend college the same resources and preparaticon at the secondary
level as college-bound students.

We call upon Congress to make certain that vocational and basic
educational facilities and services will be made available to those
most in need in the inner cities and rural areas. Youth unemployment
will be diminished only when those minority young people most affected
have access to educational oppeortunities that provide increased em-
phasis on academic skills combined with a program of broad technical
skill training.

We urge more realistic guidance counselling on vocational oppor-—
tunities in the middle school years to give students the time to con-
sider entry into previously non-—traditional work areas for both men
and women. Improved standards of rerformance for vocational education
schools and programs can be best realized through support for teacher

training. upgrading and modern eqgquipment.

Vocational education can offer young people a practical and
realistic insight into the world of work: it should not mean that
vocational education students are encouraged to leave school at an
early age for low—skill, low-paid@ jobs,. work exﬁerience can teach
vocational»education students much about labor and collective bar-
gaining and should not be an excuse to pay subminimum wages or

undermine established working conditions.
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The AFL-CIO and its affiliates are pledged to work with teachersg
and business and industry to effectively assist in the education and
training of young people, manyY of whom are the children of our
merﬁbers -

Accordingl-s. we hope to continue to work with thz Administration
and the Congress in developing the authorizing legislatioﬁ and assur-
ing sufficient appropriations, so that this important new program
combined with enhanced vocational and basic education, will be
effective in reducing youth unemployment and providing the nation

with a more qualified workforce for generations to come.

O 23._‘-—}

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

294

STATEMENT BY ROBERT McGLOTTEN, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATION,

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZAT1ONS
TO THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, POVERTY AND MIGRATORY LABOR

ON S. 1312, THE WELFARE REFORM JOBS PRCPOSAL
March 6, 1980

In comnection with Senate bl1ll S. 1312, the Administration's
"Work and Trailning Opportunities Act," the Jobs part of the Admini-
stration's welfare reform package, we wish to express some of the
concerns of the AFL-CIO.

The welfare reform jobs progrem 1s approprilately proposed as
an amendment to the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act.

While we have a number of issues {o raise, we think 1t is appro-
priate that this program would be included in the CETA law as a

new part E of Title II and put under the direction of the Secretary
of Labor. Welfare reform jobs must be tied in with other employment
and training activities of prime sponsors to assure effective and
realistic action.

However, i1t 1s obvious toc us that there is a reshurfliing of
CETA Jobs involved in the welfare reform Jobs proposal since
62.5 percent of Title II-D funds will be earmarked for welfare re-
form Jobs. We seriocusly question a proposal whicgrls golng to
provide few 1f any net new jobs. In the present climate of misgulded
budget~cutting, it seems likely that total CETA Jjobs may well end
up at a lower level at a time when the total should be increasing
bacause of higher recession-irduced unemployment.

We are also concerned about CETA wage requirements, the 18-month

limitation on CETA employment, the undermining of wage and labor
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standards and job protections rfor regular public employees.

The CETA legisisastlon enacted last year is unconscilonable in
its treatment of CETA woOrkers. It mandates that an average CETA
wage nationwlde be no:more than $7,200 per year. Areas with wages
above the natlional average can pay more, but those with wages below
the national average must pay lesas. Over one-third of the areas in
the nation must pay CETA wages averaging as low as $6,635 per year
-- only 10 percent above the federal Failr Iabor Standards Act minimum
wage. Only a few areas in the nation can Pay average CETA wages
above $9,000 per year. For exampie, the legally reguired CETA average
wage 1n many Jurlsdictions is $2,000 or more less than bargained
wage rate. The hiring of any CETA employee by these Jurisdictions
would 1in effect destroy standards that have taken Years to build.

The problem 1s nationwide.

This means that some public employers will attempt to establish
new sub-minimum entry level Jobs, such as an Assistant Laborer.

Some employers may attempt to reclassify CETA employees to take them
out from the protection of collective bargalning agreements.

The other severe problem is that the new law limits CETA employ-
ment to 18 months for those hired after Qctober 1, 1978. CETA
employees hired before that time are Permitted to work one additional
Year until September 30, 1979. Thls serves only to recycle unemploy-
ment rather than to create jobs. The Secretary of Laber, however,
does have discretion to grant wsaivers for these employees scheduled
to be terminated. Such walvers may be granted if the employer can
demonstrate that it faces unusually severe hardships in moving CETA
workers tco regular employment or to pPrivate industry payrolls. At

its convention in December of 1979, the AFL-CIO called for amending
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CETA to delete the provisions requilring a nationwide average CETA
wage of $7,200 a year. The AFL-CI0O also called for elimination of
the 18-month liuitations on CETA employment.

We alsc oppose all attempts by employers to use the average
wage requirement to undermine prevalling wages and benefits. We
want prime sponsors to be required tc initiate positive programs
to transition CETA employees to unsubsidized public and private
employment at prevailling rates of pay and working conditions with
safeguards to maintain current levels of public services.

Furthermore, we are urging the Labor Department to safeguard
the Jjob rights of all workers who may be adversely affected in the
administration of CETA.

The AFL-CIC will be giving further attention and further detealled
study to the Administration's welfar< reform jobs proposal in the

future.

Senator NELsON. The next hearing will be next week, Wednesday
the 12th, at 9:30, in this hearing room.
[Whereupon, at 11:25 a.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to

recon¥ening on March 12, 1980, at 9:30 a.m., in the same hearing
room.



YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE RE:» URM
JOBS, 1980

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 12, 1980

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, POVERTY,
AND MIGRATORY LAROR,
COMMITTEE ON LLABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
Washington, D.C.

The subcormmittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room
5110, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Gaylord Nelson
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senator Nelson.

Senator NELSON. Our first witnesses this morning will be a panel
on welfare reform demonstration projects. The witnesses are: Hon.
W. W. Dumas, mayvor of Baton Rouge. Neil Hurley, director,
Lowell, Mass., CETA Consortium. Larry Lockhart, CETA adminis-
trator, Union County, N.J., and Marcia Eaton, manager, employ-
ment opportunities pilot program, Washington Balance of tate
CETA program.

STATEMENT OF HON. WOODROW W. DUMAS, MAYOR OF BATON
ROUGE., LA_; NEIL HURLEY, DIRECTOR, LOWELL, MASS.., CETA
CONSORTIUM; AND MARCIA EATON, MANAGER, EMPLOYMENT
OPPORTUNITIES PILOT PROGRAM. WASHINGTON BALANCE
OF STATE CETA PROGRAM

Mayor DuMAs. Mr. Chairman, I am Mayor Woody Dumas from
Baton Rouge, La., the home of Senator Long. I am glad to meet you
again.

Senator NELsON. Being a member of the Finance Comimittee, I
was aware of that.

Mayor Dumas. You and I have met many times over the years.

Senator NELSON. Yes, it is nice to have you here again, Mayor.

Mr. Lockhart is not here yet.

You may proceed any way you desire. Each of your statements
will be printed in full in the record. If you wish to extemporize on
them, fine. Proceed however you desire.

Mayor Dumas. I am going to submit the statement in toto and
Just take a few parts from it. I would first like to present to the
chairman my group here who have been doing a tremendous job in
getting this pilot program together. .

Mr. Leo Turner, who is director of the CETA program, Marvin
Allen, who is the coordinator of the EOPP, who works under Leo,
Cleve Taylor, who is the director of intergovernmental relations,
Sergeant Desselle, who is here with me today, and Mr. Clay Cot-
trell from the Department of Labor.

(297)
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I would like to say that we are very proud to be here because a
little over a year ago, or less, when we were selected as one of the
15 cities to come up with an EOPP program, we met with Senator
Long and the Under Secretary, Mr. Green. We promised them that
we would come up with a program that we thought the entire
Nation would be proud of.

Well, I think we have, because we have come upon a program
that takes people off the welfare by training them and giving them
gainful employment, and at the same time they are now taxpayers
rather than tax recipients.

I have been coming up here since 1953, and I have heard the hew
and cry of the Hall of Congress for many years and welfare has
been quite a program. We know that if the EOPP program is put
into effect by Congress, and you reduce the welfare by 10 percent,
this is a savings of $2.2 billion a year.

Now, it must be pretty good because the CETA program, HUD,
and many of the other agencies are all participating and cooperat-
ing with us right to the hilt. We could not ask for more coopera-
tion.

You will notice on the charts that we have, I think at the top,
which is one of the finest that we have, there is a lady right in the
center who had been a welfare recipient for 25 vears, and out of 8
weeks training, she is now working. She has been payving taxes for
the past 3 or 4 months. She loves working. She is no longer a
welfare recipient, and the taxes that she is paying are coming back
into the Government and helping the Government spend money
elsewhere.

We feel that the program that we have is something that is going
to make a lot of people who think they are ineligible for welfare
happy. Because of the training program over an 8-week period
many of the people will find themselves no longer in need to be on
welfare, and this is where your $2.2 billion comes in.

Senator NEiLsoN. How many participants did you have in your
program?

Mayor Dumas. Well, let me go through this right quick, 811. We
are just starting out on this thing. We are not old enough yet. We
have not really got it going, but 811 is up to now.

Senator NewLsonN. How long has your program been underway?

Mayor Dumas. I think we got our first grant last July, which is
not even a year vet.

Senator NELSON. And how long is your training program?

Mayor Dumas. I beg your pardon?

hSe:_;nator NEeLsoN. You have a training program that goes with
this®

Mayor Dumas. It runs about 8 weeks on the average. Let me
read this to you. The total enrollment of EOPP in Baton Rouge is
811 of which 582 are AFDC and 229 are not AFDC.

The total terminations are 152, of which 50 were placed in un-
subsidized jobs. The unsubsidized jobs are as follows, and this is
what is the fantastic part about it, Senator. These people are not
being trajned and put out on the street picking up paper. Some of
them are like the one that was placed in Dow Chemical at $1.100 a
month, another at Exxon refinery at 31,300, another at NASCO,
$1.250, another at Kaiser Aluminum at £1,360.

Q
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Those are the kinds of things that, I think, by the on-the-job
training program—OJT—that we have under EOPP is the success
of this thing. We have been very successful with it. We have people
that go out to the industries in Baton Rouge—which is a highly
petrochemical city, and the State capital-—and we have many other
things going for us.

Because of that, we are able to contact, search these jobs out,
train these people and give them gainful employment and take
them off welfare. And that is what you want.

I think if you ever get away from the training program, Congress
is going to step back about 15 years. Many of these people, because
of various and sundry reasons, Mother Nature or Lady Luck dealt
them a bad hand. ’Ipl’:ley did not get an education. They did not
think they needed it when they were young or whatever it was, but
they grew up and realized they have to work for a living, and now
they are willing to take that training, and if you cut it out, they
are going to be out on the streets, and they are going to be on
welfare, and this is what you do not want. This is why this pro-
gram is going to be one of the greatest things. In my 27 years’ in
government, I have never seen anything like it.

And I hope that we can improve upon it by the time we get
through with it.

Senator Nerson. Thank you very much, Mayor. You said you
started just last July?

Mayor Dumas. We got our first grant last July. We starteqd
getting geared up in July.

Senator NELsSON. What is the length of the program?

Mayor Dumas. A 2-vear demonstration. We were 1 of the 15
cities that were selected in the United States, and we were 1 of the
5 that had one of the largest allocations. We attracted much atten-
tion because Secretary of Labor Marshall, Under Secretary Green,
Senator Long, Senator Johnston, Congressman Moore and all of
those from our district, and Mr. Cottrell have been down to Baton
Rouge several times, and have nothing but praise for it.

I know there are some things in here about the WIN program
and others, but this is going to, I think, supersede the WIN pro-
gram, because it leaves nothing to chance, and I think in my own
opinion, like I say, with 27 years’ experience in government, I just
believe this 1s what you are looking for and I am proud to have
been the mayor of the city, with these gentlemen who have pro-
vided this program, and I hope you will accept it.

Senator NELsoN. Thank you very much, Mayor. It is encouraging
to hear your testimony on your program, and all of us are interest-
ed in the same thing, being sure that people get the training and
have the opportunity for productive work. I am satisfied that that’s
what the people themselves want. They just need the opportunity
to get into productive work, and this kind of a program would
3ppt‘hgr to give them the opportunity and the training they need to

o that.
Mayor Dumas. And, Senator, it gives them a lot more dignity.
[Statement submitted by Mayor Dumas follows:]
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STATEMENT OF WOODROW W. DUMAS
MAYOR—-PRESIDENT, BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA
BEFORF¥. THE SENATE LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT,
POVERTY AND MIGRATORY LABOR
MARCH 12, 1980

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee. I am

pPleased to be here to testify on the Welfare Reform

Jjobs proposal., I am Woodrow W. Dumas, Mayor of Baton
Rouge in the great state of Louisiana. Baton Rouge is
a highly Petro-chemical and Industrial city. It is

also the capitol of Louisiana.

First, I would like to say I support the Work and
Training Opportunity Act of 1979. This Bill is a work-
oriented welfare reform Procgram. It is real welfare
reform because it provides JjJob search assistance and
Jobs and training instead of welfare for employable
persons. It will radically change the welfare system
for employable recipients because in the future, such
individuals will be assisted Primarily through the
provision of employment and training opportunities
with particular emphasis on transitional employment

and training opportunities and private sector linkages.

-
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Instead of having to rely on welfare for income support
wheneyer the family bireadwinner 1is o +4 a Job, the
new program will offer such persons the opportunity (as
well as the requirement) to support their families

through a paycheck.

Two Principal Components: Job Search Assistance and
Work and Training Opportunities

The new work-oriented system consists of two com-—
ponents, a Job Search Assistance Program (JSAP) and a
Work and Training Program (WTOP). Under JSAP, all
AFDC eligible Tecipients who are employable are re-

quired to participate in a mandatory 8-week intensive

job search program. Recipients are required to parti-
cipate in job search on a daily basis under supervision,
and are provided with a variety of job finding and
supportive services to help them find and hold private
sector Jjobs. Failure to participate in job search will
result in their termination from the welfare rolls and
also make them ineligible to participate in the Work
and Training Program.

Under WTOP, all those unable to find jobs after
eight weeks of job search would be referred to the local

CETA prime sponsor for placement in a federally-assist-

ted work or training position. Most participants would
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receive a mix of work and training. Efforts will be
made to provide skills and work experience which
lead to useful jobs in the regular economy.

While participating in WTOP, they would receive
a wage which either greatly reduces or eliminates
their family's need for welfare. Attempts to place
workers in regular public or Private sector jobs
would continue while they are in federally-assisted
positions. If no job is found for them by the end of
78 weeks, they would re-enter the Job Search Assis-
tance Program for another eight weeks of active Jjob
search before becoming eligible again for a federally-
assisted job or training position. Some of the major
eiements of welfare reform contained in the bill are
highlighted below:

H.R. 4425 Changes the AFDC-Unemployed Parents Program
into a Limited Two-Month Program of Assistance

The re-orientation of the welfare system to one
which relies on emplovment assistance instead of cash
assistance can most strikingly be seen with respect
to the Unemployed Parents Program of AFDC. Currentily,
this program offers welfare benefits for an indefinite
period to persons who are recipients because of the

unemployment of the father, and under State option is

in effect in half of the states,including Ohio, Vermont,

303
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Towa, Wisconsin and all of the larger states. The
cash bill, H.R. 4904, makes this a mandatory program
in all States. However, a key provision (Section 111
(a) (1) in that bill l1limits cash assistance in the

program in all states to only two months (instead of

indefinitely under current law) provided that the

Secretary of Labor certifies that the person is

employed or in training under the Work and Training
program established by H.R. 4425, or that an offer

of such employment or training has or will be made.
This means that if this Bill is enacted, cash assis-
tance for such recipients will simply end after two
months either because the person has been successfully
Placed in a private sector Jjob during the B-week job
search period or has been placed in a work or training
position under WTOP, or has refused such an offer.
Thus the current option for such employable persons
remaining on assistance for long periods of time will
have been eliminated.

The Basic Structure of the Program Would Make the Welfare
Work Requirement Truly Effective for the First Time

The basic structure of program insures that employ-
able recipients must work or be eliminated from the rolls.
All employable welfare recipients must go through an

intensive 8-week Job search pericd at application. If
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that effort does not result in a job then an employable
person must participate in a work or training position.
Failure to participate or cooperate in either program
will result in termination from the rolls. There is

no option to participate in an inactive component .

This is in sharp contrast with the current system.

Under the existing WIN system it is possible to
avoid the work requirement because of the structure
of the program and because of its inadequate resocurce.
AFor example, since WIN does not offer services to all
employables within any fixed period of time, it is
easy for most persons to avoid ever facing a work
requirement or to drag out their involvement with the
Program over an excessive length of time. Under such
a system many employable persons slip through the
cracks. Several studies have suggested that by de
facto agreement of the WIN counselors and recipients,
the only persons participating in an active WIN
component are those who want to work and are most em-—
rloyable.

The new program would eliminate this de facto
option of choosing not to participate in a work or
training program, and make the welfare work requirement
truly effective for the first time since neither the
recipient nor counselor would have the option of an

inactive component.

-
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.The Program is Likely to Have a Major Impact on Elim-—
inating Fraud and Abuse in the Welfare Program

The structure of the program, mandatory daily
attendances in job search for an 8-week period and
mandatory participation in a work or training component,
will by itself eliminate a large number of ineligibles
from the rolls,. One of the key findings to date from
the DOL welfare reform demonstration program shows that
large numbers of persons are not showing up for job
search because they cannot, they were already working,

a fact not previously known to the welfare department.
While it is too early to say for certain now, it appears
that fhis factor alone may result in significant wel-
fare savings. Results from one site, Lowell, Massachu-
setts, idindicate that up to 25 percent of the persons
referred to the Job Search program may have their grants
reduced or eliminated because of this phenomenon.

This Bill will reduce welfare rolls by about 10
percent and reduce welfare and related costs by about
$2.2 billion dollars.

The Work and Training Program is not simply another
PSE program. It authorizes a variety of work and
training opgortunities far broader than Title II D and
VI. Heavy emphasis will be placed on the use of 0OJT,

training, and such activities as supported work programs
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which bhave been highly successful in Placing long
term welfare recipients in private sector Jjobs. The
work experience gained in this component is an
important part of skill development.

The WTOP component is essential to the overall
success of the program. it ﬁakes the work requirement
unavoidable and insures that Persons who are unable
to find a job do not simply revert t¢ reliance on
welfare.

The main emphases are on reforming the welfare. 1
don't think to reform welfare is to put twice as many
people on the rolls. Welfare recipients should be

provided with jobs.

Progress of the Welfare Reform Demonstration Program in

Baton Rouge

This program, called the Employment Opportunities
Pilot Program (EOPP) is testing various methods of
providing employment and training assistance for un-
employed primary wage earners in families with children
as an alternative to reliance on welfare. The basic
model being tested is similar to the jobs portion of

the welfare reform proposal and includes a Jjob search
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assistance component and a work and training coponent.
This demonstration program will provide essential
information on the best ways of implementing the welfare
reform legislation.

The demonstration program is now well underway and
the activities carried out indicate that the effort
is going to be highly successful.

While only preliminary results are availiable so
far, it appears that the primary objective of the
demonstration program is being achieved, which is to
identify the best means for assisting welfare recipients
to become self-sufficient.

The early findings indicate that:

The basic structure proposed in the jobs component
of the welfare reform legislation (a job search component
and a work and training component) is effective in moving
welfare recipients into employment and/or off of welfare.

Certain types of Jjob search assistance are highly
successful and suggest that the jobs component of welfare
reform may be more effective in transitioning welfare

recipients into private sector employment than estimated.

The ability of the Baton Rouge area to provide jobs for

the AFDC eligibility population:

Baton Rouge is fortdﬁate in regards to job oppor-
tunities, because of the large petro-chemical complex

surrounding the city along the Mississippi River. In
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addition, being the state capitol, provides Baton Rouge
with a large governmental payroll, both state and local.
Economic projection for the Baton Rouge area is quite
Promising because of planned expansions of the petro-
chemical industry. Numerous small businesses are being
Planned to support the new gfowth and the increase

in population that industrial expansion brings.

This alone does not pProduce Jjobs, but it does
create potential. This potential coupled with the
incentives that the Welfare Reform demonstration
provides, will produce jobs for AFDC recipients.

The barrier that stands between the recipients
and an unsubsidized job are rapid}y being removed by
the EOPP established in Baton Rouge. Barriers such
as child care, transportation, and other supportive
services are no longé; excuses for not seeking employment.

The Targeted Job Tax Credit is additional incentive
to potential employers to open the door to the AFDC
recipient.

Not only is Baton Rouge capable of producing jobs,
but Jjobs with above average potential as it relates to
longevity, and entry level income. Again, this is
contributed to the nature of the local industry. This
employment potential, and welfare reform represent a
team destined to succeed in the struggle against un-—

employment as it relates to AFDC recipients in the Baton

Rouge area.
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Barriers to employment faced by the AFDC - eligible

population:

Type A — Human Needs

1. Child Care
(a) for dependent children under school age
during work hours
(b) for dependent children of school age during
after school hours
2. Transportation -
{(a)d for dependent children from home to child care
arrangement and return
(b) from home to work and return
3. Physical and Emotional Health Problems (Medical,
Dental, Psychiatric)
4. Counseling regarding : .
(a) child rearing and child development
(b) personal and family relationships
(c) home management including household budget-
ing, food and nutrition consumer education
(d) housing improvement
S. Emergency Cash Assistance
(a) lodging (after eviction)
(b) food
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(c) clothing
(d) car repairs

(e) utility deposits

(f) work uniforms

(g) occupational tools and equipment

(h) licensing

Type B

1. Basic Education
2. Skills Training
3. Work Experience

The total enrollment for EOPP in Baton Rouge is
811, of which 582 are AFDC and 229 are non AFDC.

The total terminations are 152 of which 50 were
pPlaced in unsubsidized jobs. The unsubsidized are
as follows: one placement at Dow Chemical, at $1,100
per month, another at Exxon, $1,300 per month, still
another at N.A.S.CO, $1,250 per month, still another,
at Kaiser, $1,360 per month. These are just a few of
the high paying Jjobs that EOPP in Baton Rouge has
developed.

The total 50 percent placement ranges from Jobs
paying $500 per month to $1,360 per month. We are

very optimistic that this trend will continue.
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The active participation is as follows:

Job Search 170
Training 8
C.J.T. 4
P.S.E. 44
Holding 433.

We are reducing our large number in holding by
starting as of today, 13 Job Clubs with 20 clients
in each. By the end of the month, we will have 20
Job Clubs as our maximum.

We have as of today, March 12, 1980, 27 openings
in unsubsidized Jjobs. There are 45 0.J.T. openings.
All of these openings are being filled today in Baton
Rouge. Each of these range in pay from $3:10 per hour
to $4:50.

I believe this program is an essential step in
the evolution of a truly comprehensive employment
and training system. It represents an attempt to
ensure that families will have the opportunity for
self-support through full-time employment and the
skills required to hold useful jobs at adequate wages,

The Bill provides for the Governors to have a major roll in
the total operations of this program. I will agree, however, I
believe the staffs of the JSAP and the WOIP should be Co—-located,

thereby providing extensive ccorperation and coordination.
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Senator NELsoN. That is right. Thank you very much, Mayor. 1
will now call upon Marcia Eaton, manager, employment opportunl—
ties pilot program in Washington Balance of State.

Ms. EaToN. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

My name is Marcia Congdon Eaton. I am manager of the Wash-
ington State employment opportunities pilot program, adminis-
tered by the employment security department. I am here today to
share with you our experiences in operating this demonstration
project, and based on these experiences, our recommendations for
the Work and Training Opportunities Act of 1979.

The Washington project is operating in a four-county rural area
in southwest Washington which is part of the CETA balance of
State prime sponsor. There .61,300 people in over 4,000 square
miles and only two cities with over 15,000 in population.

The four counties border cn the Columbia River and the Pacific
Ocean. The highly seasonal economy of the area relies heavily on
forestry, fishing, and tourism.

The project began operating in October of 1979. By February the
program had enrolled 244 people. Of those 244 enrollments, 89
have completed the job search period which is an 8-week period.

The following statistics are based on this first group of individ-
uals. I must caution that these are very preliminary figures and
may not be representative of results over a longer time period.

Twenty-one percent were placed in unsubsidized employment at
an average wage rate of $5.48 per hour. Eleven percent went on to
other training programs, mostly other CETA programs. Seventeen
percent were nonpositive terminations. In CETA language that
means something that is not a positive kind of movement such as
moving from the area or refusing to participate in job search,
terminations due to personal health or other family problems.

Six percent were inactivated or suspended primarily for medical
or other temporary conditions with the anticipation that they
would be active again in the program within a short time period.

Forty-two percent were ready for placement in the work training
component, 7 percent of these have been placed in subsidized slots
such as a public service employment slot. The remaining 35 per-
cent are awaiting that placement.

This group of 89 is 47 percent male and 53 percent female. They
are 93 percent white, and this is representative of the general
population in the area. The average age is 80. Average educational
level is 11th grade.

They have been unemployed an average of 5.2 months. They are
all receiving aid to families with dependent children, and 88 per-
cent are mandatory referrals under the work incentive program.

The average family size on the assistance grant is 3.6. During the
planning and startup of the project, we have encountered the usual
problems associated with starting anything new. We also encoun-
tered some unusual problems.

Coordination and cooperation are extremely important in this
project. CETA is now required to coordinate with all parts of the
employment and training system and to document this coordina-
tion.

Others in the system are not required to coordinate with CETA,
and in some instances, this slowed the planning process. I would

315
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like to emphasize the need for adequate planning time prior to
operations if this legislation is enacted.

Groups at the State and local level who have not necessarily
worked together must develop new working relationships for this
program to be successful. It takes time to work out these relation-
ships.

The planning efforts were facilitated by the project being housed
in a State agency. State agencies plan an important role in this
proiect especially the agencies administering the welfare program
and the work incentive program.

With respect to the legislation, we strongly endorse the concept
of the Governor being responsible for the planning of job search
assistance. The program needs the involvement of the Governor
because of the close ties that are necessary to existing State respon-
sibilities.

The basic activities of this project already existed in some fash-
ion before the planning period, on-the-job training, public service
employment, classroom training, and job search. This project com-
bines those basic activities in a unique way, and it is this combina-
tion that gives the project a new look.

The Washington project uses existing service deliverers. These
include community based organizations, local governments, and
State agencies. By using existing service deliverers, we are maxi-
mizing resources and minimizing duplication.

It allows for better coordination with other programs, including
>ther CETA activities. We have also been able to obtain more
2xperienced staff, some of whom are very knowledgeable about the
:lient group.

The Washington project has two different models. The basic
:enet of the operations was to use the basic CETA delivery system.
I'his was already based on two differing delivery mechanisms.

In one two-county area, the employment security department
staffs all the activities required in the project. This provides a close
tie to the employment service functions of the Department as well
as other CETA programs which are also administered by employ-
ment security.

The second model in the other two-county area includes a core
staff from the employment security with a wvariety of subagree-
ments to other agencies. This provides a connection to employment
services as well as to the CETA programs administered in this area
by the other agencies.

In spite of separate administrative requirements, EOPP and WIN
have been successfully integrated at the local level in this project.
This is due to a team management approach.

One of the new twists to this project is a mandatory job search
period. The purpose of job search is to place the person in unsubsi-
dized employment. This has not always been the result of our job
search.

One of the main reasons for this is the local economy. This four-
county area traditionally has a slow economy during the winter
months; although unemployment during 1979 dropped as low as 6
percent during the summer months, the average in these four
lc:ount;iesv, for the year was 9.2 percent.

3.5
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During December 1979, three of the four counties had an unems-
ployment rate over 10 percent. Unemp'oyment rates during the
winter of 1978 to 1979 from November to March were between 10
and 11 percent. This winter’s rate could go as high as 12 percent.

This is partially due to a slowdown in the wood products indus-
try, approximately 2,000 people have been laid off this winter from
jobs in this industry. This is 2.7 percent of the labor force in that
area.

In this type of seasonal economy, job search during the periods of
high unemployment is difficult. We think it is important to provide
participants with a positive experience during job search.

Although job search is always aimed at job placement, other
things can also be accomplished. These things include recognizing
job skills, learning about individual preferences for particular jobs,
knowledge of the local labor market, and increasing self-esteem.

Even if the person does not find a job during job search, this will
result in a more successful experience in the training or PSE
position and lead eventually to unsubsidized employment.

We have also found that job search is not always desirable for
everyone, and it is easy to identify this during the intake process.
We are using a 5- to 8-week time period for job search.

Exceptions to this required Jjob search are necessary. Some indi-
viduals need training prior to placement. Others are simply not
ready for job search. Emotional and physical barriers are so sub-
stantial that other services must be provided first.

Although tax credits to employers can be used as an incentive
for placernent during job search, the lack of OJT funds, on-the-job
training funds, during this phase is a disincentive to both the job
searcher and to many potential employers.

Senator NeLsoN. When you say during this phase, are you saying
that the tax credit is not available during the job search?

Ms. EAToN. During job search, the tax credit is available, the
WIN tax credit or the targeted jobs tax credit, but on-the-job train-
ing funds are not available for use as a placement tool during job
search. They can only be used if the person cannot find a job
during that 8-week period.

A participant may apply for a position in which the person is
marginally capable of performing. The participant has little hope
to be hired and the employer little incentive to hire such a person.

These situations could be placements, and in a relatively short
time unsubsidized jobs if OJT capability were added to that job
search component.

In the legislation, we urge that the Governor have the ability to
plan a job search program based on the local economy coupled with
individual needs. This should include the ability to use OJT place-
ments.

Job search is taking a variety of forms in our rural site. In some
areas, it is a group meeting for 1 to 3 weeks. In other areas, this is
not practical. So we are working to develop a self-instructional
workbook for the individual to use at home.

We hope this will provide service to those in the more remote
and inaccessible areas.

The flow of individuals from job search to the work-training
component has not been working smoothly. Part of this is due to

Q
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problems inherent in development of the program and startup
activities.

We anticipate that even after we have those problems worked
out, the assumption that a person will move immediately from job
search to a waiting work and training slot that agrees with the
participants employability development plan is highly questionabie.

This prublem appears to increase in rural areas where creation
of slots is more difficult. Rural areas have other special problems.
Services are not always available.

For example, in our project area there are two community col-
leges. However, often individuals must be sent over 100 miles for
more specialized training.

Day care is another special issue. There are limited facilities for
child care in the project area. It has not been a serious problem
yvet, but in the foreseeable future, the demand for child care may
cutweigh the supply. We are attempting to increase the number of
day care facilities for children to meet this need.

Transportation is another major issue in rural areas. The project
site 1s fortunate to have one county with an extensive transit
system and another county with a newly developed system.

In looking at rural counties in our State, these four counties are
clearly the exception in having such a good transportation pro-
gram. In other areas, we would have vastly curtailed employment
and training services because of a lack of transportation.

In the act, there is a 20-percent limitation on administration
training and support services during the work and training compo-
nent. The effect of this may be to severely limit support services
and training available.

A limit on administration is reasonable, but it is illogical to limit
services to clients in categories such as support services and train-
ing. Even in the current title II-D, 15 percent of the funds must be
expended on training during fiscal year 1980; 20 percent in fiscal
vear 1981. These amounts are in addition to administration and do
not include support services.

The restriction in the act would seem to indicate an unrealistic
limitation. Prime sponsors should have the flexibility to include
training and support services at levels necessary to support the
program during that work and training component.

An additional budget consideration is the requirement in the bill
for a 10-percent cash match during job search. We recommend that
an in-kind match be allowed as 1n the current WIN program.

One key to the success of this program is good cooperation with
the private sector where most of the jobs are found. We have used
tax credits as a selling point for employers who might hire these
individuals.

Another key in a rural area is economic development and cre-
ation of new jobs. Officials in the project area are interested in
diversifying the economic base of the region to help reduce the
tremendous seasonal fluctuations in the economy, and we are
working with them in a partnership to help accomplish this.

I would like to summarize our recommendations for the proposed
legislation. We support the legislation as it was introduced with
the Governor submitting a plan for the job search assistance pro-
gram.

Q
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Job search should be more flexible, including exceptions to the
time requirement as well as including on-the-job training funds to
use for placements. Funds for training and support services should
not be limited to a specific percentage and in-kind match should be
allowed for job search.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify.

[Statement submitted by Ms. Eaton follows:]
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Statement to the
Human Resources Committee of the
United States Senate
Subcommittee on
Employment, Poverty and Migratory Labor

Mar<cia Congdon Eaton, Manager
Washington Employment Opportunities Pilot Program
Washington State Employment Security Department

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Marcia
Congdon Eaton. I am Manager of the Washington State Employment
Oppeortunities Pilot Program administered by the Employment

Secur ity Department. I am here today to share with you our
experiences in operating this demonstration project and based on

these experiences our recommendations for the Work and Training
Opportunities Act of 1979.

The Washington project is operating in a four county rural area
in Southwest Washington which is part of the CETA Balance of
State Prime Sponsor. There are 161,300 people in over 4,000
sguare nmniles and only two cities with over 15,000 people. The
four counties border on the Columbia River and the Pacific

Ocean. The highly seasonal economy of the area relies heavily on
forestry, fishing, and tourism.

The project began operating in October 1979. By February, the
- program had enrolled 244 people. Of the 244 enrollments, 89 have
completed the Jjob search period. The following statistics are
based on this first group oFf individuals. I must caution that

these are very preliminary figures and may not be representative
of results over a longer time period.

21% were placed in unsubsidized employment at an average
rate of $5.48 per hour.

l1l1# went on to other training programs, mostly other CETA
programs,

17% were non—-positive terminations such .as moving from the

area, refusing to participate in job search, personal -
health, or family problems.

6% were inactivated or suspended primarily for medical or
other temporary conditions.

423 were ready for placement in the work and training
component. Seven (7) percent of these have been
pPlaced in subsidized slots. The remaining 35 percent
are awaiting placement.

This group of B89 is 47 percent male and 53 percent female. They

are 93 percent white; this is representative of the general
population in the area. The average age is thirty. The average
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cducational level is eleventh grade. They have been unemploved
an average of 5.2 months. They are all receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children and 88 percent are mandatory referrals
under the Worx Incentlive Program (WIN). The average family size
on the assistance grant is 3.6.

During the planning and start up of the project we have
encountered the usual problems associated with starting anything
new. We also encountered some unusual problems. Coordination
and cooperation are extremely important in this project. CETA is
now required to coordinate with all parts of the employment and
training system and to document this coordination. Others in the
System are not regquired to coordinate with CETA and in some
instances this slowed the planning process. I would like to
emphasize the need for adeguate Planning time prior to operations
if this legislation is enacted. Groups at the state and local
level who haven't necessarily worked together must develop new
working relationships for this program to be successful. It
takes time to work out these relationships.

The planning efforts were facilitated by the Project being housed
in a state agency. State agencies play an important role in this
project especially the agencies administering the welfare program
and the Work Incentive Program. With respect to the

legislation, we strongly endorse the concept of the Governor
being responsible for the planning of Job Search Assistance. In
addition, we recommend using the State Employment Security
Agencies as the delivery mechanism. The program needs the
involvement of the Governor because of close ties that are
necessary to existing state responsibilities.

The basic activities of this project already existed in some
fashion before the planning - on—-the-job training, public service
employment, classroom training, 3job search. This project
combines those basic activities in a unigue way, and it is this
combination that gives the project a new look.

The washington project uses existing service deliverers. These
include community based organizations, local governments, and
state agencies, By using existing service deliverers, we are
maximizing resources and minimizing duplication. It allows for
better coordination with other programs including other CETA
activities. We have also been able to obtain more experienced =
staff, some of whom are very knowledgeable about the client
group.

The Washington project has two different models. The basic tenet
of the operations was to use the basic CETA delivery system; this
was already based on two differing delivery mechanisms. In one
two-county area, the Employment Security Department staffs all
the activities required in the project.. This provides a close
tie to the Employment Service functicns of the Department as well
as the other CETA programs which are also administered by
Employment Security.
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The second model in the other two-county area includes a core
staff from Employment Security with a variety of Subagreements to
other agencies. This provides a connection to Employment
Services as well as to the CETA programs administered in this
area by the other agencies.

In spite of separate administrative requirements, ECPP and WIN
have been successfully integrated at the local level in the
project. This is due to a team management approach.

One of the new twists to this project is a mandatory job search
period. The purpose of job search is to place the person in
unsubsidized employment. This has not always been the result of
our Jjob search. One of the main reasons for this is the local
economy . This four county area traditionally has a slow economy
during the winter months. Although unemployment during 1979
dropped as low as 6 percent during the summer months, the average
in these four counties for the year was 9.2 percent. During
Decemper 1979, three of the four counties had an unemployment
rate over 10 percent. Unemployment rates during the winter of
1978-79 were between 10 and 11 percent. This winter's rate could
go as high as 12 percent. This is partially due to a slow down
in the wood products industry. Approximately 2,000 people have
been laid off this winter from jobs in this industry. This is
2.7 percent cof the labor force.

In this type of seasonal economy, job search during the periods
of high unemployment is difficult. we think it is impor tant to
provide participants-with a positive experience during job
search. Although job search is always aimed at job placement,
other things can also be accomplished. These things include
recognizing job skills, learning about individual preferences
for particular jobs, knowledge of the local labor market, and
increasing self-esteem. Even if the person doesn't £ind a job
during job search, this will result in a more successful
experience in the training or PSE position and lead eventually to
unsubsidized employment. .

We have also found that job search is not always desirable for
everyone and it is easy to identify this during the intake
process. We are using a five to eight week time period for job
search. Exceptions to this reguired job search are necessary.
Some individuals need training prior to placement. Others are
simply not ready for job search. Emotional and physical barriers
are so substantial that other services must be provided first.

Although tax credits to employers can be used as an incentive for
pPlacement during job search, the lack of OJT funds durinqg this
Phase is a disincentive to both the job searcher and to many
potential employers. A participant may apply for a position in
which the person is marginally capable of performing. The
participant has little hope to be hired and the employer little
incentive to hire such a person. These situations could be
Placements and, in a relatively short time, unsubsidized jobs, if
OJT capability were added to the job search component. In the -
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legislation, we urge that the Governor have the ability to plan a
job search program based on the local economy coupled with
individual needs. This should include the ability to use OJT
pPlacements.

Job search is taking a variety of forms in our rural site. In
some areas it is a group meeting for one to three weeks. in
other areas this is not practical. So we are working to develop
a self-instructional work book for the individual to use at
home. We hope this will provide service to those in the more
remote and inaccessible areas. ’

The flow of individuals from job search to the work training
component has not been working smoothly. Part of this is due to
problems inherent in development of the program and start up
activities. We anticipate that even after we have those problems
worked out, the assumption that a person will move immediately
from job search to a waiting work or training slot that agrees
with the participant’s Employability Development Plan is highly
guestionable. This problem appears to increase in the rurat
areas where creation of slots is more difficult.

Rural areas have other special problems. Services are not always
available. For example, in our project area there are two
community colleges. However, often individuals must be sent over
100 miles for specialized training.

Day care is another special issue. There are ilimited facilities
for child care in the project area. It has not been a serious
problem yet but in the foreseeable future the demand for

child care may outweigh the supply. We are attempting to
increase the number of day care facilities for children to meet
this need. : :

Transportation is another major issue in rural areas. The
project site is fortunate to have one county with an extensive
transit system, and another county with a newly developed
system. In locking at rural counties in our state, these four
are clearly the exception in having such good transportation
service. In other areas we would have vastly curtailed
employment and training services because of a lack of
transportation. .

In the Act, there is a 20 percent limit on administration,
training, and support services during the work and training
rart. The effect of this may be to severely limit support
Services and training available. A limit on administration is
reascnable, but it is illogical toc limit services to clients in
categories such as support services and training. Even in the
current Title II-D, Public Service Employment, 15 percent of the
funds must be expended on training in FY 80, 20 percent in

FY 81. These amounts are in addition to administration and do
not include support services. The restriction in the Act would

o igi;I"
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seem to indicate an unrealistic limitation. Prime sponsors

should have flexibility to include training and support services
at levels necessary to support the program.

An additional budget consideration is the requirement in the bill
for a 10 percent cash match during job search- wWe recommend that
an in-kind match be allowed, as in the current WIN program.

One key to the success of this program is good cooperation with
the private sector where most of the jobs are found. We have
used tax credits as a selling point for employers who might hire
these individuals. Another key in a rural area is economic
development and creation of new Jjobs. Officials in the project
area are interested in diversifying the economic base of the

region to help reduce the tremendous seasonal fluctuations in the
economy .

I would like to summarize our recommendations for the proposed
legislation.

o We support the legislation as it was introduced with

the Governor submitting a plan for the Job Search
Assistance Program.

o Job search should be more flexible, including
exceptions to the time requirement as well as including
on—the—job training funds to use for placements.

o Funds for training and support services should not be
limited to a specific percentage.

o In—-kKind match should be allowed for Jjob search.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify. I will be
happy to answer questions.
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Senator NEeLsON. Thank you very much for taking the time to
come and present the testimony on your project.

Our next witness is Mr. Neil Hurley, director, Lowell, Mass.,
CETA Consortium.

Mr. HURLEY. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcomittee, I
first want to thank the subcommittee for the opportunivy to appear
here today to testify on the welfare reform jobs bill, S. 1312.

Program operators on the local level many times complain about
the complexity of programs and legislation that is offered, and I
think as a panel we sincerely appreciate the opportunity to appear
here today and to tell you how things are going on the local level
trying to operate some of these programs.

As I stated earlier, my name is Neil Hurley, and I am director of
the CETA program for the Lowell, Mass., Consortium. With me
today is Henry Przydzial, directly behind me, who is the program
director for our welfare reform demonstration, and Mr. Dan O'Con-
nor, who is our welfare coordinator for the project and who has 5
years of experience in the welfare system and who probably could
offer some interesting comments to the committee in terms of how
the welfare systemm was operating in Lowell prior to this program
and how it is operating currently.

As you know, Lowell, Mass., is one of the demonstration sites for
the employment opportunities pilot program which has been oper-
ational since last October in Lowell, Mass.

What we would like to offer to the subcommittee today is our
viewpoint on program operations at the local level. Essentially, the
program that we are operating is the program that is proposed in
Senate 1312.

I think that is one of the advantages of having the 15 demonstra-
tion projects that what has been proposed in the legislation has
actually been tested and is presently operating. It is not a research
project. It is not a pretty, sophisticated document consisting of 200
pages that is going to sit on a shelf somewhere. It is actually 15
cities and consortiums dealing with actual welfare recipients and
trying to operate the program.

In the interest of time, I would quickly like to summarize some
of the positive aspects of the program, at least as we see it, that
has occurred in Lowell, Mass. .

The first positive result has been the ability of three key agen-
cies to work together in the city of Lowell and in the Greater
Lowell area, and those three agencies are CETA, the employment
service WIN and welfare.

In order to have an effective employment or manpower program
at the local level dealing with the welfare population, I believe and
I think the people from the 15 demonstration projects and the
people from the Department of Labor will agree that it is essential
that these three key agencies at the local level do work together.

If that does not happen, you are going to run into duplication of
services and what-have-you. We have been able to effectively ac-
complish that in Lowell.

A second interesting aspect of our program has been facing the
issue of child care. When you talk about the welfare population,
the AFDC population, you are talking about, at least in Massachu-
setts, a 98-percent female caseload.
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And one of the most significant barriers to employment with
that kind of a client group is child care. If you do not face child
care up front, you are not going to be successful in offering employ-
ment opportunities to these individuals. S

The way we approached child care is to train AFDC mothers as
child care providers. What that has done is two things. It has
allowed us to be somewhat creative in terms of our job creation.
Instead of having PSE slots for individuals at the department of
public works cleaning parks or sweeping streets or shoveling snow,
not that those activities are not important, we have taken our PSE
slots or a number of our PSE slots, trained individuals to be family
child care providers and thereby expanded our child care network
in the city of Lowell.

A third interesting and positive aspect we like to think in our
demonstration project has been the job search assistance compo-
nent. We use what is called the job club model. It is an intensive &-
week group job search approach.

And the most interesting statistic on that is that 76 percent of
our clients, who have gone through job club, have entered employ-
ment into the private sector.

Senator NeLsoN. What percent?

Mr. HURLEY. Seventy-six percent.

Senator NeELsON. Would you repeat the whole sentence again. I
did not get it.

Mr. HURLEY. Seventy-six percent of the clients that come
through our job search activity get jobs in the private sector.

Senator NELson. Over what period of time is this? :

Mr. HUrLEY. This has been since October, the people that we
have run through our job search activity. The job search activity,
itself, Mr. Chairman, is a 5week activity in our model. For 5 weeks
they have to look for a job in the private sector.

Senator NeLsoN. Well, what are they required to do in looking
for a job? Are there any requirements?

Mr. HurLey. Yes, it is a very structured approach. The job
search activity that we are using gives the client an opportunity to
use the services of our program to search for a job specifically a job
that is of interest to them.

They come in. They sit down the first day, and they list three
career goals that they might be interested in, whether it be nurs-
ing, construction worker, printing, teaching, whatever interests
they have, and then they pursue those three careers goals or
whichever they think is the most interesting for them in the pri-
vate sector.

Senator NELsoN. Is there any testing program associated with it?

Mr. HURLEY. We do some very preliminary testing in the begin-
ning. If somebody is interested in assembly or electronics, we do
some hands on type of stuff, but it is fairly limited.

Senator NeLsoN. Well, supposing they do not have any particular
ideas, do you review possibilities with them?

Mr. HurrLey. The job club counselor will talk about what they
have done in their background. If they have been a homemaker,
and we do have some displaced homemakers coming into the pro-

gram who may have never worked or who may have done secre-
Q
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tarial work 8 to 10 years previous, they work very closely with the
Job club counselor to determine what skills they have.

And everybody is told—it is a very positive approach—that ev-
erybody has a skill, and they are taught how to develop that skill
and how to market that skill to the private employer.

Senator NELSON. Well, now, during this 5-week period, what
specifically do they do? They are not just spending 8 hours a day
looking for a job, are they?

Mr. HurLEy. Yes, they are.

Senator NELSON. For 5 weeks?

Mr. HurLEY. For 5 weeks.

_Sen?ator NELSON. What kind of supervision or assistance are they
given?

Mr. HurLEY. In the job search model that we use, one job club
counselor works with a group of about 8 to 1¢ clients. The assist-
ance that they are given is that everybody prepares a resume,
anybody from a high school dropout to a Ph. D. They are taught
how to approach an employer in terms of how to develop a job lead,
how to call and how to get to the foreman that is actually going to
be doing the hiring or the supervisor of the department that is
going to be doing the hiring, and then how to go to that interview
and how to sell themselves to the employer.

The more I see of the model, the more I believe that it is a very
professional approach. Every job club has a phone bank of four to
eight phones. It is self-directed placement in a sense that, if Neil
Hurley were the client, it would be Neil Hurley calling a General
Electric or a Wang Laboratories and talking directly to the employ-
er, saying that “I, Neil Hurley, am interested in a job.”

It is self-directed in the sense that an employment counselor is
not calling for me, and whether we like it or not, a lot of emplox-
ers, unfortunately, have a negative attitude toward CETA, have 4
negative attitude toward welfare, and have a negative attitude
toward the employment service. They feel that if a job developer
has to call for an individual, in a sense that individual is handi-
capped and cannot market himself.

What this model does is teach that individual to be self-suffi-
cient, to learn the skills and how to search for a job himself, to
present himself directly to the employer. The employer does not
know that Neil Hurley the client is calling from a CETA- or a
WIN-funded activity.

Senator NeLsoN.” You said 76 percent of the participants have
been placed in the period since your program began?

Mr. HurLEY. Since October, sir.

Senator NELSON. And that is how many people?

Mr. HurLEy. That is a total of 164 placements.

Ser.l?ator NELSON. And were these all in unsubsidized employ-
ment?

Mr. HurLEY. All unsubsidized.

Senator NELSON. All in the private sector?

Mr. HurLEY. All in the private sector.

Senator NELsoN. OK. Go ahead.

Mr. HurLEY. Just briefly, the types of occupations were electron-
ic assemblers, nurses’ aides, forkiift operators, packers, mechanics,
welders’ helpers, production workers, secretaries, bulldozer opera-
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t.:og, route drivers, what-have-you. It spans the whole gamut of
jobs. .

Every place that I mention that 76-percent placement rate people
do not believe it, and I think they do not believe it because it is
somewhat of a new approach to job development.

In terms of making recommendations to the committee, I would
sincerely hope that when the legislation or if the legislation is
passed that the regulations mandate this type of a group job search
approach. We have found it to be very effective.

Moving on to the fourth item, another thing that our program
has shown which is not talked about too much but because of the
intensive group job search approach and the fact that people report
every day and spend the better part of the day looking for employ-
ment, what has happened is that we have found that 15 percent of
our clients have been screened out in the sense that they were
already working at full-time jobs but had not reported that to the
welfare assistance payments workers in the cCity.

1 think the implications here are that that 15 percent of the
money, at least in the Greater Lowell area, that is goinyg to people
that really are not eligible for AFDC could more effectively be
rerouted and could go to those clients that actually need it or could
be diverted back into a program such as ours to offer employment
services.

Senator NELson. How do you discover that they are working full
time and collecting benefits?

Mr. HurLEY. They actually come in and say that they are work-
ing or they will say the day before they are supposed to report that
they just got a job yesterday. It is those types of things.

Senator INELSON. They are selected and required to participate?

Mr. HURLEY. Yes, they are.

Senator NELSON. So then if they had a full-time job, there is no
way they could participate without quitting the job?

Mr. HurLEY. Right.

Senator NELSON. They just announce that they got a job, is that
it? They say they found a job?

Mr. HUrRLEY. Right. Well, there are different ways of approach-
ing it. Some say they just got a job yesterday. Some actually admit
that they have actually been working.

There is a certain percentage of the population that does abuse
it. We do not think it is a large percentage, but if the system is set
up in such a way that the system is easy to beat in terms of being
able to work full time and being able to collect AFDC benefits,
then some people will, unfortunately, take advantage of that. At
least we have found that in our limited experience.

Probably the most important thing that we have found program-
wise and servicewise is that the demonstration program in Lowell
is offering quality employment assistance to the welfare recipients
that are participating in our program.

Initially, people come in hesitant, sometimes reluctant, some-
times a little bit afraid of what is going to happen. They have been
out of the job market for a while or they just do not have the
confidence in themselves.

After the first 3 or 4 days of job search, they begin to develop
some confidence in themselves, that they can actually call up an

Q
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employer, that they can go out and get an interview, and they see
other people that they are working with in this group setting
getting jobs.

It is a positive reinforcement factor that we think is worth
talking about.

Another thing I would like to state is that what we find so good
about the program is the delivery system that DOL mandated that
we implement in Lowell, and what is good about that delivery
system 1is that it is a very structured 5- to 8-week activity in the
sense that it is not possible for people to fall through the cracks.

We have to handle every client that comes in, provide whatever
services are necessary to get that individual into a situation where
they are actively able to search for work and feeling their ability to
get a job in the private sector, provide the most appropriate train-
ing or public service employment opportunity to those individuals.

The last item I have here on my summary is the types of subsi-
dized opportunities that we are offering to the clients if they do not
successfully find a job in the private sector after the 5-week periocd.

We have had good luck with on-the-job training, and a supported
work activity. I believe there is a panel coming on after us to talk
about supported work. Institutional training and public service
employment is also available to the clients. We are working very
closely with our private industry counsel in terms of marketing the
program in the private sector.

In summary, I would just like to say that in the Lowell situation
we have found that the program as proposed in S. 1312 is a practi-
cal, pragmatic approach to welfare reform which offers quality
employment services to welfare recipients.

Again, in closing, I would like to thank the committee for this
opportunity to testify, and myself and my staff are available for
any questions that might be offered. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Statement submitted by Mr. Hurley follows:]
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
BLFORE
SENATE LABOR AND HIPIAN RESQOURCES SUBCOIMIITTILE
ON_ EMPLOYMENT, POVERTY AND MIGRATORY LABOR
Manch 12, 1980
BY: NedlZ J. tuatey

Senafe Hearing on Work arud Tradincny Oj);.‘&{_fg_{hgfigiéﬁigj fazs

Mr. Chadiwman and membens 0§ the subcuemmittee, 1 firtal wane fo t!umf:. the sub-
cerme £tee dor Che uppertundly o appeatr heve foday to testify om the Wefdare Reiown
Jobs Bel2 (S-1312).

My rname &3 Nedif Hurnley, and 1| am the Directon of the CETA Pacgnam fon the towel e,
Massaclusetts Consortiwm and wWlth me todty < Hewry Pazgdzia€, the Progiam Dinecton gon
COPF and Dan 0'Comnua, who has been with the Lowed # Wel fare Ofiice fon §ive yeans, and
who (s presently oun Welfare Coondinatun Jor EUPP.  Llowelf ia one v the demonstaation
sdfes fon the EOPP progaam whiclh haa been cocralional aince fasd Octobern. what we woelof
Like to viffer to the subcommiticee (s vwn visoint e plegram operatidons at the focal
evel, Essentiafly, we aze cperating the program as proposed dn fhe tegislalicn. (e
arne pleased €o say that the pICcgram weaks and we woutd briefey ¢ike teo zouch tepon hunw

the program has been ser wp (e Loweff.

In the {nterest of Lime, 1 nwoufd quickey {ike Lo summanrize some of the positive

aspects vi Lthe progaam.

I. The abitity vi three kew @acicies to work toaethex - CETA, ES/WIN and
Welfane., This (s essentiar Gt the devefopment o3 a successiul Program,

Z. Tardining of AFUC motheas S FandZy Pay Cate Providers fhacagh a PSE
profect fo provide she MECEI sy suppualdve scavicoes fo the program,

3. The Job Scaich As sistance comporzend specifieally the "fub cEfub” modee,
Tite meast signidicant aspect todate numben wise has been a 75% entened

vmployment xate (nfe the hrduate see ton.
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Senate Hearing on Woxrk and Training Cpportunities Act of 1379

Page Tuwo

The ascnreening owt af approximatelfy 15% of ourn clients who weae
worlking fufl-Lime and also collecting benefits.

Program wise, and seavice wise, the most significant aspect of
EOPP in towell has been the quality of employment assistance Lthat
we have been abfe 2o provide to Welfanre xecipients.

The beauty of ECPP {a the Defivenry Syalem which mandates the 5-5
week job seanch perdod and requines that every panticipant be
dealt with in a atructured way, not allowing individuafs o get
Lost in the process or 4n the bureaucaacy.

The types of fobs and thaining programs that are available fo profect
participants incfude: ©OIT, Supponted Wonk, Instituti{onal Training and
PSE. The Private Induatry Councdil has been contracted Lo develop OJT
s8ots.

In closing, 1 woudd again &ikre Lo thanh the asubtommittee fon this opporiunity
Lo testify and T am avadllable to answenr any quesfions on the materdial presented.
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Supportive Seaviceas

Acknowledging the dact that EOPP panticipaits will generadly rnequine an aracy
of social services, the Loweli EOPF has i{dentified those nceds which comnonfy obs thruct
employment opportunities inm this particulan anca.

The social service needs which coufd prevent parficipaticn in the peogtam regand
the provisdion of:

Chifd Care

Transporntation

Family PLanning
Counseling Services
Health Senvices

Legal Serv.ices

Case Management Serv.icea
Housing Services
Homemaken & Choxre Senvdces

Services in these areas are provided Lo participints once initial assessment
has taken place. Senvice needs ane identified and provided for by social work staji
fnrom the Depantment of Public Welfare's Separate Administrative Unit (SAU]. The SAUS
worker will carty a caseload of individunls progressing in the proghram who need ongoing
suppontl. Those individuals who requirte no supportive services duning {nitial assessment
but identify needs during Job Searnch on Wonk Training will be refenned Lo the SAU/Unct
fdon service provision.

Understand the program will seavice primanily a weffare populaticr with very de-
manding asocial aservice n=ceds [many cof which the SAU/wonker ia the mandated preoevidern) and
recognizing that many EOP Program needs aclated to welfare <ssvcs car best be azsolved b
intenested welfare staff, EOP contracted with the Massachusetts Welfare Department to
atlow D.P.W. sfaff incrzases necessany Lo assune the full and cflective participatici of
the welfare Department in the progaam.

In addition to funding staf§ {increases, the EQP Prognam has also greaify cuhanced
the SAllfwonher's service provision capabilities. Complementing Che traditional WIN and
Titfe XX funded services the SAU/worker can use EUP funded social semvices most notably
Lhe unnovative use oy EQP/PSE project: such as the EQP Day Cane Prcjects {[Sec Altacimenrtl.

Also, the SAU szadf utitizing the technical asasisfance of the ECP Sccial Senvice
Cooxdinator has established a funotional nefwork 0f public and private social seavice
agencies that {s assuring maxdimum utilization of all available area supportive scruvices.

A propenly stafdfed, creatively supervised social scavice unit cormitted to the
program goals of EOPP is easential for the aperation of a successful program.
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Job Search Assistfance Component

The most aigrificant feature of the job search ccmponcnt L8 that zhe towell
Work Ircentive Progaam (WIN) is completely integrated with EOPF, The Division of
Employment Security, the Statc WIN agent has fotded in its exiating Lowell wWIN
program and confazcted with the Lowell Prime Sponson to openate Lhe EOPP job search
component. This arrangement allows CETA and WIN Lo operate a non-duplicative,
centrafized EOPP job seanch activity which integrates tie functions of both organ-
Lizations, :

Job Seanch consists of the following activities:

1. Outreach
2. Intake
3. Initial Asscasment
4. Inlensdive Job Search
a. Group
b. Trdividual

Outreach for the Lowell EOPP consists of a re-assessment of the unzasigned necipient
pool, new WIN negistrants, WIN exempt AFDC necipients and Non-IIN EOPP eligibles. Ataso,
Linkages have been established with the foeal communilu-based organizations and seavice

AL intake and assessment an indepth interview £s conducted to deteamine enrollec
etigibility, to establish a preliminary job development plan, and Lo Ldentify any
supporiive senrvices Lhat the enncllee might need Lo make himlhen fob-aeaduw. The suppontive
services, wswally child cane and transpontation, ane provided Aimmediately sao that the
enrollee can begin intensive job seanrch.

Pargicipants who nced more complicated cx ﬂme—cou&uming duppoartive services aae
regferrned 1w a nemedial counselorn for a maximum of 90 days. Durding this Ltime, any medical
problems, dentalf caze, fanguage dijficulties or other nemedial services are provided.

El{fcmu 0—80——22 S 3 Vi

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: '



332

Job Search Assistance Component
Paage Tuwo

At theend 0§ the initiaf asscssment the ennclfee enters the intensivc job seaanch
phase of the program. Particirants are assigned to either the {ndividuaf 6r group
job aseanch depending on the indtial asacssment deteamination.

The {ntensive jolb secanch component coniisfas of a perndiod of f<ve weehs, subdivided
info fwo modes, Individual Job Search and Group Job Search. Individual job secanch is
primandily forn those clients who wifl not bencfit facm gacup experience as indicated
by strnong nesistance to aceferwa¥ to groups, inability to adfust to the group setting
and/or thein need for individual guidance.

The group job seaxch or "job cfub" developed by Dn. Nathan Aznin and Robert Piifip
i3 the most significant element of the lowelt EOPP ptbgm. The fob club {s an intensive
group paccess approach to feaching effective job finding tecluiques. The proghram sTresseca
assentivenneds, the success of past participants, and the marketabifity of desinable
personal characlends tics in addition Lo job shiffs as a basis jon feb finding.

The club £s composed o4 one employment profesriona and ten to dijteen program
participants. Each club ulilizes the tefephone §rom which to make employen contacits,
follow-up Leads and arvrangeing jorn inteaviews. The participants prcgress L5 charted
unt the wafl so that ennoflfees may see tangible evidence of thein job aearch progness.

The cients.job Jon eight houls a day, §ive days a weeck, is Lo find a jsob. They
Leann how Lo use Lhe phone fo get {nteaviaws, how Lo Orterview effectively, hew to
prepare a hcsume, afl the ak{ffa associated with job hunting. Affcr Learning these
teciniques, the clients sa~hedufle job Leads and intenviews ocven the phone. A mindmum of
10 employen contacts pon day 45 regquined, on the theoxy that the gaeatea the number of
confacts, the betten chance of finding a job.

Clicnts are taught to use a phone script when calling employens and Lhey work with
a pariner whu ELstens in on the comvexsation. The pasinens critique eacl: other's pea-
jownance ajter each caff. Tids peetr suppext 0f the greup 43 a veny daportant aspect oy
fhe program.
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Jeb Seanch Assésfancc Component
Page Tihace

. The experdence vi the Job CZub in Lowef€ thus fan has bees that the clicnds ane
fLiding jobs within a Gwo to three week peaicd. The aveaage aiartong wage {& approximatcly
$3.75/hewn.  The types of cecapations dncifude the Jolfozing: Efeclrondic assemblens,
nurses’ adde, mechandie, puacken, foth8i§L operatons, boohkheepen, welden's hefpoen, preoduction
wotken, secaetary, buffdorzer vperator and noute driver. A Jjob seanch componcntt sfaties
Aacpont foullows:

Total Evnclimznis 337
Ernntened Empfoyment (unsubsdidized) 164
Job Search Componont 149
vork Tradning Cormpongnt 15
Other Tewninations 37
Active Particdpants 125
Job Seracii Componend 18
Woalk Training Component
PSE 37
oJT
Suppoarted Woak 27
Suspenase 37

Hotding Jor Placement

&) 3 :_, ;_}
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FAMILY DAY CARE

The Pre-Schocl Project provides cemprehdnasadve child cane geaned to” the
emotional, social, educational and physical growth of the chdfd. T& Ls desdignad
to thadin 25 AFDC mouthenrs Lo become Famdify Day Care Papvidens. 1L 4s anticipaloed
that each providen wilf cane fon [4) children each in thedirn own homes.

Thraaning will be gearned Lo ensune that providens gain shitls in planning,
impeemenling and evalualing quality pirograms for children. Training 43 cn-goding
and accomplished Lthru weehly stngd meelingd, wrltten —~tendl{al to be nead and
discussed with group supervision and thaoining aessions given by owtside agencies
in their nrelated ield of experntisc.

Suppont atais Lnclude: {(2) home visitorns, rnunses' adde, asocdal worken/trainee
and a pfacement cocadinatorn. ALE supponl stafs visit and assist cach providen,
contacting each home at Lendsdd once a wek.

Additionally, the desdign vf Lhis prefect {ncludes a Ceniexr Meetding Day which
brings together all chifdien and staff <n one Eocatiuvn ot xecrcation and the
sharning of infdorvnation each week.

Sexv.ice will be avadfable to those parents panticipasring in EOPP. Childresn
will necedve a physical examination begonre enternding the program Lhwugh a Local
clindie. Meafs will be gurnished thiough USPA lachoel Eunch program), with appicved
menus checked by the nurse and stagji.

AFTER-SCHOOL PROJECT

The after-Schov? Projfect sechs o paovide necreationaf and educafional activities
unden supeavision to aschool-aged chifdaen who weuld othcuedise be u