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- Part of a larger study of the social, econqnic, and v
political effects of the péw Federal approach to delivery of. manpover
' services, this réport covers the early transition period .
(January-April 1975) of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
of 1973 (CETA--P.L. 93-203), which was the first in a series of
proposed special revenue- sharing bills transferring’ control over a
large portion of Federal revenues to state and local jurisdiction for
flexible use in lieu of a variety of categorical Pederal manpower
programs. Methodology described for this phase of the study consisted
of a series of interviews by 20 resident field research associates .
selected .to follow the ilplelentation and operation of CETA for three.
years: iq a sample of 28 units of government that encompass all types
of prime sponsors (six cities, nine counties, nine consortia, and
four states) and represent variations in population and degree_of .
unemployment. Focus is on six substantive concerns in Title I e
(Comprehensive Manpower Services): (1) dfstribution of resources, (2)
- planning process, (3) administrative process, (#) arrangelents for
delivering services to program clients, (5) mix of manpowver prograla,
and (6) type of people served. One chapter 1is devoted to each
concern, each with a 2-page. summary, and one chapter provides an
.overview of CETA in the context of decategorization and
decentralization. A list of manpowver acronymns, statistical tables, - o
. and a bihliography is appended. (iLy :
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The decade of the 19608 was charactenzed by an
explosion of human resources programs. One followed
‘the-other in rapid succession until nearly a score werée
.devised to address the maultiple manPower problems of
the disadvantaged in the job market. During the \1970s, ‘
attention turned to the dl.ffxcultxes of agsimilating these .
diverse manpower programs. .

) Paralleling these events was the development in the
early 1960s of the revenue- -sharing concept later adopted
by the Nixon Administration as part of the proppsed New
Federahsm '

Both developments--the percexved need for reform-

. mg the collection 6f manpower programs ‘and the Admin- '

_ istration's drive for revenue-shanng programs--led to
" the enactment of the Comprehens ive Employment and
Training Act of 1973--CETA (P. L. 93-203). This legis-
latxon. the first of a series of pr0posed specxal revenue -
sharing bills, transferred control over d large portion
of federal revenues to state and local jurisdictions for
flexible use in lieu of a variety of categorical federal
manpowe. programs. .
The premises supporting decentrahzatxon and

decategorization--the two basic tenets of CETA--are:
‘1) that local authorities know best local needs and how

4

to respond to.them. and 2) to deal effectively with those -
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needs‘, maximum flexibility in the use of manpower
_ ¥esources should replace the present system of cate-
.gorlcal programs »
To examine these premises. and assess the social,:
- economic, and political effects of this, new approach'to -
the delivery of manpower services, a Committee on' _
Evaluat).on of Employment and.Training Programs was
established in the National Research Council early in
1974. - The Committee's tasks are scheduled to be com-
pleted in 1977 and a final report to be published at that
time. In the interim, however, several analytical
papers will be prepared on specific facets of the trans-
~ * formation of a complex systém of programs and relatlon-
“ships. This paper, prepared by the staff,, is the first
o of such reports; it covers the early transition period of
._CETA ’ : o
The data for this study come pnmanly from a sam-
ple of 28 units of goverriment that- encompass all types
of prime sponsors (six.cities, nine counties, nine.on-
sartia,’ and four states). The sample has alsb been
designed to represent variations in population and degree
of unemployment (see Appendix B, Table 1, p. 146). 1
- Twenty resident field research associates have been
s selected tb follow the implementation .and operation of.
CETA for three years in the 28 prime sponsor jurisdic-
tions. Several interview waves are planned. ‘This
interim report'suinmariies the findings of the first
phase of the study. The focus is on six-spbstantive
concerns in Title I (Cbmprehensi.ve Manpower Services):

; q Distribution of resources
PR e Planning process”®,
. @ ‘Administrative proc'ess .
'Arrangements for delwermg servxces to
program clients
. MLx of manpower programs -
(U C e Type of people served

To obtain information the field research associates
-interviewed a minimum of seven key persons in each
area representing officials responsible for implementing
CETA as well as others with a more independent interest
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“ {4 ManpoWer development. The research associateg °
sdnl*rn"arlzed and interpreted the .formal interviews apd

- syPblemeénted therh with additional information” and jp- -
si8hts. These 28 field research aBsociate reports

e prOvided the basis for this study. The field work and
. woUth of the .data used in preparing this interim repo*t

volate to the early transition period (January-April 19735).
The findings should therefore be considered in relatjiPn
“to this time frame. FoOr the sare reasons, recommén-

gstions would be premature at this time. DL
ofter CETA went into effect: the serious deterioration
" of the economy, and the enactment of the. Emergency
Jobs and Unemployment-Assistance Act (EJ'U;AA»), which
added q}itleo Vf(pubki;. Service employment) to CETA.
BOth occurred too late tq be reflected in the survey ins
s”hrnent's- However, the reseaijc'h associates were
abl‘e to"agldress. if only marginally, the implicationg 9f
tpese ne¥ gvents. ’ s E
The evaluation study is part of the program of the
A5$er1:1bl)’ of Behavioral and Social Sciences in the -
N2tjonal Resedrch Cour;}c]u. Wiltiam Mirengoff, who
" ofiginated the idea for the project, is the study diréctor,
N4 js¥assisted by Lester Rindler, éenioz: research
5530ciate, and Richard €. Piper,. research assistapt:
) .Marian D. Miller and Joyc_e E.’ Storms constitute the
s¥Rporting staff. = N e ,
I am gratéeful-to the aythors of this 'mterim report
2N4 to méinbers of the Committee on Evaluation of .
ﬁn\ployr‘ﬂent'and Training Progf‘aﬁrps, who conscientiOusly
' reviewed the successive drafts of the staff paper and ’
pfﬁ.vfded advice and guidance duting its development-
wMany persons on Congressional staffs, in federal_ :
state, and local governments, and in public interest
gFoups have been consulted in the course of the study:
{he authors wish to acknowledge the cooperation of
ergons in the national and ’region'al offices of the DePart-
ent of Labor Manpower Administration who provided
. Jata and commented on draft materials. "
The authors are Particularly indebted to the regigent
field reﬁearch.‘as’sbciates whose expertise in public 2d.
Pinistration,’ manpower, economics, and education hys

%

4 Two unanticipated developments occurred shortly - .

‘mg
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. . beey a unique resource:s Thanks are due to CETA
admMinistrators and otheTs who helped in the pretest of -
the survey achedules in Alexandrja, Va., 'Bucﬁs Coim'ty,'
Pa-, and in New York State, and to respondents in the
saMple areas who gave Senerously of their time. ' THe
authors are also grateful for the assistance of Betti
Goldwasser th selecting the survey sample and assem-
bling historical data op funding and resource allocations,
and to Phyllis Groom M<cCreary and /Chxjistiri'e L. )
McShane;, who edited the final document. = (R »
This study was prePired under a grant from the -
"Forg Fo’undafion'. R o :

* Philip J. Rutledge, Chairmjn
: Caommittee on Evaluation of
. Employment and Training
v Programs ’
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Survéy Areasand |
Field Research Associates

»

.

Arizona: Tre ) *
- Phoenix- Martcopa COnsortmm
Balance of Arizona : ‘

‘ ¢+ Edmund V. Mech, Professor Graduate School of

) Social Service Administration, Arzzona State
- Univer l.t : :
| s Y o zw

.

Calzfo rnia:
‘Long Beach
‘Orange County .Consortium

Walter Fogel, .Professor, Institute of [ndustrzal
Relations, University of Califqrnia

>

Stahislaus County
+ . - San Joaquin Consortmm

John Mitchell, Research Assoczate, Center for -
Apphed Maﬁpower Research - °

Florida:
“Pasco County
Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Consortium
Emile Bie, formerly Deputy Director, Office of
Techmcal Support, U.S. Employment Service

viii




Survey..'/,lreqs : ' i

. Illinoisy
Cook ‘County . - ,
' Douglas Windham, Associaté Professor, Depart- ,
ment of Education, University of Chicago

. ¥ -

- Indiana: A . - ., 7 a,
Gary e .
. William S, Griffith, Associate Professor, Depart- -

¢

‘ment of'Educat'Im, University of Chicago
Kansas: oL , ,

Topeka = T . i T ' \ ]
Charles Krider, Assistant Professor, School of -
Business, University of Kansas . :

< : ' o R

Kansas City/Wyandotte County Cornsortium : ,

" Joseph Pichler, Dean, School of Business, Univer-
sity of Kansas =~ : ‘ -

-
W v
. a

~ Maine: “ N
"Maine o, . .

.Roderick A. Fors‘gr'en, Professor-and u.:‘-\.ssocia,te Y N
Dean, Graduate School, University of Maine

Michigan: A . o ' T
Calhoun Count ' - oo

Earl Wright, Senior Staff Member, Upjohn Institute
Lansing Tri-County Regional Manpower Consoytium
Michael Borus, Professor, School of Labbr and -
Industrial Relations, Michigan State Uniy,eirsity

Minnesota: - . /
St. Paul V
Ramsey County

James . Jernberg, Associate Direc

tration, School of Public/: Affairs, University of
. 4 AY

Lo

Minnesota

. . . v
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New Jersey:.
Middlesex County
Union County ’
Jack Chernick,’ Professor, Institute of,Manage-
" ment and Labor Relatlons, Rutgers University

' New‘York:. . : .
New York City C o *
« Lois Blume, Professoz. New: School for Somal
Research
, .
North Carolina: . o
- Raleigh Consortium o , Co T
Robert M. Fearn, Assocxate Prof’éssor, North
Carolxna State Unlversxty

) Balance of North Carolma : .
S T Alvin M Cruze, - Manager, Human Resource Eco-
: nomics Department ‘Center for Resource Plannlng,
~ < Research T;langle Instltute R S
leio »"

Lorain County. 3,
- - Jan Muczyk, Assistant Profesaor, Department of
’ Management and Labor, Cleveland State Unlverslty
: . »’Q.
Cleveland We ste rn.Reserve Manpower Consortxum :
o Robert N. Baird, A550c1ate Professor, Department
W of Econorrncs, Case Western ReserYe University Y

[N

o Pennsylvanla: ‘ . . o . oo
Philadelphia »~ - - . i ' _
Chester County LY . ‘ .

- . David Zirg\merman,- Assistant Professor, Depart-

M

-~ ment-of Management, Temple Ungve rsity
Texas: -
‘Capital Area Consortium
" . .Balance of Texas- .ot
) ~ Lorna A. Monti, ‘Research Associate, Bureau of
S Busmess Research, Umverslty of Texas ‘

.

. ‘ - .
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Overview -

IN'L‘ROD\UCTION'

The antecedents of manpower programs can be
traced to the ,(1930s and carlier, . but the current emp
sis datgs from ‘the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 and
the Manpower Develop :nt amd T raining Act of 1962
(MIDTA). Two distinc Heriods are identifiable:- from
1963 to 1970, and fro: 3971 to the present. The earlier
period focused on stru.tural problems in the labor
market--the intractabi. difficulties of the poor and dis-
advantaged who lacked ne preparation, experience, and

~skills to get and hold a job. New prOgrams providing

remedial education, training, and work experience
would, it was hoped, anhance their employability.
These were authorized by the MDTA, thé Ec¢ongmic
Opportunity Act (EOA), and civil rights legislation.
The economic setting was favorable; during most of the
period, employment demand was expanding. It was
possible to find jobs for some of the disadvantaged
worker: in the interstices of the job market.

» The current period, beginning in the early 1970,
was marked by counter-cyclical programs in response
to rising unemployment levels. The Emergency Employ-
ment Act of 1971 (EEA), which subsidized state and .
1;)(‘.11 publfe service jobs for a two-year period, was

2
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. , :
~ designed to put unemployed people--not necessarily the -
most disadvantage---into émployment quickly while
"provxdmg badly needed public services in local

communities. 2

By the end of the 1960s, there were more ‘than 17 -

programs, each with its own legislative and organiza-
* tjonal base, fundx.ng source, and regulations. OQut of

+ these so-called categorlcal programs flowed 10,000 or
more specxfxc manpower prOJeCtS, often several in the
same community competing for the same clientele and
resources. Fhese programs ‘generally were conducted

through pubtic and nonpubllc agencies but not through E

the lo« .l governments themselves.
g Although there had been general dxssatxsfactlon with
* this patchwork approach for some time, it was not until -
- the' end of 1973 that Congress and the Administration
igreed upon 2 manpower reform bill, and the Compre-
nensive Employment and Trammg Act (CETA) was
has sed

The ne- .aw, whic® became effective in July 1974
ransferred <ontrol of Department of Labor manpower
programs to state and incal officials. Cities and coun
-ies of 100. 0" or more (and combinations thereof) ma-
under Title | -ceive federal funds to develop and run
‘the types of manpower programs that they fmd most use-

ful for their needs.— - L

"Major hitrs m mer:nods of delwermg government
services o .nfrequently. hence a study of the chatn es
resulting fro- CETA affords an opportunity to examine
the impact o ucl;) . major shift on human resources ,
programs. . dentral issue is the impact of decentral-

ization and d  itegorizat on--the essential features ct
CETA-40on p =s, programs. and people, a n the

admxmstratx , of manpower programs.
The con: uence of several forces made t~ enact
ment of CET ; in December 1973 possible. vst.

Congress anc federal manpower administratc ~s werv
convinced of the need.to overhaul the burgeon:ing pro-
fusion of manpower programs. Second, the Nixon
Administration had embraced the New Federa:ism an:

-1/ Ser 3 for o summary »f the act.
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SUMMARY OF THE COMPREHENSIVE /|
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT

. . ’
- P . ~ K

- - N L. ' 3 . .
« The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (PL 93,203, 35 |
2Mended) hay seven titles:: .

Title Legtablishes a proBran. o financial assistanée to state and o3l

Spg)nshr?- are Chi'es and counties of 100, 000 or more, and ’On;\t‘rtlg"_ g
S nv coMbipation of governMent ynits in which oo " . lf“’v""“»
7100 408 Ly more. A $ae thay be a prime sponsor for areas not cqué Tey
’ U eprnments. S R i N
: ’ . A e v,
. T . Yme spondsor m,us! ~ubrngr a c‘-)mpi—chcnsi\'c plan acceptablq ,m‘he
Segpetapy Of Labor. The plAt nee ¢ Lot forth the kinds of programs and 5%~
{eer u b€ offered and BiVe a~t inces that manpower services will b, PPo-
‘Ges ‘o ulemployed, underer v o, and disadvantaged persons magy i
.

'N}Q‘ . 'ne‘l}l.

- .
- #Popsos must also S oap coune . represEnting locy) MMy
t, " sefVe in o advigory . ity
a

¢

ne TOIX and design of 51 (o5 e to be dawggrmined by the sponsor, “ho

ay m)n(in\:@ to fund prograr " enonstrated effectiveness or set up ney, .
IR . . -

‘phtY percent of the fur thorized under th.  Title are a‘ppnrgi(,ﬂ*‘q ,

ac rdance with a formul i on previous levis of funding, Uncmf’l“v;

e and low meome. Th S ecent not under th~Aormula are to be diy _

vocational o tucatjo™

BOyvernme Mts (prime, sponsors) for comprehénsive mar’\power)_servicea. e
LTI A

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Thuted a8 follows: S perc: special urants for
hercent [Or state manpow: . tces, and 5 percent to encouraze copftja-
e remaifiny amount 15 4 ' it the Seoretary . disaretion :

State Bovernments mis ‘ Whoa state e anpower services coungil t,
“ew the plans of prime = and make’ recnmrmendations for-coo iy, -
oand {OF the cooperatior Jgencies. . :

-~
;@n;,ﬂ provides funds by amemployed and voderemployed Pcrﬂ'{)n“
! ol cerogce jubs in aree ‘hstantial unemployment, LM prn.
tor dlrgct fuderal superyv of manpower provraims for [ndians,
1 cant and jeasonal farn Wor. < and special groups, such as youth’
fopss Ofder workegs, CTso W Limited English-speaking ability, 30q
astdvintaged.  This atle . gives the Secretary the "rphp‘,nnil).‘ll!y
toy weafCh, evaluation, cxRerc Ll and demopsteation projects, 1ap<t
vinformation, and 1o cban G pean. Title IV continues the b
Titlg V establishe- v 2N 0 M \npn\vc—i‘ Commission. Tltle v I
o Pecember 1974 ur et th yerpency Jobs and Unemploymeny A Y¥va-
! \ets Agthorizes a o Yewr yapropriation of $2.5 billion for & pyp!'c
¢ ebloyment prott e for (1 greas, not just foe areas of subggntiy
ah gy e Litle VT ontains preogviiions applicable to all progran, s
b ts p? o hitions agatn ! discricnation and potitical activity.
.
- . -
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4 ’COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT

a

embarked upon a drive fol' reVenue-sharmg lenglatlon.
CETA was viewed as the flrst of several special revenue- .

‘ Shaflh.g programs. Third: state and local governments,

generally bypassed in“mafbower programs. were
tepreSted in assuming a gtTategic role. Finally -
Watel‘gaté cpisis l,(;\oser\p,{1 vigsdiv held poéitions an
made difference:s Lotwe - 'he legisiati = and executi.e
branches of governments ©asiexn to rescive.

Although opiniens (i;ffer as to Whet’ler CETA is in
fact 2 revenye-sharing program it is _enerally agreed
that its purpose is to Ahift control pve: 1e multibillion-
dojlar manpdwerprog"a within broar umits, from
fegeral to local offlclaw ,“" to increas flexibility in
the use of these resourceﬁ bv local pririe sponsors.

The rationale for =he key element: >f the legislation--
decentralization and decat®gorization-- .s both pragmatic
and ldeological. The pra8matists assurne that local
control is a superior way !o plan and administer man-
power programs. It was e‘\cpe\cte)d that programs would
be degigned to meet locyl heeds, that ineffective ones
would be weeded out, that comprehens:ve programs
would réplace fragmented ones, and that innovations
woulfl be ‘introduced. ‘

g The ideclogical unde¥rbinning jg the belief that a
decentralized system is 2 better expression of popular
wild: It was assumed that under CEZTA there would be -,
greater ‘c‘ommunity invglvement ind that local decigion
makers would be miore ¢19selv attyped to the electorate
angd to the clients served.’ v .

v

EXTENT OF pE( SGORIZATION
- AND I)chﬁl\r' AL.IZATION

n\

~ Ajthough the purpoge ©f rme new legislation is to

“provide training and emplOyment opportunities through

a_gecategorized and deQef‘trauzed system, CETA in fact
still operates to . large ‘eXtent thrnagh categorical pro-
grams and with substanyiad! federal nvolvement. Of the i
fuur titlasein the origingl Statute that authorize Operatmg
progtams, three establjsh programs for special pur-
poses or for particula‘rbgf‘)nup..s‘.' Title 1T sets up a' publ.c

4
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4 sponsors to interchange fynds amdng several Titles.<

.

Overview, . - - oo 5

for areas of subst employ -

_ 8 orizes programsg fo: , mijgra-
tory farm w smsi other groups wiih special

. problems; Title IV cuntinues the,Job C :ps for disad-
vantaged youths. However. the Act permits prime 2/

Title I (Comprehensive Manpower Servicés), which

/is the main-focus of this report, authorizes a decate-
gorized manpower. system. It replaces numeropus pro-
grams, each with its own set of regulations and sup-

portive bureaucracy, with.a flexible system of &

* manpower services. However, the extent of decate-

goridation that actually‘dccurs locally rests thh the
prime-sponsors. They are free to retain or esta.,blxsh
as few or as many speczal programb as they deem
necessary.

In terms of funding, 34 percent of the orxglnalﬂ

;»ff?c'al 1975 CETA appropriation went to titles that autho-

rize caftegorlcal pro: -ams. Howe er, the enactment of
a 5pecnal public servxce employment program (Title VI)
_in December 1974= 3/ and appropriations for a summer
youth profram rad“dally altered the picture. Now 58
percent of CETA fundg are earmarked for special use.
Thus, before CETA was well off the ground, it was
turned back toward a prescribed system of specific’ '
programs for special-problems.
Congre'ssiohal intent to-shift control of programs,

and funds from federal to state and local authorities was

’ ongmally reflected only in Titles' I and II. The addition

of Title:VI and a symmer youth program as decentral- :

ized (although categorized)- activities brought the pr0pdr-
tion of CETA resdurces managed by local authontles to
89 percent in fiscal 1975. 4/ . _—

2/ Theé act permits W®e of Title l[ and: Title - V1 (Public Sor-' -
vice Employment) funds for Title [ {Comprehensive
Manpower Services) or Title IIIA (Special Target Groups)
_programs at the-option of the pmmd sponsor, whlle Title I
funds may be used for public service employment

Q/K'Emex‘genqy Jobs and Hneyﬁploympn \sqntanqe Act of
! 1974.

4/ Some funds aut +by :nose titles o for the discre-
) tiorazy digtribur. 42 by the"Secretarv ot ..abor (see Table
3, p. 33). S '

'Y



6 COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND .TRAINING ACT

-

: .
Although Congress clearly intended to decentralize
most manpower programs, the nature and degree of -
this local aitdnomy is qualified. It was not expected
that the Department of L.abor would simply '"put the,
money on the stump and run.' Onthe contrary, the act
" explicitly providés for federal oversight responsibili-
ties and has built specific intervention points, such as
the approval of local plans, into the administrative
process. In addition, there are detailed regulations
and other requirements that set Limits 'on the degree of
local freedom. ¢
The line between local control and federal oversight
responsibilities is not finely drawn and this irresolution
is reflected in the.relationship between p‘Ljime sponsors
- on the one hand, and local program, operators and re--
gional offices of the Manpower Administration on the
other. Complete primeé sponsor control would require
that the,{ndependence of individual local project operators
be subordinated to prime sponsor authority,- and that
regional office control be replaced by an oversight and
technical assistance role. The survey findings suggest
that the first co'ndition has been met, the secdn(l only £
partlally so. o

..

‘There seemed to be a gene ral unce r:ta.mt‘y~ '‘Qn the
part of federal as well as local officials as to the appro-
priate role of regional offices. The survey foungd con-
siderable variation, ranging from domination to l%utrahty,
in the extent to which regional staff were involved in local
programs. Differences are explained by the unequal
capabilities of prime sponsors as well as varying™per-
ceptions of role by federal staff. The préssure of time,
the urgency of meeting planning schedules, changes in
nuhmnl program (llrectlons, and new legislation braught
with them burets of fede ral-activ 1ty
Some prlmo sponsors belicve the amount of. reg,ula-
tion, the number of reports, and the federal presence
in general to be cexce®sive; a few felt that these might
reverse the decentralization of manpower programs.
What some viewed as undue interposition, -others con-
sidered a’'reasonable exercise of oversight resps onsibili-
tics. The gray arca between these views may become
~réconcilegd angd the relationship between the principals

43
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Overview : . 7

more comfortable as prime sponsors g.aip,experience
and regional offices adjust to a more modest role.
" On balance, the garly CE‘JTA’p'rogram appears to
Ze neither completely decatcgorized nor completely de-
entralized, yet significant strides have been taken,
éspecially in deckntralization. Institutions are being’
built that will set new forces into motion and generate
addltlonal changes.

a

CETA PLANNING: EXPECTATIONS AND FINDINGS '

Inherent in the rationale for a decentralized system
is the premise that local authorities are in the best po-
sition to understand needs for manpower services,'and
to plan and provide them. )

In a situation of local control, planning was presumed
to be more relevant to community need:, more closely
related to decision making, and moge integrated into
local government activities, - What‘has happened under
Title I becomes clearer if a dlstmgtlon is made between
the preparation of a specific planning document and plan-
ning as a continuing process.

There is little evidence to Indicate that the first
formal CETA plans were markedly superior to their
predecessors, in some cases they were strikingly simi-
lar. Given the constraints in terms of time, staff, and
know-how with which the CETA planner had to cope, a
different outcome is difficult to envision. In the few
‘weeks (somtimes days) that the prime spohsors' staffs
were given to prepare the grant applications.7 there was
hardly time to do more than dig out, adapt, and staple
together cxisting material. Moreover, niost prirne
sponsots were unable to start with a clean slate; there
were ongoing programs to consider. Under the unremit-
ting pressure to nieet deadlines, many CETA planners
did little more than provide, pro forma, the items neces-
sary to pass mustér and trigger the allocation of funds.
Second-year operations may provide a better basis for
assessing manpower plans in a decentralized system.

When manpower planning is viewed as a process,
CETA planning represents the latest stage in a

24

L4



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Pre-CETA planning, even at its most.advanced, wag

N . . ¥ ?
. . . .
. LY
Tow ¢ L ok v
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8 : . . COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT. AND TRAINING ACT-

PG - o )
development that started with the Coope rative Area
‘Manpgwer Planning System (CAMPS) in-the mid-1960s.

-~

primarily an information &eechange far removed from the

"locus of power and with very little effect o ecision
"making.. The planning system under CET

owever, is
closely integrated into the local governrhent structure

" and planners have access to the prime sponsors. In

" many cases CETA planfiers are-also manpowgr adminis=-

ey

trators and décision makers. ’

Decentralization is welcomed not only by, practical '

. a}dminist'ra‘tors who see it as a more effective way of
‘conducting manpower business, but afso by those who

equate’ decentralization with a more, democratic .system.

It was assumed that decision maki®g would be brought-- -
closer to, the people by publishing CETA plans, providing .
an’ Opportun'i.ty to comment on them, establishing advisory

councils, and placing program control in the hands of
elected officials answerable to the corhmunity. Decen-
tralization implies that the smaller the unit of-govern- '
ment, ,the closer it can be to the people and thus the
more represéntative of their interests. )

On the whole, the publication of CETA; plans in news-- -
papexs was a formality and th® exposure of the plans for -
“comments, largely cosmetic. Time pressure precltuded

the possibility of any meaningful participation from the

public. Faced with-a choice between full ventilation of |

plans and spe;‘gady' implementation ‘of the program, the. -
prime sponsors opted for the latter, pérhaps on the as-
sumption that the additional time required for comments

would not produce significantly greate r.public involvement.

Public advisory councils, which Congreéss hoped

_would become the instryment for community. participa-

tion in all aspects of CETA, .were.established: Although
thewscc\pe of their resp.onsibi[ities is wider than their ‘
pre-CETA counterparts, the membership is much the
same and their role remains advisory. The survey found
that,.in the main, they tend to-be passive. The dominant

influence oy the coungcils is usually exercised by the CETA

admihistrator and staff. Nevertheless, CETA councils

. are more viable than their predecessors; their role and .

-co‘nrr{positioﬁ.are legitimized by legisblation; they are
] -

o

- 2D
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concerned w1tli a wxde range of actxv’itxgs and are cloSer
to the decisiop makers, in a few places they have exer-,
cised consuderable mdependent mfluﬁnce N

“l . L

' Ty
/

ADMI‘MSTERING LOCAL PROGRAMS ' .
For decentrallzatzon of whatever degree to become S
operatLOnal Prime sponbors must establish the neces- .
sary.admginistrative machinery to assume command- of :
the: mn er prograins 3n their Junsdtctmns--thxs ‘has
"la n accomplished lilts have been set up im
alla 1andle central% ‘such administrative func-

txons as fLscal accounting, reporting, and contract .
supervzsmn ~ / <

- Many prire’ sponsors have gone - further and consoli-
dated or ¢oordinated recruitment, referral, job develop-

ment, and placement services. ,Ina few cases, the

’prxme sponsors hav'e destgned a comprehenswe man-

power program. 'Décentralization of federal brograms
seems to be: acLompamed by centralxzatxon at the local

level. . i . . )
e Hov&Xv}ll p:ime sponsor control is bemg exercised

and what the effect of decentralxzatlon is on.program

' operations have vet to be established. - It 1§ clear that .

the new reSponnbxlxtLes are sertously straining’ the capa- .
bxhtzes of the local governments, half of whom had no
pmor experience with whit. are how Title I programs. An
assessment of 402 prime sponsors made by the\ ‘Depart-
ment of Labor ‘Manpower Administration in May 1975
found 114 to be maruinal performers. 52 were charac-
terized as ''significant underperformers. " (A-later sur--
vey, made in September, _showed that most of these ha.d

"brought their progr..m- up to acceptable levels. The

. number of rharginal pc"formers had dropped to 19, and -

‘only 3 remained on -he list of stgmftcant underperformers. )

Survey respons-- cited as major obstacles inexperi-
ence, the compiexit- . ! the programs, cumbersome and

.changing procedure-. .nd repeated program interrup-

tions occasioned by runding changes and tew legislation.
The enactment of Title VI and the all-out push for pub~"
lic service employment programs overwhelmed many
pere- sponsors in their efforts to implemédnt Title I.

’
.
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In vesting control in state and local prime sponsors,
Congress ‘stipulated that or"gaﬂizations operating manpower’
programd before CETA would dot necesgsarily continue to
mhanage them.’ There were t0 ke no "presumptive deliv-"
erers!" of manpower servicgs: . This position, ‘it was as-
“sumed, would result in .coinpetltiOn,fox_pfogram contracts
and- selection by the prime spOnsor of the best perfdr:h-'g
ers; however, there was som®€ equivocating .on this point.
Although prime sponsors are given authority to contract B

'
v o

. -withvorganizations, best able tO deliver services, the

statute urges maxirnum feagiPle use of existing agencles.-

Some Manpower Administration regional offices have . .

‘- delayed approval of prime _spons‘or"p'lans on this issue.

The -study .results indicat® that although, on the whole,
the same p.rogram_opq;ato_rg Wwere used; important
changes did qctur: - qut"sig‘niﬂcant is the. rale of prime
sponsors. In addition to cebtralihmg_admh{istrative o
functions, many began to copduct their own programs..
Xhis occurred mainly at the expense of local employment
service ’éffice's and commu;{i.ty actipn agencies. ) .
" "Oh the other-hand, CQx'r_;ﬁ"unity;bas_ed organizations

* such as the Urban League,. Opportunities hdustfidliza-

tion Center, and Services, £rmployrment, and Redevelop- .
ment benefited from-more fiids and an incréase in the
numbet of local prdgrérmong with other program .
operators, however, th \ st some degree of freedom
they enjoyed as independent Sponsors funded directly by '

~ the federal government. CETA has added an administra=-" _
tive layer between program Opervatérs and the Depart- 'y :
fnent of Labor. Some comfMunity-based organizations

‘are uneasy abo;at the trend towards consolidation, -which’
they see as a threat to thei? identity-as agencies servisg -
'special racial and ethnié groups. oo

‘According to the Dépattrnen,t_'0£.Lahor eStimg,fed', S

1,970 or ganizations were directly funded by local prime

sponsors in fiscal 1975 to pTovide _ma'npowe'r’ services
under Title, 1--500 more geTvice dg[iver'egg.'tban.Were
_.operating prior to CETA. The net increase results from -

. 720 new service deéliverers and a decrease of 210 that -~ .

were ndt,s‘eleéted. . This. pf Otifération reflects the fund-
ing of programs for the first time, especially in.countles; ’
" and the decisions of many PTrime sponsors to deliver

27 .
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some services to partxcipants through their own ataf£
unfits.

, | The shift of, control from federal to local levels Was
expectdd to lead to greater mvolvement of elected offi-
cials in manpower matters. There has uridoubtedly beon
increased participatlon, but in most cases it hasg, been.

limited to key- decisions suchgs hiring a CETA admmls- .

‘trator and alloca.txon of local manpower resources among’
' programs and client groups. ' *

"CETA decentralized political as well as program
'respons xbxhty. Placmg the manpower program under
the aegis of state and local elected officials puts it in
the polltical atena and' subflects it to the local polltical
process, Local elected offlcials terfd to be more acces-
sible than federal administrators and perhaps more sus-
~ceptible to polltically potent groups with inte rests to
-protect or to ‘advance. - However, ‘the political process

is -subject to abuse at any level, and the survey dxd find - -

some instances of pohtxcal patronage, but this was not
+ typical of Title I programs. -

L

_CETA PARTICIPANTS

It is too early to tell whether local .control will
result in better job preparation for the labor market--
the most impertant questxon in as sessmg manpower pro-

grams. It is posstble, however, to detect some changes

in the kinds of people being served under Title I. .The
manpower program clients before CETA were nearly all
‘poor, with little job experience or training. Parficipants
ih Title I are higher on the gocioeconomic ladder; rela- -
tively fewer of the dxsadvantaged youth, and high school
dropouts are being enrolled. These findings are consis-
‘tent with the direction of forces impinging updon CETA,

such as: 1) broader eligibility requlrements, 2) grealer
. participation of suburban coﬂmumtxes, 3) increasing use:

of programs by victims of the recession,. and 4) the in-
clination of some program managers to enroll persons
most likely to sueceed rather than those most in need of .
_ manpower trammg There are some countervailing
pressures,’ such as the influence of community-based -,

RS
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12 o COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT '
organizations, the personal corn:mxtment of some CETA
staff to serve minorities and the’ dxsadvantaged and(\l

mterventxon of soime regzonal offices.

"EFFECTS OF DECATEGORIZATION

Decategorization and decentralization are comple~

l méntar}\_T_a decentralize, without giving localities the e

' freedom to put together a mix of progrdams tailored-to
local needs would be to provide the trappings but not the
substance of local control. CETA furnishes this flexi- ‘
bility by decategorizing earlier specialized programs.

Besides enabling the prime sponsor to, fashion pro-
grams relevant to local needs, decategorization was ex-
pected to: 1) eliminate the ‘duplication eharacteristic of
earlier programs; 2) encourage new programs that are
comprehensive,’ organizationally integrated, .and liberally
laced with innovations; and 3) eliminate or modify ‘inade~
" quate programs.

. Despite their newly vaqued authority and flexibility,
prlme sponsors did not rush to reshape manpower pro-
grams. Their flexibility was circumscribed by internal
and external constraints. Insufflclent time, lack of staff-
and experLence, institutional pressures, and political
consxderatxons all operated against change. Most impor-
“tant, prime sponsors ‘inhérited a full complement of
programs that could not immediately be. turned around.
Most programs were "therefore contmued although some
were stripped of their intake, administrative, and job
placement functions; they were often consolidated-and -

centralized. Because certain groups of clients require
specialized manpowe'r servxces, some categorlcal pro-
-grams may well be indicated. The objections to pre~
CETA programs referred to overlapping activities.and -
lack of integration rather than to special programs as
such.

~have been able to adjust quickly to a changing labor mar-
"ket. This has been demonstrated by their ability to
shift £rom on=-the-job training to work experience pro_]ects
as the recessmn developed and deepened. '

-

Wi

Noththstandmg the pressures facmg sponsors, they. -
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Changing Nature of Prograﬁ and Clientele

A number df -=~ae hcve begun to emerge in the
eaﬁ ‘ransxtxon P OU. ’ “Serhaps. most 1mpo‘gnt is the

: of manpower pre=+-wms awav from the ="clronac,
ral problems of == .mor market towars sn in-

g emphasis on tpe :mmediate cyclical 3~ -blem of

loyment. . This change was accompanie: . a '

ning of eligibility for franpower servics.

“Social, econdmic, "and political developnijs all
plagaed a partin this new orientation. The socwstlrer-
mugest of the 19608 and the organizational sup
snesal action had dimirsked to a considerab
Gernmental entffusiassen for ''Great Society’ .
dampened and public imerest in coping with th# probiems
ofhe disadvantaged wzned Partxcularly since instant .
cures did not materialize. '

Soon after the enactment of CETA, ‘the economy .
faltered badly. Employmgnt Opportunxtxes for graduates .
of manpower programs declined. It was difficult to per-
suade employers to acecept on-the-job trainees while:
they were Laymg off their regular work force. The ranks)
of manpower program applicants swelled with newly un- . L v
employed workers who did not normally pete for
slots in those programs, The response‘of prime spon- -
sors to these conditions was to concentrate on subsidized”
work expenence and publxc service employment
programs.

On the polxtxcal level, the looser elxgxbxlxty féquxi'e-
ments of CETA and the delegatxon of decision making '
to some 400 elected officials invited a broaaer participa-
tion in manpower programs. :The addl.txon of a large pub-
lic service employment program (Title VI) changed the
emphasis of manpower programs from its earlier struc-
tural to a ecounter-cyclical orientation. The shift was .
welcomed by local officials who recognized the political
attractiveness of a program that not only created jobs

_but also could be used to provxde fxscal relief for hard-
pressed communities. - "

* The change in the nature of manpower programs and
participants suggests a retreat from the 10= -year effort

s "
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‘aﬁewnth the employmbility pr of the disad-
‘t. raises.the queskion of sulate the'
Mtu wmmployed fromsthe comﬁ“ of better
' wam aPplicants. -
qprelated issue is the &&Vf!“ity of. addree-
»ms of cyclicad. unempw (Title V1)
a‘mram (CETA) designed prlq:ally to deat
with Wbt sMdmket 'maladjustments of a stractural nature.
Inco®poratng 3 public gervice _emplpyment component

awould also be mcreaeed mﬂn
¥ is basically a different kiggd of P .
m group, authorized for a mmowe limited time
Ydme celative attractiveness of its Job-creatton v
Fam mmte other less glamorous prég;ams atp dis- -
wigaze : terms of the time, interest, and attentxon
I'pr.m sponsors. Fmally, houslng both, p,rograms

tog ; wends to obscure the differences between struc-

. tura amx :=vclical mahpower programs. : S

‘Mm>encies to bifurcate the system of ma.npower
‘progemme are already discernible. There are distinc- -
tions ‘wetweeh the work-ready applicants enrolled in
publi: sérvice employment programs and those less pre- *
parec ~no are placed in pre-employment training activi-
ties. Motreover, the two kinds of programs are frequently
admmﬂae'ed through separate orgamzatxonal units.

[

" Issues : *biic'Serv.ce Employment ,

. Armmgmn most of the fxeld work for this study was
‘compleza_ wsefore the enactment of Title VI, there was
_some opgorsanity to identify a number of issues associ-
ated wrth puplic service employment. The most serious
obstacle to the attalnment of the Title Y1 pbjective of
creating ,additional jobs is likely to be the practice of
substitution; that is, there are mcreasmg indications
" that federal funds are being used for positions that might
otherwime nave been financed thxough regular local

)31 .- -
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/}'. .revenues--not to create new jobs. . However, sanwe twsal |-
4 Jurisdictions are experiencing actual budget strw '
and unavoidable layoffs. .
There are also worrisome institutional probsmers. -
Conflicts ‘between the objectives of a national pubitc ser-
. vice employment program and the interests of esugbished
. ingtitutions in the public se ctot are not uncommosh most
of these arise from the- relationship between CETA gommnl -
.. iees and the&'egular civil service employees with r cmmct
: to“civil servige hiring qualifications, entry-leve! jwbs
" promotional opportunities. and the order of layofs.
* Political patronage, if not the most serious probmsm .
to emerge, is probably the most publicized one. S
indications appeared’early in the Title I program. mew- .
‘'ever, opportunities for such Practices.are much gimser,
. in the public service employment program and will e
“covered ip the next phase of the study.

-National Policies and Local Decisions
Framers of the original CETA degislation faced the
problem of reconciling a commxtment to local discretion
with the need to address national problems. In the ab-
sence of- any new major development) <it was assumed
that programs fashionedﬁ‘j 400 prime sponsors would be
congruent whth national ds and priorities. .
. However, Congressional action since CETA sdygests -
‘an inclination-to reverto a categorical approach in meet-
ing new national developments. The enactment of the pub-
lic service enﬁpl-oyny!nt program as a new categorical
‘title is one indication of this tendency; handling the summer .
youth program through a separate appropriation is another.
The problems assocxated with public service programs
(especially that of substitution) and the proclivity to spin
off new and v1sib,le programs have generated new initia-
tives in Congrefsional committees. , The .chairman of ‘the
House subcommittee dealing with rnanpower has drafted
legislation to extend and enlarge the public service em-
/plovment program, as well as to centralize control in
- the regional offices of the Department of lL.abor. Fundimx

. -would be made to a.wider spectrum of ]'mblie bodies as
2
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well as to private
‘large part of she
imed. The ranking
has introduced legi

ofit organisations. In effect. a
bwer program would be recem—mi.
orityTnewher of the subcomry: e
ion that would establish a serwss »f
national caregoric ograms. laken togethen, ther
ould spell recentrgdisation and recategorization. i-
mough these are not vet fixe: »o=.tigns, they do sumger
-ne way the Congressional wuxd .s bibwing. =

Other Issues

In addition to thesgeneral issues just discussed, a
.number of specific pedblems are coming into focus.

The allocation of Title [ resources is a potential
séurce of difficulty. Prime sponsors are guaranteed at
least 90 percent of their prior year's funding level. De-
' spite this stabilizer, which tends to prevent abrupt
changes, at constant funding levels tbe' amount ava.a® -
fof riny large cities is likely'to decrease over a perius
of years. There are also te ~hnical problems in measur-
izg urermployment and low i=come arid. in designing mea-
sures to allocate resources to those most in need.

Advisory councils are still struggling with identity
problems. Increasingly, tme objectivity of council mem-
bers whose agencies provice prograrh services to the
prime sponscr is being questioned. In some instances
they have been excluded from council membership or
have not bee: permitted to vote on issues on which the~
‘are’ an .nterested party.

The relationship between the employment service,
wnich had been the major or=-CETA manpower agency,
and the present prime sponso<s is frequently unsettied,
especially i~ situations in wn: ch the role of the employ-
ment service has been elimirated or curtailed. Since
both have lezislative authori-v--the employment service
under the Wagner Peyser Ac and the prime sponsors
under CET . -duplication or stratification of services
may emerg: There are ind:cations that some employ-
ment se— = agencies will focus on job-ready applicants.
leaving == =ss = alified for the prime sponsors. Such
possibii...e- inv.re ‘he attention of the Congressiona:

\

~ommittees whose -isdictions encompass bom pragrams.
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suthority is not easily relinquished. This is particu- ’

mpbwtrue of CETA, ix which the transfer of control has
wotmeen accompanied by a alear: distinctioh between the
pweragatives of the prime egonsor and the responsibili-
tame = the federal estaslimhment. Both have been oper-
aamg eneasily in the swwss G@tween: th reach of omedind
e grasp of the other. ~“Tyls testing of the limits of
sumewrony is likely to corifltue for some time. ‘ -

SUMMARY : .

The impact of CET# m manpower programs is
vasdbie in changes in botr structure and program.

Changes in Structure

e The overriding obwective of CETA is decentraliza-
tion and in large measure this has been accom-
plisned. Despite serious administrative problems,
state and local officials are assuming control of
manpower programs. However, this authority is
constraimed by corsiderable federal presence.

The periormance »f prime sponsors in terms of

meeting ~heir plans and discharging their admmls- o

traz:-e responsibilities leaves much to be desired.
Ove= 40 percent had initially been assessed by ‘
the Departm'en*' of Labor'as being eitherymar-
gini. or un: ~ms=factory performers. '

e Mampower wecoming institutionalized as »
‘revci.ar coTi.»ment sf local governmehts.
e Ct A ha: .. -wmbled existing interorganizational

reiicionshtr « a.. levels. Locally, the xey man-

power r:we lag shifted to local elected officials
1- tme expemse of the Manpower Administration
regional :ffices on one hand and locdl project
opmratcs: oSn the ather. Prime sponsors have
be=n cacapmited amn substantive areas that had
bes=— the c&cmsi-= province of such agencies a:
t=e =mp:I)Yyment service and vocational educatian.
e Prirne zvonsor: have centralized administrative
funcrion: aader Tir imrmediate control and have

~
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3 * made ligmfilat*progress in consolidmting such
L .. manpower ssmwiees as client intake ammsl job pléec-
' .. - ment. Moreowez, there is a growing semdency on
“the part of PEumne - Sponsors to conduct programs.
e Manpowes pemgremms now under the aegis of local -
elected difiosnis smwe being dran ).nto the becal L
. 7 polxtlcaw . )

Changes in Prugram ’ o - ‘ -

e Resources availabie for the first year of CETA .
were sybstamtinlly greater than the level for man-
power programes in fiscal 1G74. Most of #he in-

- crease is attributable to the new publié service
e employment mregram. However, Title I fanding
is also "2 persent higher tham the. amount for com-
: parable progrmmns in 1974. In terms of relative
_shares, Title: funds shifted during the first year
. from the Sout- to the Wes: amd Northeast and
N trom cities tt counties. In general, :zounties are ‘
assuming a mmch larger rolte in manpower affairs.
.o The anpowe: planning process is better inte-
‘ gratec with the local administrative and power
- » 'sttucmre but the formal planning docwments are
- . gene—=.iy not well developed. By repmated modifi-
cat.vo&, plans are adjusted to mirror =mperience.
Consesuently, ‘he planning process temds tc follow
. rathe "am lead program developmen:.

e Althoiy, CET aced the =arlier mandaved,
categ'r. -xl programs to encourage greater flem-
bilitv ‘u-:a)ﬁpri.!ne sponsors a~= contmming such
progrif\\margely anchanged.

_" e . 'TTA hass =roatemed considerabdly the scome oc
rnm\'\e:txvltws in terms of placem. progeams, '
azd pedigle. Guographically, the progresm has be- !
ome amiversa:; local flexibility and tie addition ~ :
& a maiplic service emplo’rrnent compomsnt has
wrdened the ramge of manpower programess.. With
tne‘loasening of eligibility requirements and the

i impact of the recession, participation in manpower
programs has become more general.

»
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e The character of manpower programs is changing
" “from one preoccupied with the mtractable enmplow-
‘ability problems of the disadvantaged to one in-
creasingly concerned with tlie mmmmediate cyclical
. problems of the unemployed gmmerally. This -7 .
shift is ' clearly dltcernib):s\‘%;m Il and Titte VI. .
' ‘ To a lesser but still perceptiliic @=gree, it is aleo
+ true of Title I programs. .

'
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Resources and Allocations

. Since the passage of the Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962 (MDTA) there has been a 60-fold
.increase in Department of Labor manpower program’
funding-to $3. 7 billion, reflecting changes in policy, the
addition of specific programs, and responses to cyclical
unemployment.\' While still only scratching the surface

of the need, manpower programs now constitute a sizable
component of the federal budget. How these funds are
distributed and who is to exercise control have become
very important questions. Chapter 2 reviews the re-
"sources available for manpower programs under the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) in
relation to similar progfams in the past. Formulas for
allocation prescribed in the act and some of the atten-
dant issues are considered. The major focus is on the
effects of the Title I formula on the nature and direction
of manpower programs in fiscal 1975.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR MANPOWER PROGRAMS
Prior to fiécal 1975 f@d‘s for wox.-k and training
programs administered by the Department of Ihabor were

authorized by four statutes: the MDTA, the Economic

Opportunity Act (EOA), the Emergency Employment Act

s R 20 . »
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1973 2,754 - 2,545 1,113, 1,239 193 209

Resources and Altocatwna ’ - ‘ 21-

of 1971 fEEA), and. the Soual Secu’ntbr Act (for the Work
- Incentive Program). Table 1 companE:s the total re-

-# \80urces available for manpower programs before and- T

after CETA. The growing importanc of pubrlxc service .
employment begmnmg in fiscal 1972 eflects recogni- -
tion that new strategxes were necessa}y to cOpe with -

rxslng unemployment. |

Table 1. Depart!nent of Labor, Obllgatlon¥ for Work and -

. Training Programs, .Fiscal Years 1963‘ 1970 1975 (amo‘unth ,
',mrmllxon dollars) . : S : ,,\\ R

N Programs Corregpondmé thh CETA o, \
- B Work and  Public - WIN VoL
Fiscal - All - .Training Emplc}y-. Job . and | .-
Year Prog ams Total Pr;&rams ~_ment ___Corps :Other | '

1963 - - 56 56 : 56 . # - - -

1970 ° 1,419 1,340 1,170 , # 170 79
1971 1,485 1,421 - 1,261 - 160 64
1972 2,697 2,522 1, 358 962 © 202 175 .
a/ s

1974 /

by 20144 ©1,884 1,453 281 150 260~
1975=" . 3,731 3, 580 2,15% 1,217 208 151"
Source: Mahpower Report of the Prendent Table F-1
Manpower ‘Administration, U.S., Dept. of Labor -~
, al Include s funds for National Older Workers Prl\€ram

b/ Preliminary.-

Despite its billing as,a comprehensxve manpower -
. program, CETA accounts for only 56 percent of all
federal manpower program funds. . In fiscal 1975, accord-
‘ing to Office of Management: and Budget estlmates, $6 8
billion was to be oblxgated by federal agencies for pro-
grams that fall broadly into.the category of manpoWer,
including vocational rehabilitation,” certain vete rana' ;.
benefits, and the employment service, as shown beh\ow:. ‘-

|
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A 22 R COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND -TRAINING ACT
'Estirnated/Flecal Y_ea‘r K Ml.lll.on » o
1975 Obligations _ ' Dollars : Percent
‘Fedéral Manpower Programs $6, 827 > 100
- Department of Labor/ : . 4,590 . - 67
Comprehenswe Employment o .
and Training Act : 3,800 *° 56

Source: Office of Mana_gement and Buddet
PR T o ’ .
Table 2 comparées appropriations for CETA for fiscal
1975 with initial requests by the Administration and with
. appropriations for comparable activities in fiscal 1974
*. The total appropriation for fiscal 1975 was $3. 7 billion--
$1.4 billion above the previous’ year. Increases were

mainly for the temporary public service employment pro- o

gram (Title VI) and far the Jsummer’ youth Pprogram.
The initial emphasxs of CETA was to have been on
Title I--comprehenswe manpower programs. "The
Administration's request of $1. 3 billion, _including funds
- for summer youth programs, was less than the prior
year's appropriation of $1. 4 billion; Congress, however,
raised the amount to close té $1. 6 billion, a 12 percent
" +increase over 1974. Later’ $473 million was added for
summer programs.’ Thus ‘the total of Title I plus sum-
mer youth programs came to about $2 1 billion--46 per-
_cent more than for correspondmg programs in fiscal
- 1974. .
: The publlc service employm“em component of CETA
(Title II) consisted \orrgmallyaof a modest prograi con-
fined to areas of subgtantial u{lemployrnent However,
as unemployment shot up, Congress passed the Emer-
gency Jobs and Unemployment Assistance Act of ¥974
(EJUAA),-which authorized $2. 5 billion for: publlc ser

T, ~ vice jobs for unemployed persons in all areas,=/ and ex-
‘ " .tended the expxrmg Emergency Employment Act for a™ -’
, year. -

» Chart 1 shows the extent of decategorization and
decentralxzatron possible under CETA: 42 percent of

_5/ $l bllhon was appropriated for flscal 1975; of this, ~#¢
amount $125 million was to be transferred to the '
. Departineént of Commerce for public works projects,

v .
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Tablé 2. Fiscal Yea— 1974 and- Fxscal Year 1975 Appro- .‘
priatioms for Comparable Manpov\’rer Programs (amounts
in million dollars) X . ,

/

A
# L . <

=2 - © v Tiscal - N, "~ - Change. ‘
oy Zear . . ' °  From,
- '974 - Fiscal Year 1975 Fiscal

: Aopro- Initial  Appro- Year

Activity priation Request pniation 1974
Comprehensive o0 : J . —
~Manpower Assis- ; "

- tance (Titie 7 1,407 1,319 1,580 + 473

Pubhc Servi-es Em- 2 ] . -
ployment :
Emergenct Em-
ployment =t

(PEP- 250 . - - - 250
Substew—z ner—- _ .
plovme=at < ~easx , .
(Tize = 370 - 350 400 + 30
/ Emerzam=- [.Ds : S
(Tite= =7 - - 1, 000 875 + 875
Nationz. Programs ‘ J S rj
(Title II: 213, 210, 243, , + 30
Samme =~ ~ :th (397)— - 473—" + 473
Job Ce-ps Tit.e IV) 150 171 171/ + - 24
T2TaL 2,390 3,050 3,742 _+1,352
i : - 2

o :

' Source: Marziwer Acministration, U.s. Dept. of Labor
a/ Inclugec x -“he $1. 407 million figure for comprehen-
. sive marmnwear assistance. - '
b/ Incluces: 3.7 million to be transferred to the Com-

- munir 3ervices Administration.
>
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CHART!1. Amounts Authorizeq for Program .
Activities Under the Con’Prehensive Employment’

and Training Act, Fiscal Year 1975. .~

\

. $ mil”'?n) -
e 5%
Tivg 1v g
O C i ’
- " orps 6% ‘ » )
« . Tive 111 o
. /. National
s f  Programs | %
. $243 i
42% . ,,
Comprehensive Manpower : i ~ Title 1) :
Programs‘ $1.580 Summer Y_ou"\t
> Programs
Lo
evi
Public Employment |,
TR {Emergency) $875 )
Public SPITTRTIINT .
> Employ ment 23% .
< {High Unempigy \ -
' \JAress)
— -
1M% -
< , ‘ -
/ » . >
"DECATEGORIZED 42%
[::]- }DECEN‘fRALIZED 89%
. ' [
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] . : . . B | -
the ‘funds are available without-program restrictions; 58
percent of the money is earmarked for specific program
categories, such as public service jobs, summer youth
progrims, the Job Corps, and national programs.
Eighty-nine percent of the funds (Titles I, II, - VI, and
summer ‘youth) are under state and local control, and 11
percent of the ‘money is managed by the federal goverh-
ment. However, the 89 percent which is theoretically -
.decentralized is administered with a considerable degree
of federal regulation and over51ght as discussed in sub~ .
sequent chapters. = '

There is no unanimity as to how much locarl autonomy
: and flexibility is desirable. However, recent Congres-

sional action, including additional funds for the Emergency

" Employment Act (EEA), the'passage of T'ltle VI, and au-
 thorization for summer programs suggests a tendency on
the part of Congress to respond to emerging problems.
with categorical programs. There is apparently a feeli.ng
that locally perceived needs may not coincide with national
priorities.: ' : ’

TITLE [ ALLOCATION FORMULA

- The inmmpact of manpov}er resources i's_meé.sured. not
only by the total amount awailable but also by the mbnner
.in which it is distributed. Basically there are two.ways in
in which resources have been allocated: by formu[a and
at the discretion of the Nary of Labor.

Under CETA, funds for Titles I, II; and VI (the de-
centralized programs) ire allocated among prime spon=
sors by formula, although the prescription is different
for each title and some funds are reserved for discretion-
ary use. Funds for Titles III and IV (the centralized pro- ‘
grams) gre not disbursed at the discretion of the

, Départment of Labor. :

Before CETA, MDTA classroom trammg funds were
allotted by formula to the states, which were then re-
spo sible for a.''pass through" to local sponsors, gener-
alty-the employment service offices and the schools.

EEA appropnatlons wére also assigned m a prescrlbed

4z s
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fashion tb st‘a\.tes and eligible local government units. 6/

- On the other hand, EOA funds were not bje»ct'to formqla‘,

" allocation. .

There are nongnonetary as well as monetary conse-

~ quences of a distribution of resources based upon a

"~ formula. Such distribution universalizes the manpower’
program, localxtles not prevxously involved in any sxgmfl.-
cant way are now encompassed. A’ formula also mini-
mizes the eff_ect of political and vested interest clout as -

. well as grantsmanship, and permits the federal adminis- .
trator to make decisions i a more objecti\;e manner. -
However, if pressure' at the federal level is reduced, the~
reverse -is true for the state ard local prime sponsors
who now have full responsibitity for distribution of re-

- sources within their jurisdictions. Local interest groups
can be expected to compete for limited resources.
Finally, formula allocation does not’ permit flexibility in.
meeting special needs. Resources: prevtously ¢oncen-

. trated on limited programs and specific client groups

" may be spread too thin for effective results.

Given the dgcision to use a formula, its nature and
effects become cgritically significant. The framers of ’
the CETA legislation debated the most appropriate Tltle
I allocation formula. The issues were which elements
to use--unemployment or low income--and how to main-
tain stability in the funding process while permlttmg
sufficient fleXLblllE)' to ad)ust to ralpldly‘t changmg eco-

. nomic conditions. .

The political lmperatlve of securmg sufficient votes.

. for passage also subjected the specifics of the CETA *

formula to considerable horse trading. The formula had "~
. to stand the test of geopolitics as well as the practical
tests of feasibility. The elements of the formula and the .

.

6/ Cities and counties of 75,000 were eligible program
agents under EEA. State governments were desig-
nated as program agents for parts of states not cov-
ered by other sponsors. - EEA established the precedent
for formula allocations to local units of government.

7/ See Robert Guttrpnan, 'Intergovernmental Relations
Under the New Manpower Act,'' Monthly Labor, Review
"97(6):10-16, 1974.

}
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. . . ?
© weights given to each significantly affect the key question
of who gets how much.‘ The availability of uniform:sta-
tistical data to measure need was also an'important con-
. sideration in arriving'at factors to be used. v
The bill originally passed by the House contained
only two elements in the ‘Title I formula: the prior yeax's
funding level and unemployment. The House Education
and Labor Committee believed that the level of unemploy-"
ment was an adequate proxy for various forms of disad4
~ vantage in the labor market. The Senate bill, however,
¢ proposed unemployment and poverty as the principal
criteria. The House bill warked in favor of those states
and regions where unemployment rather than low income
ts relatively more prevalent. The Senate preferred to
maintain the poverty enphasis of manpower programs.
The Title I formula finally agreed upon was a compro-
mise that gave precedence to past levels-of funding over
. measures of economic distress. Having agreed that 80
percent of the-funds were to be allocated, the House and
Senate adopted _the following Title I formula:=

e 50 percent té be allocated according to the rela-
v tive share of the prime sponsor's prior year's
funds.
e 37:5 percent to be allocated according to ths
relative share of {J. S. unemployment.
e 12.5 percent to be based on the relative number
‘of adults in low-income families. .
Thus half of the resources were used to avoid severe
program dislocation during the transition. Thls concern
with stability and program practicalities is "reinforced by
the requirement that no prime sponsor may get more than
150 percent nor less than 90 percent of the prevnous year's

oo 4
"8/ One percent of the 80 percent allocated by"formula was -
to be resérved for state prime sponsors for support of
state manpower services councils. Not less than $2
million was to be allotted among Guam, the Virgin
Istands, American Samoa, and the Trust Territories of
the Bacific Islands. v

4 1
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28 ‘COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT
- fundmg —/ The Secr etary of Labor is requlred to use -
part of his discretionary funds to "hold harmless' prime
sponsor manpower programs at 90 percent of last year ]
level. : v
However equitable or inequitable this distribution’
may have been, it was considered politically and program-
matlcally essential to prevent abrupt losses of funds and -
progtams in some areas and extraordmary gains, in others.
Legislators needed the stability to marshall support for
’ the bill, the Administration wanted it to facilitate imple-
mentation of programs, and project sponsors saw it as a
means to retain their programs. . /
Serious consequences of the 90 percent minimum /
and the 150 percent maximum limitations soon became
apparent. If the total amount to be allocated remains
constant, the effect of the 90 percent minimum applled i
successively for several years would be to lower the
"amount each year until a point is rea¢hed at which adjust-.
ments are no longer needed. Similarly, those areas to
which the 150 percent maximum is applied would get more
each year until the adJustment would no longer be needed.
The Manpower Administration- estimates that in four
or five years, assuming na change in available funds’or
in relative unempleyment and pofflerty, all areas would
- have reached their ultimate share based on the factors irl
the formula, and the adjustment process would end. The
point of equilibrium would vary for each area. Some
areas might drop to as low as 50 percent of manpower
funds in the 1974 base vear, while others might end up
with moTe than double their original amount
The effect would be that many areas would gradually
settle at a lower level than before CETA unless Title I‘
appropriations aré¢ increased every year. Other areas;
eligible for the 150 percent maximum, would continue fo
increase in their level of funding. The differential ef-
fects'of the formula and adjustments are discussed mare
fully later in this chapter. . ‘

!

R 3

9/ An exception to the maximum is illowed if 150 per- ‘
cent of the prior year's funding level is less than 50 |
percent of the amount that the prime sponsor would
be entitled to under the formula.
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-

* “Although 20 pex:éent of Title I funds are not subject
to allocation by formula, -the discretionary use of this ’
money by the Secretary of Labor is tightly circumscribed.
The statute requires that these funds be used for consor-

tium incentives (5 percent), supplemental vocational edu-

“cation (5 percent), and state manpower services (4 per-

percent). 10/ The remamder is available for discretion-
ary use, including the 90 percent hold harmless ‘

' ad_]ustment

Y

MEASUREMENT OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND POVERTY

' N

- One of the reasons for selecting the number'Of un-
employed and the number of adults in low-income families
as elements in the Tltle I formula was the assurance by
the Admmlstratlon ‘that it was possible to obtaip current |

statistics on a political subdivision level. . Nevertheless

‘there are serious technjcal problems with both fac¢tors

that affect their usefulness as measures of economic
neéed. ‘

Next to the 5. percent weight gwen to :1e past ye:r's
funz_ng level, the Title I formula places the greatest
rel .nce on unemployment'statistics. This decision
bec questioned by those who maintain that the standa-
-or:-epts and methods used do not adequately measurec
1+ ull extent of unemployment. The unemployment
’ ~es do not include d'iscoux"ag’ed workers who have

‘a.sed looking for work because they believe no work is

svailable. Persons on part-time work schedules who
want full-time work and persons who earn too little to
provide a "'minimum adequate'' level of living--those
who might be considered underemployed rather than
unemployed--are also left out of the unemployment cal- .
culation. - Presumably the thirJ element of the ‘formula--
adults in low-income families--is designed to reflect
the discouraged workers and the Unde\remployed but
this element has a weight of only 12.5 percent in the
formaula,

Since the level of uneniployment significantly affects
the distribution of CETA funds, prime sponsors have'

:

10/ See p. 3 for a definition of consortium, .
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SR become very. conscious of tile method by whxch‘ unemploy-
~ ment is measured. Two methods of estimating jobless-
ness hdve beén available from ‘the Department of Labor:
3 derwed‘metbod used in the Manpower Administration
and a survey method used by the Bureau of Labor
Statistits (BLS) ’

The derived’method is one used by state employment
service analysts to estimate unempLoyment for local
labor ngalrket areas. Essentially, it is a buzldmg 2block

method which starts with the number of insured unem- ¢
ployed.and estimates those not covered under unemploy-
ment insurance. The survey method is used to arrive )
at an estimate of unemployment for the U. S. based on
' the Census Bureau's monthly Current Population Survey
. (CPS) of a natzé)nal sample of households. . o
E In 73, rpqponszbzhty for the method of e stimating
local a wel national | .2>r force anc unemvlieyment
was'as:.gne BLS in or:2: to reconc ..e the wo s=ries.
The ma »r c-:n:e introduce= oy BLS ir measp-ing uné{ﬁ-. ,
ployment w::  ng use of benchmark figu-es olj‘ta'med from "
the Current -pulation Survey for the.largest -tates, '
metropolitar reas, and counties. The Bureau also
changed the :sis of estimating employr-.ent from ''pLace <

of work' to olace of residence. " Estimates of the num-

ber of unempioyed and the rate of unemp.oyment obtained.
by the BLS revisions, differ from those arrived at by the
method formerly used by-the Manpower Administration. 11/,
Indeed, the Department of Labor is being challenged in
court by the state of New Jersey, which claims that the
revised method tends to lower its unemployment esti-
matés and therefore its proportionate share of CETA funds.
The second element of need in the Title I formula
(adults in low-income families) also has measurement

u/ James R. Wetzel and Martin Ziegler, '"Measuring
, Unempl -ment in States and Local Areas, " Monthly
) Labor Review 97(6):40-46, 1974.. See also ''Repor!
to the Senate, Committee.on L.abor and Publ:.

fare and ‘he Houre Committee on Education and

Labor, specified in CETA, Section 312(f)." Ap-

pendix Manpower Report of the President 975
. (Washin 1. D.C.: U.S Department ot Labo .

1975), m 183-189.
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_prb‘blems. Low mcome?m Llefmed in the act as family
income of $7,000 in-1969;, updated for subsequent years
by changes in the Consumer Price Index. The $7, 000
\, ftg'ure was selected as being close to the Bureau of
" - Labor Statistics' es?tlmate of the annual cost for the
- lower budget for a four -person urban family in 1969. . .
Congress selected the $7, 000 figure as the low-
iicome criterion instead of the more familiar poverty- -
level threshold. The choice of this criterion and the
relatively low .veight (12.5 percent) assigned o the low-
income facto: influ=nced the distribution of Title I -
funds. For examp - the South had 40 percent of the
adul:s in ''low-inccmme'' families, but 44 percent of the
adul:s in ''poverty _amilies. Had Congress decided to
use the poverty in-~:ead of the low-income criterion,
the South's share - -»uld have been higher. The use of
a higher weight fo ne low-income factor :in the Title I
formila would als: 1ave glven low=-income regxors a
larger share of mzzpower funds. 12/

For fiscal 197 . it was necessary to update Tlese
figurés to 1973, u- ng a low-income cutoff of $8, 300
based on the rise i1; the Consumer Price Index, and a 7

re‘&segl estimate ¢. families with incomes below this
figure based on the Census Bureau's annual survey of
household incomes.
’ There are several problems in estimating the num-
ber of adults in low-income families: 1) the use of a
uniform standard for low-income families that does not
take into account farm/nonfarm differences in living ex-
penditures; 2) the lack of local detail in the Current
Population Survey, which is used as a change factor;
estimates for local areas must be calculated from stat
) * or regional figures: 3) the time lag of ap;roximately
two years (1973 inc me figure being used for " 976 all.
tions); and +4) technica. - blems in arriving . family
budget estimates. _
CETA itself recogni.-cs the technical deficiercies in
tt. ostimates of unemployment and low income. t re-
qu:res the Department ot‘_Labor to develop 1) reliable

sSee also The Job Ahead, Manpower Policies in
South (Southern Regional Councd\ 1975).

the:
A
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0.
’

methods to measure unemployment unde,remployment.

> and labor demand for states, local areas, and poverty

areas; 2) data to condtruct an anmual statistical measuré

of labor market related econamic hardship; and 3) meth-

ods to ma:~tain more! comprehensive household budget
‘. data, inclu:ing a level of adequacy, to reflect regional ,

and rural/urban dlfferencgs in hou§fehold hvmg._?i/

TITLE Il AND TITLE Y[ ALLOCATION FORMULAS

‘Since Title II (publié;‘service employment) is limiteds”
to areas of substantial unemployment Congressional
deliberations centered mimly on the identification of
such areas rather than the formula to be used for allo-
cation of funds. ' The definition agreed upon was similar
to that usec in Section 6 of the EEA: any area experien-
cing an unemployment rate of 6.5 percent or rhore for
three consecutive months. 14/ -

The sirgle element of the Title II formula is the
relative number of unemployed in each substantial unern-
ployment area. While this formula is not so controver-
sial as that of Title I, there are three problems. One is
.the question of whether sufficient weight is givento,
degrees of unemployment above 6.5 percent. This is
particularly germane in a period of high unemployment,
when national unemployment rates exceed 8 percent.

The act permits the 20 percent discretionary fund to be
used for this purpose. but i+. applicatior s not autoniais-

Seagonalits = - + ..vond p: tiem. The use of
v thice-month period .or ca.culating unemployment and
designating Title Il axeas is anomalou: since the purpose
is to aid areas with chronic unemployment, not those
areas with temporary seasonal fluctuations. The third
problem is the difficulty of identifying pockets of high
unemployment in a standard way.

B

13/ Section 312.

14/ Under EEA, Section 6 funds were allotted to areas
with unemployment rates of 6 percent or more for
three consecutive months.

v
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. ™itle VI, ;hﬂmorized by the -Emerpnc{r Jobs and -

., Unemployment Assistance Act. was designed to-respsmd
quxckly to cyclical unemployment--to make the $reates:
impact on creating public service jobs for an emerger=y 3
period. Unemployment is the only criterion. The fo-
mula has three parts: 50 percent to be allotted to prizre
sponsors based -on the total volume of unemployment, 25
percent based on unemployment in excess of 4.5 perc=nt

. of the labor force in each area; and 25 percent to sub-

. stantjal unemployment areas eligible under Title II. e
weight$ are a compromise between the House and Seaze
versions of the blll (see Table 3). The Title VI forry .,
unlxke that of Tn.tle 11, gives a boost to areas with mo
severe unemployment.  Only 10 percent of Title VI :unds
are reserved for discretionary use in meeting new vnem-
ployment crises. , ,

In summary,, there are a number of issues in the

"CETA allocation formulas: technical problems in esti-
mating unemployment and numbers of adults in low-income

Table 3. Elements and Weights in ("ETA .Allocati

Formulas, Titl+ ! i1 and VI

Discretio. ary .ad  ormuia Terc.n: Distribution
Amounts T:-le Title II Title T

Discretionary amou. 20 20 It

Formula amount o 30 80 9-

' Total 00 100 10¢
: *

Formula elements: ' i
Prior year's funds . 50 .
Adults in low-income ' 12, -
Number unemploved 37! 50

) Above 4. 5% rat. / - 25
Areas of subst. unempl.2 - .u0 - 25
Total 100 100 100
'a/ Areas with unemployment rate of 6.5 percent or
more for 3 consecutive months. .
50 : .
»
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.

‘families; seasOnalxty in the Title IL formula, lack of a
" tiggverity' factor under Title II; and the érosion of funds
for some areas despite the 90 percent hold- harmless
feature of Title, . Perhaps the most important questxon
\ is the distributive effect which is discussed in the fol-

lowing ‘section.

EFFECT OF TITLE I FORMULA

;States"and Regions ,

LY
0

Although the Title I'formula has stabilizers that tend
to maintain consistency from year to year, its use has
resulted in shifts in resources that are having an effect
on the places and people who receive manpower services.

" Of the $1.6 billion appropriated for Title I in fiscal 1975,

$1.2 billion was distributed by formula to prime sponsors.
Discretionary funds were added for the 90 percent hold-
harmless adjustments, making the total $1. 4 billion.
Chus total resources available under Title I of CETA
were higher than the 1974 base, but the amount distributed
by formula was lower (see Table 4).

Because of the heavy weight (50 pe rcent) given to the.

. prior year's allotment of manpower funds, the rank order
of states, in terms of the percentage of total funds re-

. ceived, 'is with few exceptions the same as'that in fiscal
1974 even before the 90 percent hold- harmless adjustment
was made. 15/ Table 5 suggests, however, that there was
a slight tilt in favor of states recewmg most of the 1974
funds (first quintile) for programs comparable to Title I
of CETA.

Table 6 shows, nevertheless, that some geographic
shifts, are taking place‘ in the regional pattern. "Most.8ig~
nificant are declines in the relative share of the southern
regions, aAd relative gains in the west coast and north-
east regions. .

The effect of the 90 percent mxmmum--lSO percent
makimum adjustments on individual areas is to Jmitidate
changes due to the formula. After adjustment, all states

~ A

N 2
N ~ \ .
. ”

. .
15/ Spearman's rank correkation p = .99 - ]
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“Table 4. CETA Title I Funds Ava).lable and Allocated

Fiscal Year 1975 (amounts in million dollars) ) W

x - N

Percent of

o .~ * Fiscal Fiscal Year 1974
‘Appropriation and Year: Manpowe /r
/ - Allocation Title I 1975 Funds—
Appropriation 1, 580 o112 -
Formula allocation- B ‘
Formula amount s, 249 89
* Adjusted amount-lz/ 1,354 96
Non-formula allocations .
~ State vocational education - 79 -
. State manpower services 63 -
Consortium incentives 39 . ‘ -
State planning (SMSC) . . 13 ) -
Rural CEP's . 7 -
Territories . : 2 -.
> Total . _ 203 - -
*Balance (carried over ’
Fiscal 1976) 23 -

Source: Manpower Admmxstratlon U.S. Dept.. of Labor
a/ Percent of funds for comparable manpower programs.

E/ Adjusted to provide ecach prime sponsor at least 90 per-

cent but not more than 150 pencent of prior year's fund"v_s.

teceived at least 90 percent of their prior year's funding
level. The regional shifts are about the same as those
under the formula amount. ' .

The basic reason for the geographic-shift in distri-
bution of funds is the fact that the Title I formlila places
three/times as much weight on unemployment as on low
inc%we: Distributipn of pre-CETA funds was based to
a gM#ater.extent on poverty or other factors. States
that have experienced the greatest losses based on the
CETA formula before the 90 percent adjustment are ) ¥

. 52 #
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“:
Table 5 'Percent sttnbutlon of Manpower Funds, Fis-
cal Year 1974 and Fiscal Year 197§, by Staté Quintiles
Based on Amount of Funds in Fxscal Year 1974

’

4 Quintile of . . © “FY 1975 T{tl7 I
" States by - FY 1974, “Allocation—
Amount of Funds Manpower Formula Adjusted
in‘FY 19742/ . Funds?/-  AThount Amountd
1 (Most funds) 52.8 54,6 54.2-
2 - 22,1 21,1 21.47 -

.3 14.8 © 13,9 14.3

4 7.4 1.4 7.2

5 - 2.9 © 3.0 2.9

ALL STATES ° 100.0 ioo. 04 100. 0.

Source: Computed from Manpower Admlmstratxon data

af Puerto Rico and D. C. omitted. - -

b/ Funds for programs corresponding with Title L.

c/ Excludes consortium incentives, State funds for man-,
power services,’ vocatlonal education, and planmng, S
Mfunds for rural CEP's and for Guam. Virgin Istands,

Samoa, and Trust Terrltorles //{

d/ Adjusted to proyide each prime sponsor at least 90 per-.

. cent but not more than 150 percent of§brior year s funds.

¢ .
N

those where the ratlo of adults ‘in low-mcbme farmlles

to the number of unemployed persons is high. Corre-
spondingly, states that have gairfed (or decreased the
least) ‘tend to b ose with low ratios of adults in low-
income families to unemployed persons. - Table 7 shows ',
the distribution of states by percent change'in funds

from 1974.  States that gained most relative to other

‘state's averaged 5.1 adults in low-income families for

each unemployed I]Jerson. Those in the lowest group had
a 13 5 to 1 ratio. .

16/ The correlation of the rank of states by percent change
in funds from 1974 and the rank by the poverty/unem_
ployment ratio,’ usmg the Spearman method is n = 67

-~
.
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Table 6. Percent Dlstrlbutl.on and Relatwe Change of
Manpower Funds Flscal Year 1974 and Flscal Year 1975
by Region . ‘ -

Percent Distribution
Fiscal Year 1975 Percent FY 1975

To.-al L+ Title' T’ - Allocation of
T e:zr All‘ocatlonE’ FY 1974 Funds

. 1-74 For- For- v

Census Manooweér'-mula Adjusted mula AdJusted

Regior. th:iTs?‘-'/ Amount Amountt’ Amount Amount
' New - - . ‘

'England. 5.9 6.2 . 6.2  93.3 100%‘
“Middle | R .

Atlantic i7.1 17.3 -~ 17.2 90.2 ©97.2
East . ' ' ‘
" North . o L

Central 7.4 ©17.8 - 88.3 98. 2
West ' ‘ :

" . - North . '
~ Central 7.2 %.7.0 85.6 .  93.8
‘South . / . o :
- Atlantic  15.3 * . 14.5 14. 8 84.5 93.1
East R '

Sout - B . _ . ' . )

Central =~ 7.5 = 6.7 7.1 79. 4 ‘;%).6
West . | e - '

South - ' o _ .

Centril - 10.0  .9.6 9.6 85.5 ' 91.6
Mountain ., 4.5 ~ -4.3 4.3 84.9 93. 1.
Pacific ©  12.3 14.0 13.2 100.7  103.Y
Al‘a‘ska, : '

, Hawaii, '
’ Puerto _ . T
Rico : 2.9 3.2 3.0 97.5. 99.2.

ALL ‘ . . -
REGIONS. 100.0 100.0, 100.0 88. 8 96. 2

Sourcze: Computed from Manpower Administration data_

-~

'a/ Funds for programs correspondmg with Title I.
b/ Excluc:f.- qonsortmm incentives, special State f,unds,
o funds : r rural CEP's™and for Territories.
i : e/ Adjiusted to provlde each prime spoysor at least 90

byt not more than 150 percent of prior year's funds.
v ~ ~ .

s
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Table 7. Low-mcome Adults/Unemployment Ratio, by -
State Quintiles based on Relative Change in Manpower n
.Funds From Fiscal Year 1974 to chal Year 1975

Title I i v ’

!

Quintile of States by . T .
Relaﬁve Change in F¥ 1975 )
" Formula Allocation

Compared with FY 1974 ' Low-Income 'A\duits/ ,
Manpower Funds?/ - Urdemployment Ratio, .
o1 (Most change)’ 4 5,1 ° !
-2 . ¢« 5.8 o
-3 S . 7.6
4 . , -10.3
5 13.5.. 1
ALL STATES e \ 7.6 1_3
: ; 4

Source: Computed from Manpower Admmlstratlon data -

a/ Puerto’ Rico and D. C. omitted.
/s

In other words, states,whose economic problems
are- characterlzed by low income rather than unemploys,,
ment yere relative losers under the CETA Title I for-

mula because of the low weight given to the income factor.
# L ,

‘)

14

\

‘ Type of Sponsor

The relative effect of the CETA Title I forrmula

. distribution is to shift funds from cities to counties.' The

amounts gmpg to consprtia, which combine cities, coun-
ties, and smialler jurisdictions, and the balance-of-
state funds remam relatwely unchanged compared with
the previous year (Table 8).  After the minimum and
maxitmum adjustments are made, changes from the ,
previous year are less pronounced.

Changes from the flscal 1974 base by type of spon-
sqr show that counties’in the-aggregate would have re- > !

. ce1ved 107 petcent of their base amount (Table 9), but

cities would have received only 77 percent of their base



Lo 4Squrce:' Computed. from Manpower Adminlstration Elata. .

. L . . ' - i e N

B |Résouroes and Allocationa*, " 4 . L
P Ta‘ble 8. Percent Disi:ribut:'i‘on‘of"}\/[a";;o'wer Funds, N
.Fiscal Year 1974 and Fiscal’Y’éar 1975 by Type of - &

Sponsbr 4 S .

: . o . ' Fiscal Year" . - Fiscal Year 1975 4
L - " 1974 ' .. Title' LAllocation?/"

Ty Typ!e of - ‘Manpo + Formula  Adjusted

Sponsor 2 Funds— ‘ " Amount " AmountE

Clty - 25,1 o277 - 23.6
County. , - - 13.5 16.3 . . 15.1
Consortiuin '30.6 . 30.6 . 30.9
Balance ofState ~ - 30.8 31.5 30.4
_ALL SPONSORS 100. o.’ 100 o 100.0

‘'al" ‘Funds for programs corresponding with Title 1. .
b/ Excludes consortium incentives, State funds for man- - "
power services, vocational education, and planning,

funds for rural CEP's. ang for Guam, Virgin Islands, k)
. ‘Samoa, and Trust Territories. - . _~. '
e/ ‘_,AdJuﬂsted to provide each prime sponsor at least 90
percent\but not more than 150 percent of pnor year's
funds. :
(Details imay not add to totals. aue to roundmg )
. 4 p i

amounts. The ad]ustments again tended to flatteén the.
. differences. -

There are several cities whose funds would amount
to.less than 70 percent of their fiscal 1974 lével were it
not for the hold-harmless factor; only a few ‘cities would.
receive more than 100-percent of their fiscal 197‘4 amount.g
On the other hand, only one.county and two consortia -
would receive less than 70 percent. '

A closer look at the distributive effects of the CETA
- Title I formuia was obtained by dfsaggregating consortium
- funds among component jurisdictions. Fiscal 1974 fundg

- ‘and 1975 Title I formula amounts for cities or counties

0f:100, 000 or more were added to the city or county totals
respectively; Funds for smaller“]umsdlctlons were as-
‘.signed to the balance-of‘state category. The results
"show approximately the a\ame pattern of relative change
"as that shown in Table 8. The share going to cities

56
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* Table 9. Percent Fxscal Year 1975 | of Fiscal Year 1974
J‘Aanpower ‘Funds, by Type of Sponsor - =

°

PR

-
’ (

T Parcent FY 1975 Title T Allocation®’

R ~ _of FY 1974 Manpower Funds2 -
' Type of - ‘.JFormula.Amount Adjusted. Amounf._f '
Sponsor =~ - Range’' Average Range -Average’
City .. . 53-180 ~ 77 ° 90-150 _ 90 -
» County ©68-292 ¢ 107 90-150 . 108
* Consortium 63-143" 89 90-134 - : 97
"Balance of State - 70-127 ' . 91 90 - 1275 - 95 )
ALL, =~ S SRS
" SPONSORS 53-292 89 - ~‘20-1'50 L 96,

Source: Computed from Manpower Adminlst;ation dafa
a/ 'Excludes consortium incentives, State funds for man-
. -power services, vocational education, andplanning, ‘
" funds for rux;al CEP'$ and for Giam, Virgin. Islands, :
Samoa, and Trust Territories.

Funds for prografns corresponding with Title I.
Adjusted to provide each prime sponser at least 90
percent but not more than 150 percent of prior year's
‘funds. . . .

N

te

declined sharply from that of fiscal 1974, counties re-
ceived relatively more, while the balance-of-states
share increased slightly: :

'
\

. - ' . Fi%cal Year (975
" Type of - Fiscal Year 1974 Title I ,
Sponsor Manpower Funds Formula Allocation:
‘. - (petrcent) - (pergent)
. City L o~ ' 41.9 36.1
County® .22 T 25.6
{ Balance of State . ... _36.8 ' _38.3
S 1000 - "100.0

The redxstnbutxon of funds among ‘types of pﬂ(m
sponsors reflects the influence of all three elements in.
“the formula. The first (weighted 50 percent) was new . °

A 5 -

.
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obligations fozz foéal 1974. . The amounts for this fac-
» tor were estimated by regxcinal offices based on pontracts

> and grants for MDTA and EOA programs in 1974

The second and third factors--number of unemployed
and number of adults in low-mcome famxlxes--mﬁuenced

" the sole measure of need, about 20 percent of the pie

‘wpuld go to counties. If low intome were the SC:?efL&

terion, counties.would get ¥4 percent, and the lin's *

snafre.woﬁld go to the balance of state programs, which
" are heavily 'rurh (Table 10).

° ‘ -

_ Table 10. Percent ‘Dlstrxbu't).on Flscal'Year 1974 and
. Fiscal Year 1975 Manpower Funds Compared with Hypo-

\ thetlcal Allocatlons, by Type of Sponsar

~— RS M

Hypothbt).cal FY 1975

" Source: Computed from Manpow‘er.j'Admfmistx‘ation data

a/ Funds for programs corresponding with Title I.

_E/ Bxcludes consortium incentives, State funds for-man--
power services, vocational education, and planning, -
funds for rutal CEP's and for-Territories. o

{Details may not add to totals due to rounding.) :

The distributive effect of the formula between cities
and adjacent suburbs is demonstrated by the following
example for the aneapolxs St Paul metropolitan area
(Table 11). . , .
17/ Manpo¥er Administration Field Memorandum No.
29-74, February 6, 1974, .

58

>

. the c’l',\ange in the funding pattern. if unemployment were b

.

e T . ‘Formula- Allocation
- ‘ ) ~FY 1975 * ‘- Based On ‘
: ., FY 1974 Formula ™ . Adults in
 ‘-' . Type of « Manpower Allo%a— Unemploy,- Low Income
- Spcmsor . Funds?/ .Stion=/ _ ment Families
City . 25.1 21,7 19.4° ‘14.8
County . 13.5 | .16.3 ., .20.6 . 14.4
" Copsortium  ,30.6 30..6 30.9 - - 29.6
Balance of - o . , \ i :
State '~ 32.8 . 31.5.  29.2 ' 41.1 ~
ALL - L ' v
SPQNSORS 100.0. - 100.0. 100.0 .100. 0
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' ‘Table 11. Pprcent Dlatnbutlon of Fiscal Year 1974 nd

of Mux?eapolia,st, Paul Standard MetrOpolltan Statist cal ” ’
Area.-— ) ‘ _ | I -

'&

-

. L " Adults
S " CFY 1974 in " FY 1975 'rm7
Man- 1973 Low- __Allocation=
City of power ,Unem- Income TFormula Adjuste :
: County Fundsll ployed Families Amount ‘Amount® i
Minneapolis. 50.9. 30.6  37.5 40.2 - 46.3
St. Paul " 29.6  19.1 23.1 = 24.1 26.9 .
Bal. of T ' L
" Hennepin - - - . ‘ . :
County 6.3  23.3 . 18.1 15. 3 9.5 - .
Bal. of o R : : ' ' o
" Ramsey - - g . . .
_County 3.6 7.6 5.9 5.7 4.8
Anoka ' : ) s
" County 4.3 9.2 5.8 6.8 - 5.7
Dakota ‘ . o
County ‘3.4 . 6.2 ° 5.8 4.9 4,1
Washington . ,
Colity -~ 2.0 -4l 3.9 3.2 2.7

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -100.0

Source: Computed from Manpower Admmlstratlon data

a/ Old definition.

b/ Funds for programs gorresponding wn.th Title I. )

¢/ Excludes consortium incentives, State funds'for man- )
power services, vocational education, - and planning, . _ .
funds for rural GEP's and for Guam, Virgin Islands,
$Hamoa, and Trust Territories.

‘7‘Ad_]usted to provxde each prime sponsor at least 90 .
pareent But not mo‘;e ﬁ;ar 150 ‘percent gf prior year's .k
‘fumds, _ ' :

(Detaxls may not add-to totals due to roundmg )

Inéludéd in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area, was
that part of. Hennepm County outside the central city,
estimated to have .recewed only 6.3 percent of manpower

2

A
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funds for the standard metropolitan statistl.cal areal8/
(SMSA) in 1974. However, its volume of unemployment
would have Justl.fl.ed 23.3 percent, and if adults in low-
income famili,e's were the sole criterion, the county
would have received 18. 1 percent. The county actually

. wound'up under the Title I allocation with 9.5 percent of °
the SMSA funds--a gain from 6. 3apercent in the previous
year but le'ss than the amount.warranted by unemploy-
ment and poverty figures. -

Inh sum, the Txtle I-formula peruced a change from
the p-revious year s distribution pattern despite its stabi-
lizers.: Bxg city pnrime sponsors who suffered losses
compared with 1974, and who face further erosion of
funds’in coming years, complain thaf they are befng
treated unfairly. County prime sponsors, on the other ™
hand, argue that they had been.shortchanged in.the pest -
and that CETA will eventually brmg them closer to
parity with cities.

The fundamental issue of what is fair apd equitable
in dxstrlbutmg resources depends on the ohj ctives of
Title I. In allotting a significant pl‘0p0rt10n (37.5 per-
cent) of the funds on the basis of the number .of unem- *
ployed, no distinction is made between a temporarily“
unemployed skilled worker who may have substantial
resources and good prospects for reemployment, and a
severely disadvantaged person. In periods of robust
economic growth, the disadvantaged constitute a rela-

“tively high percentage of total unemployment. Under

+ these conditions, allocations based on unemployment
may more fairly reflect the needs of the disadvantaged.
However, in recessionary periods, it is questionable
whethet unemployment is a satisfactory measure of the
hard-core unemployed for whom manpower programs
prior to CETA were intended.- This' raises the question
as to whether more refined formulas for different pro-
‘gram objectives ‘and target groups are needed.

_ The issue of funding distribution may become more

serious. About 40 percent of the prime sponsors required -

[4

18/ A standard metropolitan statistical area is an inte-. |
grated’ economic and social unit with a large popula- -
tion nucleus, as defined by the Office of Management
and Budget. .
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o dlsore!lonary funds in 1975 to sustsln them close to the'”
. ' prior year's funding level,. Seventy-eight percent of the
. ‘cities and 53 percent of.the conso¥tia were. in this' group ST
(not counting consortium ‘incentivé fynds). Thoy face
_“the prospect of diminishing funds over several years, -
" while the, formula tends to increase, amountﬁ going to -
..other sponsors. This will increase pressure on cit!es o
eepecxally. unless_additional funds are continuously -t
_pumped into CETA Meanwhile the Administration's ;
fiscal 1976 budget requests the same amount of Title I
funds. as in 1975, S$1 6 bllhon) and again omits summer
youth programs._—- ) .

) ', .. ,‘ '- ) - £ SUMMARY v . ; : ‘ “ . ‘, Co 'o
. J N : . -
_ Analysls of the amount and the manner of a.llQCatlng
‘funds reveals the following aspects of” ‘manpower pohcy
-and” resource allocatlon. SN

... ‘The Sharp rlse in funds from the early 1960s to
T the presesm, reflects the ‘growing recognition of U
' " the 1mpor’tance of manpower ‘programs.

e The amount of funds available under CETA ($3 7
\\ blllxon in 1975) is a substantial increase over '
\1974 funding for . compa.rable manpower programs.
Howeyer, most of the gain, is- for public service

employment a’nd for summert youth programs. .
The amount for comprehensive manpower pro- L.
grams (Title 1) is 12 percent higher than the ‘
amount for comparable programs in 1974.

e From the mid-1960s emphasis had been on struc-

. tural problems: training and _employability de-.
velopment of the dxsadvantaged. In the early .
19708 emphasis had begun to shift toward cy‘chcal
problems with a large share of funds’ devoted to
public servn.ce employment.

7

R 19/ The practice of holding the lid on spendmg each year
and restoring funds for summer youth ‘programs later.

creates problems for planmng and inefficiencies xn ) o

. . administration. . oo PRI *
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' Resources aﬁd‘AZZocatio'na _ _" o v gs

) Although CETA i.s i.ntended to be a decategorlzed

o

a measure of economic need.

program, more than half of the funds appropriated

are specifically earmarked. However, nearly 90 . L
percent of the funds are now adminlstered by '

local ind state prime sponsors.
The emiphasis on formula methods of distrnbutl.ng

. funds is-a marked departure from the paét. Allo<
, cation formulas are prescribed for most of the

CETA funds (Titles I, II, and VI). Previously,

.manpower funds were largely distributed on the
‘basis of ,various, concepts of need. The use of a

- formula introduces objective methods of allot- g
'ment and universalizes the distribution of funds. .
The. distributional effects of-the Title I formula \

are:

1) Funds during the first year were, shifted

fror*_the South to the West and the North-
east, -from states with relatively high poverty
populations to those with relatively more o
unemployment.

,2) There has been a. relative shift from cities +

to counties: consortia and balance-of-state *

funds on the whole maintain about the same

share of funds as.in the base year. Changes

- have been mitigated during the first year by
the built-in stabilizers; cities, partigularly, ‘
benefited from the 90 percent hold-harmiless
factor in the first year. In each successive:

year, the \‘amt_mnt going to ci‘ties; will con-- )

tinue.to decrease unless total funding increases.

The main reason for the distributib;':alich.a.xige is

- the heavy reliancé on the unemployment element

in the formula as contrasted with the poverty ele- - .-

ment. The choice of a $7,000 low-income cutoff,
rather than the standard poverty criterion, tends
to limit the influence of the low-income factor as

Loy
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Under, the new manpovifer law, state or local prime
spongor,s are required to dra: up gomprehensz.ve plans
for furnishing manpower services, which must be ap- '
" proved by the federal government before funding.  The
“act also requires local planning councils to be set up to
‘analyze needs and to recommend goals, policies, and
‘procedures. . Chapter 3 examines the impact of CETA

on the planning system in terms of extent of community
and looal government participation in the planning pro-
-cess, changes. in activities of planning councils and in
decision making, - apd the effectiveness of the present
planning system for the administration of programs.

@

g

PLANNINGBEFORE CETA
. The reallzation that manpower programs were multi-

- plying,with little design or coordination in the 1960s led
to efforts to bring some order out of the chaotic situation
by means of an area manpower planning system. In 1967
the Cooperative Area Manpower Planning -System (CAMPS)
was introduced. Systematic planning in a community,
based gpon an analysxs of the needs of special groups for:
manpower services, was assumed to result in appropn-
ate programs and a rq,tlonal allocation of avallable

, resources. :

LY
A
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To accomphsh thxs, CAMPS provxded for a hatjonal
cornnnttee consisting of representatives of federal agen- /
cies administering manpower or related programs, sup-.
plemented by a network of caunterpart committees at ,
regichal; state, and local levels. Local committeés,

" originally establxshed for ma_lor Standard Metropolitan
. Statistical Areas 'were later set up for smaller areas. -«
" Local plans were consolidated at the- state level and for-
warded to regional planning committees. In the forma-
tive years, commxttee membership was confined to . '
" public agencies; commumty participation was nonexistent.
Participation was voluntary and public agencies thh no '
direct operational rcle soon lost interest. -
CAMPS planning started with the orgamzatxon of ;
demographxc and labor market data to furnish a frame-
work for analyzing a commumty s manpower needs. The
resultmg plans were not completely comprehensxve, ‘only
manpower programs funded by the Department of Labor
were included. For the most part, the early CAMPS sys-
tem was a means of exchanging information rather than - -
a meaningful planning process in itself. Committees
-were not regarded as influential in the allocation of
resources. t
In the early 19703 an attempt was made to shift some
responsibility for local program decisions from federal
to local governmerit. In 1971 CAMPS was restructured
to provide for three, leJels of planning: a State Manpower
Planning Council (SMPC) under the governor, an Area
Manpower Planning Council (AMPC) under officials of
the largest city in éach CAMPS area, and an Ancillary
Manpower Planning Board (AMPB) for a planning district
in the balance of the state. The Manpower Administra-
tion's policy guides for 1972 were clearly intended to
continue the move toward 'decentralization by increasing
the respohsib‘lity of gtate and.local officials and by pro-
v1d1ng for more flexible funding of manpower programs.
The change did not remove federal respon81b111ty for/
specific decisions, yet it did move the planning process
into a new stage: local recommenditions were now to be
taken into accdunt. To infuse more life into this system,
" - state and local officials were given funds to hire planning
staffs. By 1974 every state, 160 cities, and_161 counties
had Operatlonal planning grants.

-

Q
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s Fts{ﬁ‘ ,1974 marked a mtlestone in th'e movement

toward :aeeentrahzatton CAMPS instructions for that

- year introduced the term manpower* revenue- -sharing Y
, program The Manpower Admtmstratton announced

“that local officials would be given more leeway in making

. recommendations: for the use of fiscal 1974 funds 9‘\\

- MDTA and EOA by megns of are# plans. However, mﬁ&e :
extent to whié¢h regxonal offtceswfollowed local reco en-
dations in allocating resources has never been fully \
documented. '

The Nixon Administration had embraced the concept
of New Federalism and was pus hing viggrously for man-~

.power reyenue-sharing’ [egislation. Without the gupport
of such legislation it opted tormove administratively as
far as possible toward decentralization. The Manpower
Administration began by establishing pilot decentrahaed

- ,programs known as comprehenswe manpower programs
in nine areas and proposed to add more. Legtslatwe

. events overtook these attempts at decentg\ahkatton, by
'December 1973, Congress had enacted CETA and the
sove toward revenue-sharing under extstmg authority %
was quietly abandoned as all efforts were redirected
toward implementation af the new law. v
« The experience of various communtttes in mappower
planning was mixed. Some areas had developed- -meaning -
ful planmng capabthty, but for most, manpower planning
remained a token exercise. Nevertheless.f cumulative
experience, especially the funding of some 1200 plannmg
pOSI.tI.OnS in state, city, an;i county governments, laid
the groundwork for a.transition to _a more comprehenswe

- local planmng system. Pre- CETA planmng experience,
at the very least, developed 2 core of manpower planners
and brought about some communication among manpower .
agencies at the’ local level To that extent it facilitated
the pla,nnmg proeetssyunder CETA. )

CETA emphasizes local plannmg as an es ;sential com-~"
ponent of a decentralized program.. "The act requires the
establishment of local manpower plannmg councils to ad-
vise on.needs for service, program plans, basic goals,” -~
and policies and procedux:es’ as well as to monitor employ- "
ment and trammg programs. Consiflerable local input
was mtended although final decision makmg is rese rved

: : .
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‘for the prune sponsor "In additton to the manpower

planning council, the act establxshes the State Manpower '

Services- Councll (SMSC') as advisor to the governor’ ‘to’

' ‘review and coordmate local plans;, to rno,mtor programs.
.and to issue an anmual. report. = ' :

Y T oL . L '
 THE GEOGRAPHY OF CEZ#A"PLANNING
* The géographic unit for manpower planning has usu-
ally been an economlcally mtegrated labor ma.rk{et area.
Despite inducements to -form voluntary mter_)unsdlctlonal
arrangements, CETA has wfect braken up planning
‘areas into smaller geographic unxtsélns development, -
of course, was the consequence of desxgnatlng polxtxcal
units of government as prime sponsorsﬁ it both helps and
hinders the planning process. The use/of smaller Olltl-
.cal units ties plannmg more closely to the pohtxcal
. structure of cities and counties, enabling plani'kers to

focus on a more homogeneous target populatxon ‘However, -

.a'smaller area tends to separate the place of work from
_ the place of residence,r thus limiting access to employ-
ment opportunities. Smaller planning units also make
4 cooperation among Junsdlctlo’ns in the use ‘of facilities

; for manpower services more difficult: i

' Sixteen of.the 24 local prime sponsors_in the study
sample are smaller than labor market areas. Kansas
"City (Kan.), for example, was splintered off from a bi-
state SMSA. Since most employment opportunities are
in Missouri, while a disproportionate number of the dxs-

advantaged live in Kansas, effective program plannxng

. and coordination was constrained. Sxmxlarly, in Union
.County)(N J.), the prime sponsor area was cut off from
a major employment center in Ellzabeth thus lmntxng

\{* the use of factlxtxes and affectxng job development

Type of ., \Area same as or Area Smaller
Sponsor larger than SMSA "~ than SMSA
City o "0 ‘ ‘ ‘ 6
County ) ~ '3 .6 5
Consortium 5 S . 4
’ 8 ' 16
- )
‘ .

b N

~

a
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< i Despxte these p/zbblems, mos,t Local prl.me sponaors R
Yo in the study: sample believe that the plamung systein can
"be adJusted' to'a smaller’ and more unified area, Some

‘niote. tha,t a smaller area may be more. reahstxc for dis-- -
_advanta,ged urban redidents; whose comrnuting range is
" limited by. madequate public transportatxox‘i. ,Generally, o

it is felt that labor market considerations are less t:om-

‘pelling than 1nst1tut1.onal and poht)..cal consxd%ratxons.

l'. A

PLANNING COUNCIL ORGANIZA TIQN

The fact that a CAMPS System exxsted that manpower
- planners were funded ifi some cities-and counties before -
- CETA, and- that'-some !ocal public offu::ials hegan. to be
involved in planning prior to CETA made the transition
easier in'most mstahces Howeber the changeovai' to -7 -
"CETA sxgnl.fl.cant’ly ‘a.ffected the structure of the p[annimg B
- _system- in terms of areas covered and planmng ‘resources.
A The most unInedn.até impact of CETA has been the. -
s extensn.on of the~p1ann1ng system to _]urxsdxctlons not S
previously invalved, and to integrate planm.ng staffs into
the structure of state and local governments. On the "~ -
whole, plannmg systems are becommg Lnstxtutxonahzed .
to a greater extent than before.. The framework is being. ._-'
3

reshapey t8 enlarge. local partxcxpation in decision making.-
“ Of the 24 local prime sponsors, five are estabhsh.ng
planmng systems for the first time (Table 12); ‘Those <
. sponsots are mainly in suburbs or satelhte cities'and ° -
coynties that had been part of a'larger area’and so only
perl.pherally involved in plannmg. Without beneﬁt of
B planning council, staf{, or plan, these five sponsors be-
gan to establish plannmg systems.> Cook County (Ill ),
“for example, had been part of the Chicago- MAPC. ‘Under.
'CETA the, County became an independent prime sponsor, .
forrged its own counecil, and hu:ed its own planning staff. ‘
A secontd group of fwe pere sponsors had only . :
minimal contact with plannmg before CETA. Although
each of those areas had been the central “city or county
" of a ‘pre~-CETA manpower planning area,. little pla.nning o
was:done; there was. no plannmg staff.  Such plans as dld '
\ex1$t had- been made by the” State Manpower Planm.ng RN
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‘ Table 12. Relatlonshlp of Saknpte Local Prune Sponsor ~ '
Plan.mng Structure to Pre-GETA Pla.nmng Structure o ;

R N T . — leferent from fPre-CETA .
I ‘ . ..'" - " Central Cit;,or e
B " Coutty of Pye-. Suburl = .
- Same ~ CETA Plansing of Sat- *.
’Local Plamnng ;" Area eliite . -
. * Prime Structure =~ With Withodt of Pre,- RS
Type of Spon-/ as Planning ‘Plannmg CETA oL
_Sponsor _sors=’ Pre-CETA Staff’ - Staff Area R N
City = . = .6 2 3 0
County S 9 1 .1 3 .
Consortxum 9 .6 1 L2
- TOTAL 24 . 9 O
. - , , LT
.'gﬁﬁxgludhé‘balance of Stat_es_.‘ ‘ "_s. U : - o

4

& .
~ e

*@ounml orf by the local employment servnce. For ali'tn- v
' tents and purposes the prime sponsors also createdmew ) - R
planmng structures. * The Pirellas-St.’ 'Petersburg (Fla.) R
‘Consortium faced this’ problem. Before CETA, Plnellas N

" County was, the centril part of a ‘three-county AMPB. TR
Howe.,ver, élpce the pre- ~CETA plan (as prepared at the* LTl
state level for-the AMPB, there was Virtualfy no logal = . e
lgnmng experience when the prime” ‘apdnsor took over. , | - %
' Five othér grime sponsor,s. each ‘df whose Junsdlm—
%txﬁns was f@;me%?f\}he centfal clty or..county of either ap. . =
. - MAPC or an ' AMPB;, were able ;o fnake the transxtlon R
.more readily’ sihce they already had staffs, councxls, L
_ - and plans. Mlddlesqx County (N. J.), -now.,a primé spon-.. °
"~ _'gor in its own right, is typical of this Slt\iatlon,. Before ' Il
. CETA; Mtddlesex was the dominant partner in a two- o e L
county 'AMPB.- A small staff thh some experience ‘wie o «
“a-link between the old and new plmnmg, systems. <.~ . .
-The remaining aine pru'ne sponsors of the sutvey’ PR
- sample werle in ah even more fayorable posxtlon. Each IR
,'of their CETA areas- coincided with a former MAPCor - . " 0
AMPB and’ concil, staff and planslwere already e
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place. The Murge cities in the sample--New York and
Philadelphia--and most of the consortia are in this
category. In New Yprk City, although the planning coun-
cil had been virtually inactive for a year, there was suf-
ficient expertise available to begin planning under CETA.
In another case, plann'mg» staff in the office of the mayor
of Santa Ana, the principal ¢ity of the Orange County’
Consortium (Cal.), became the nucleus for planning and
administration under CETA. Thus, most of the local
prime sponsors were in a position to build their planning
around an existing MAPC.or AMPB, .although frequently
these groups were relatively inactive. .
‘ Appreciable staff increasgs accompanied thé expan-
© ding manpower planning systems and the growth is con-

tinuing. Fourteen of the 24 local prime sponsor
jurisdictions had some planning staff resources®efore

" CETA. Inthe remaining 10 areas, plans were drawn up
either by a planning staff of the central city, by the em~
ployment service, or by the State Manpower Planning"
Council staff. Now allareas have their own staffs,

t which, unlike the pre-CETA situation, are integrated
with the personnel responsible for program adniinistra-
Bobe . - tion. 20/ '
3 A ‘l.v- - N

Typically under CETA, one or more persons is iden-
tified as manpower planner, but in practiv’ce,.' except in
the largest jurisdictions, they have additional responsi-
bilities. In soime cases they work closel’yxwith\members
or subcommittees of the planning council. When this oc-
curs, they'aré responsible to the manpoyer admiptstrator .
rather than the council. Planning is thus becoming insti-’
tutionalized as an essential component of the CETA admin-.
istrator's staff and closely tied in with the administrative

v

process.
.

(701\{11’05['1'[()1\1’ Ot 1LOCAL, PI,LANNING COUNCILS

The framers of CETA viewed the local advisory
douncil as the vehicle through which broad participation

20/ However, in New York City the planning staff is
issigned to the executive director af the Council,
and is not part,of the CETA Administrator's office.

: 6
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in manpower activities cosild be r‘ealized'. They care-
fully specified its membership: representatives of client
groups, community-based organizations, the employment
service, education and training agencies and institutions, |
business, labor. and where approbriate, agriculture.

The study found the composition of councils little

. changed from .that of their predecessqrs. The key dif- .
ferences are in the contrpl of council activities and the
participation’of council members. New alignments in
the power structure ang réarrangements of the patterns
of influence are surfacing. The dominance of the tradi-
tional manpower servicg agencies is 6n the wane and is
being replaced by the CETA administrator and staff.
Elected officials are also taking a greater interest in
planning and decision making.

The typlcal local CETA manpower planning counc1l ‘
in the study sample has 24 ‘members. The program oper-
ators (the employment service, education and training
institutions, and commuhity-based organizations) com-
prise 30 percent of total membership (Table 13). Another
large group of members is made up of other public offi-
cials including elected officials or their representatives.
In New York City, to take an extreme case, 28 or 40
council members are.cither program operators or part
of the CETA administration. Client groups represent
about one-fifth of the local council membership in all
areas, and business and labor together comprise almosit
-one - fourth.

In areas where geographic coverage changed, the
size and composition of ptanning councils was modified
from that of earlier committees. Prime sponsors whose
areas are now smaller have dropped representatives of -
outlying cities or countics. Where there was a shift of
control from cities to the county (as in Union County .
N.J.) the change was reflected in the composition oftthe
councils. -

To assess changes dttributabl’e to CIKTA, areas with-
similar geographic boundaries before and after CETA
were examined. [n some of these 13 cases the'pre-CE'I'A(

"™ouncil was retained without change. In Philadelphia,
st. Paul, Topeka, ahd Clcye‘;md, for example, the CETA
council is virtually the same as the MAPC.  For the

f/{) s

O
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’T.abllé' 13, Compositxon of Sample Logal Prime Sponsor
4Planning Councils Fiscal Year 1975, and Comparison .

. with pre CETA Counc115 T '

y -~

T -Percent Distribution . --
Organizations Local Prime Matched Planning Areas‘—,m-_

or Groups Sponsors Pre-CETA . CETA -
Represented *  (N=23)3/ - . (N=13) (N=13)-
”  Employment
. Séryice 5 7 Yriand 6
* Education/ v L A .
training B i
agency 13 ) 15 13
Other public . .
agencies .18 ! 20 22
"Community- .
based orga-
nizations . 11 . 13 12
"Client Groups 21 17 . 17
, Labor 9 8 8"
Business/ , .-
industry i 14 10 : 13
Other =~ .~ 9 _ 10 _ 9
ALL GROUPS 100’ 100 © 100

a/ Data for one sample area &\vail‘able. -

b/ Sample prime sponsor arcas@Pith comparable size -
before and under CETA.

(Note: figures are aver‘es of percentages.)

a

-

sample of 13 as a whole, the proportion of service deliv-
erers (employment service, vocational educdation, and.,
community-based organizations) appears to be slightly
lower than in CAMPS (31 percent vs 35 percent).

The proportion of employment service and educa-
tional representatives on CETA councils, slightly smal-
ler than formerly, réflects a conscious effort of prime
sponsors to broaden representation. The employment

71
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Bervlce o[ﬂcea had tended to dominate the CAMPS - v

“c ncxl.p, the9 supplxed basic data needed for plans, de-
e ed the training needs, and often provided the plan=
ping Staff ~The leading role began to shift away from
the employment seyyice even before CETA, with the
hiring of planmng staffs for local MAPCs and for State
Manpower Planning Councils. =
"" . Under CETA the influence of the&ﬂployment ser-
vice-has continued to decline in most of the ‘sample areas
as the CETA administrator's role has increased. Inv
Lorain County (Oh,), for example, ‘an employment ser-
vice official formerly chaired the AMPB and provided
labor market information and other data for plans. Un-
der CETA the employment service is on the council but
tht ministrator dominates its activities.

'{) The composition of planning c%unctls to some extent

‘ reﬂ.cts relationships of member organizations to the
power structure. Predlctably, the proportion of client
groups and commumty -based organizations to total urban

councxl membership .is high, nearly half of the member-

ship, but it is only about one-fourth of county councils.
On the other hand, education and other public officials
are more prominent in county and consortia counctls than
" in those of cities ({Table 14).

’ The influence and activity of community-based orga-
nizations in planning has increased in several of the .
cities in the sample since control over resources has .
shifted from federal to local authorities. In counties
and consortia, however, cornmuni.ty-actlon-agerici.es and
other community-based organizations are.less influential
and have encountered problems. In the San Joaquin (Cal.)
"and Phoenix consortia, commumty-’based orgamizations
that operate programs are not pnembers of the council
becatise of posmb[e conflicts of interest. In the Raleigh
(N. C.) Consortium, the major community-action agency
was permitted to be on the council only after a protest
had.been lodged with the regional office of the Manpower '
Administration. In Lorain (Oh.) and Chester (Pa.) Coun-
ties, community-action agencies were initially overlooked.
Client representation has been a controversial issue in
only a few places In Long Beach (Cal.) and New York,
blacks felt they were underrepresented; there were

72
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Table 14. Composxtxon of Sampl,e Local’ ane Sponsor
Planmng Councxls, by. Type of Sponsor. Fxscal Year

v 19752
Percent Distribution
. Organizations or - City ’ County COnSor.t;_i‘umY -
Grbups Represented (N26) (N=9) (N=8)-9-/
Employment service " 4 6 6
? Educatiop/training agency .8 14 , = 15°
.Other lic agencies 7 24 . 21
) J > . o
. Community-based ' : \\
organizations ' .16 7 a0 11N\
Client groups ° 31 - 19 15
o J o ‘
o . Labor - st . u 8 ’ 7
Business/industry = | 13 16 _ 14
LOther 10 6 A § |
ALL GROUPS 100 100 100
- a/ Data for one sample area not available. .
(Note: figures are averages of percentages. ) \

1]

complaints as well from Puerto Ricans in New York and
from a Chlcano group in St. Paul. -

COUNCIL FUNCTIONS . 9. o

Activities of pre-CETA councils, it is gemerally
agreed, were limited to an exchange of information and
recommendatlons for funding. MAPCs“acted in an advi-
sory capacity to mayors, who (in 1974} forwarded funding
recommendations to the regional office of the Manpower
Administration. AMPBs transmitted recommendations
through State Manpower Planning Councils. Decision
making, however, remained with the Department of
Labor, which was not obliged to follow'the proposals.
Pre-CETA councils had no responsibility for administration .

N
73
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or evaluatlon of programs and had little 1mpact 6n deci- :
sion making. /y"’g
With new ‘legislation in the wind, interim councils
and task forces were appointed to shape up realistic
plans in anticipation of local control. The mayor of .
St. Paul appointed an interim council early, in 1973 to
make recommendations for 1974. That group evolved
into the CETA planning council, and their work provided
the basis for the Title I comprehensive manpower plan.
- In.New York, although the area planning councx},was not
"functlonmg when CETA was passed, some of its mem-
bers, mostly from city government agencies, were"
hastily assembled to whip up a Title I pl_a?. J-ater the
. council was revived and designated as the CETA council. -
In the San Jpaquin Consortium, early CAMPS plans were
dusted off and used to prepare the Title I plan. . The
Area Manpower Planning Council, which prior to 1973 ~
had been ineffectual, came alive when the city of Stockton
became the sponsor and funding source for a number of
programs in 1974. In the Lansing area, a technical
plannmg council, corhposed of local manpower program .
officials who met regularly before CETA, acted as a
transitional council.
' The survey evidence suggests that most of the-CETA
councils played little or no role in preparing 1975 Title
[ plans. Inadequate time was the most frequent explana- .
"tion. Several of the local manpower, advisory commit-" g
. tees were not yet functioning. When the committees were .
) operative, Title [ plans generally wére pulled together
' hastily by the CETA administrator's staff for approval
by the planning councils. In New York, for example, a
council meeting was called in June 1974 to approve the"
- Title [ plan, and no further meetings were held until
December 1974. Even in Gary (Ind. ), where the MAPC
+ committee was carried oyer as the' CETA council, the
Title [ plan was developed essentially by the staff of the
manpower administrator based on past experience, and
was cleared through the planning council without much
participation by members. Phoenjx prepared its ’f"ktle I
plan before the appointment of the planning council.
However, some of these councils began to function more © =« .
actively in connection with Title Il and Title VI plans. '

| - o
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The Lansing Consortium manpower planning council,
appointed in January 1975, met in;February to conslder

*a Title VI plan. .

Eight councils did make a significant contribution to
the Title I plan either as a full council or through subcom-
mittees. The Chester County (Pa. ) Council, at the initia~
tive of the CETA administrator, became involved early
in allocation of resources and determination of programs,
as well as in administrative and program problems.

These activities contrast sharply with the act1v1t1es of
the pre-CETA council in that County.

The role and style of CETA councils are shaped by
the relationships among the CETA administrator, the -
staff, and the council members. Some hold regularly
scheduled formal meetings, others operate more infor-
mally, with CETA staff consulting with individual coun-
cil members or subcommittees. In San Joaquin, for
example, the planning and evaluation aubcommittee is
actively involved in planning, but the rest of the councxl
is relatively inactive.

oo Although the style of council operations varies widely,
‘in most cases the council depends upon the staff for plan-
ning, review of project proposals, and preparation of the
planning document. In nearly all cases, the CETA ad-

" ministrator and staff play a commanding role in coune;l
affairs. ,

The scOpe of the CETA councils' acbxvxtles, dealing
with the entire range of operations, and the direct rela-
tionship of CETA councils to the decision makers dis-
tinguishes the councils from their predecessors.
However, the CETA manpower plannmg councd is still

ﬂesxsentx.a.lly an advisory body.

DECISION MAKING -

Congress, recognizing that decentralization required
" the vesting of decision makKing authority with the prime
sponsor, made an effort to provide local groups with an
opportunity to participate in the process. To afford an
avenue for such participation the legislators mandated
advisory councilg, whioh they clearly intended to be more .
‘than window. dressxng
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_ The declsiOn -making process under CETA is com-'
plex, and opinions differ as to where the balance of power
lies In the formal local CETA structure: with the coun-
¢il, the CETA admu*mtrator, the staff or the elected
officials..

In four of the 24 local areas surveyed the manpoWer
planning councils appear to have the key role-in decision
making in the first planning dycle. The Pinellas=St.
Petergburg Consortium is one of these. ‘There the plan-
ning process is described as a continuous interrelation-
ship among staff, local elected officials, program '
operators, and client group repreaentatwes Decisions
are made by vote of the manpower planning .council, and

" all such decisions hage been accepted by the county exec-

utive and the CETA administrator.

More typlcally, councils are merely advxsory How-
ever, with the shift of authority to state and .local offi-
cials, councils are closer to the seat of power and can
exercisé a more direct influence than was possible under

: MAPCs or AMPBs, especxally where councils operate

through subcommittees,

The inte rplay of forces within the council becomes
important in decision making. In some cases the execu-
tive commxtte;: appears to have conSLderab‘e weight; im
others, group alignments along interest lines may be in-
fluential. ~For example, coalitions of cgmmunity-based
organizations may be formed or alliances may develop'
along geographic lines.” = . : v

The question of whether CETA administrators make
final decisjons that are formally confirmed by elected
officials, or whether-elected officials themselves make
decisions is difficult to assess. Typically, the CETA
admmlstrator 1cports formally to the city or county exec-
utive or to a consorti board. Informally, however,
the extent of decisigh making by the elected.official de-
pends on perso perceptions of the importance of man-
power progra relative rclian'c-e on the CETA '
adminjstratof » : '
] In largel\jurisdicfions, the mayor or board of com-
missioners dilegat responsibility for planning to ad-
ministrative ofticials. [n other jurisdictions, elected
officials are in closer touch'witlh the manpower program
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\and more hkely to enter directly into decision maki.ng

. The survey revealed a few situations in which elected."

officials chair the council or are mesffers of it. More
commonly, the CETA administrator provides the con=
necting link with council activities. In Middlesex and

Union Counties, for example, members of the Board . \

of Freeholders actively participate in council delibera-
tions; this helps ensure concurrence of the board with ..

council decisions. In consortia, decisions are often *

made formally by a board or executive committee con-
sisting of elected officials or their designees. However,
the infermal mechanisms depend largely upon relation-
ships between the board and the CETA staff. On the
whole, the present situation is a sharp contrast to, the
pré-CETA picture, in Wthh the elected official had
llttle responsibility or interest in manpower, plannmg

" With their new CETA role, many elected officials
are becoming aware of manpower problems and programs
in their communities. But there is no evidence that th
public at large is becoming more involved in the planning

_process, either indirectly through elected officials or = °

directly through participation on councils. N

The attention focused on unemployment has made
manpower programs, particularly the amount of funds
available for Title VI jobs, front page news, yet CETA
<administrators report virtually no reaction or partxcxpa--
tion in the planning process by the community at large. .
All prime sponsors complied with federal regulations '
regarding publication of Title I plans or summaries of
them, usually by notice in local newspapers. In a few
cases the public was invited to-attend meetings of the ad- -
visory council while it considered the plan. Observers
report little response to these formal steps. Few people
attended the public hearings, and rarely did anyone ask
to gee the plan.

Some observers noted that the decision-making pro-
cess has not yet been tested.” In many areas, funding:
was equal to or more than the amount available in fiscal
1974. Consequently, hard decisions involving cutbacks in -
manpower programs have not been necessary. Conditions
resulting from the economic downturn, availability of '

4

e

funds under Title VI, and the need fof‘\vas‘t readjustments .

(X
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in Title I plans are brmgmg manpower counclls closer Ck

to the decision-making process.

,
-

DEVELOPING THE PLANNING DOCUMENT

The art of manpower planning had progressed before
CETA. Labor market and demographic data we¥e com- " -
piled by employment service analysts for local plans.
However, the plans lacked evaluative data and often did

not relate programs to economic data. To a large exr
tent the planning process was cqnsidered an exercise ;
to meet federal requirements. o Lot

The CETA plan consists of an analysis of manpower
problems in the area, identification of population groups
in need of assistance, description of the proposed activi-
tles, arrangéments to deliver these services, and the. -
results that may be expected. .

Plans prepared for Title I grants~yere oriented
mainly to immediate administrative i:qxlrements and
did not constitute planmng in a more strategic sens -
In areas in which CETA prime sponsors used experj ’
enced planning staffs, Title I plans tended to be mere .

extensions of earlier plans.

In some cases, however, plans developed in ant1c1-
pation of manpower revenue-sharing were converted to
CETA plans with contributions from CETA administrators
or councils regarding goals, prlorltles, types of programs,
and groups in need of services. In Austin, ifor example, Y
a comprehensive plan previously turned -do by-the re=-"
gional office was resubmitted as the Title I|plan. St. Paul
staff members had a novel plan and were w ltmg for an ¥
opportumty to put it into effect. , ) B
In areas lacking planning experlence th,e develop-
ment of,a Title [ plan was difficult. In Stanislaus County
(Cal.), for instance, the 'seven-county pre- CETA AMPB
plan was prepared by state staff. in Sacramento. Nobody
in the county had a clear idea of where to obtaih data.
The CETA planner had to seek information from the em-
ployment service, the Chamber of Commerce, school
districts, and city and county planning departments.
Putting together a Title I plan was not a thorough ‘
job in most cases. Thete was little time for analysis

¢ 7138
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by staff or for review and Eput by manppwer plannmg
councils. “ Econornic data were seldom mtegrated wu:h

.- the program operations plan Regional offices of the
Manpower-Administration found serious technical defi-_’

- ciencies in most plans, and many were returned repeatedly
for further work.

CETA administrators were asked to comment on

- the usefulness of labor market information and demo-
graphic data in the preparatlon of the planmng document.
Most felt that such information was of" limited use in
Ldentxfymg groups in need of manpower services or oc-
cupations for training. Some felt that such data were
typical federal boiler plate requirements. In any event,
past expenence in operating programs and gut reactions
appeared to be more. unportant in reaching decisions than -
the avalfablllty of statigtxcal profiles. However, the up~
surge in unemployﬁ\enj; has made those with planning re-
sponsibility \aware of the connection between labor
market information and program planning. Title I plans
prepared early-in 1974 have been reexamined in the con=
text of a looser labor market with fewer openings’for on-
the®ob training and for placement of skill- -training s
graduates. "

Since prime sponsor funding is SLgmecantly affected
by the level of unemployment ip an area, elected officials
and CETA admmlstrators were vitally concerned with
this statistic. A few complained about the valldlty of - -
unemployment statistics._l There was also dissatis-
faction over the lack of detailed information on the num-
ber of persons needing services. The most common

T 9 problem, however, was the lack of data that could be
used for assessing program operations. Apparently,
CETA administrators felt more need for data t9 measure
pe)rﬂormance and output than for general types of labor
-yr-wrian\ket mfarma“tmn, Coa e Cpmee
" Py The-most frequently mentioned problem in develop-
/ing the~ amnmg dgcument was insufficient time; others
were -cha regulations and data requirements, in-
. experiend I'?;ff and of county or city officials, lack
'of ¢onsultation between the CETA Qdmmlsttatwe staff

- . W

21/ See Chapter 2, pp. 29-30. .
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! ané program o)perators, and the need for buildmg an- .

organizational structuré.’ The latter problem absorbed

. most of thé attention of the staff. +As one field research

associate put it,” "There was’so much to do in converting"
the manpower program system that there was little time
for the niceties of planning and analygis.' Once again,
the urgencies of the moment crowded m’t the important
longer-range consxderatlons

-

o | STATE PLANNING

Under CETA the state government is ije'Sponsible
for two types of manpower advisory councils: the State

~Manpower Services .Council (SMSC) which has a state-

wide responsiblity for review, coordination, and moni-
toring, and the Balance of State'manpower planning
council (BOS/MPC), which plans for cities and counties
with a.population of less than 100, 000 not ¢overed by a
local prime sponsor. The study found that the SMSCs -
have been ineffective in discharging their respénsxbllltles
during the first year because of lack of substantlvﬁu-

~ thority on the part ef states under CETA.

In two of the'four states in the study ‘'sample (Texas

" and Arizona), separate SMSC and BOS manpower plan-

ning’ copnclls havé beén established; in Maine, one coun-
cil serves’ both purposes. North Carolma has two
cOuncx'ls with con,s:.derable overlap in membershl.p The
S$MSC is ‘served by a staff unit in the governor's office in
Maine and Texas ‘In Arizona and North Carolina the
SMSC as well as the BOS/MPC are assxgned to one agency.

N

- . SMSC . BOSIMPC
‘Maine '+ Office of Manpower - Same * -
Planning & Coordmatlon .
i Office of Governor
-North Department of E Same
Carolina Administration
Texas Division of Planning . Department of
Office of Governor . - Community Affairs
Arizona Department of Economic Same
Security o . .
. C - T

.
.
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N .Inall four states,, pnor CAMPS staff were’ a’vaxLﬂble e
, 0 to help in. the trapsition to. CETA and to continue prowd- .
- ing: technical support to ‘one or Jboth of the councils. Thé
.« staff were ‘also involved in program administration.
State plannmg councils are dominated by local and
state government officials, who comprise tnore than 60,
percent of the combined membership of the SMSCs and
the BOS/MPCs in the four states surveyed, . This is uns ¢
de rstandable, inasmuch as one-third of th embex:sh;p
of SMSCs must be local prime sponsors, and BOS/MPCs -
. inclu_de representatives’,of‘ substate and local jurisdic-
tions. Little controversy has been reporteg over appoint=
Jments to state councnls except in Maine€, .where Indian *
representatwes were at first excluded because of their - .,
separate funding under Title III; they were later admitted.”
The activities of the BO§/MPCs are quite similar
to those of their predecessors. The tarlier State Man- " -
" power Planning Councils channeled local program recom-
mendations to- Manpower Administration regional offices;
now the BOS/MPCs send their recommendations to their
governors. Except in Maine, the BOS/MPCs have dele-
gated the planning responsibility to substate organizati 3
In three of the four states studied (Texas, North
Carolina; and-Maine), the BOS/MPCs contributed little
_ to the plannmg systermn during the first year. The Texasg
counc1L had been inactive until the begmmng of 1975,
Maine's govern®or relied on the CETA administrator
rather than the council, and in North Carolina the coun-
‘cil was appointed too late to make any signiftcant ‘contri-

.. ~ butianrto the Title I plan. Since its appointment, . however,
' the North Carolina council has been involved in decisions ™ -
regarding service deliverers and has taken a forceful - ‘&;
* . stafrﬁl'm 'msistiZg on community participation in the local
' planfMng proces The Arizona BOS/MPC did exercise

some influence, but the council was not consulted until
after the. Title I plan had been prepared, under great
time pressure, by the planmng staff. -
With increasing emphasig on decentralizationin
plannmg, the future .scope S/MPCs may be dimin-
ished. In three of the four surveyed, substate.
pglme sponsors are bemg est bhshed In these sub-

‘ﬂ, .l . . : i ' . ‘ A"
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- North Carolina the coungil has concentratéd upon re com- .
" mendations for use of the governor' s 4 percent manpowér
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same meclgmlsms as before CETA, except m Maine ' - . '

state planm.ng will continue to be based on the Cdune11°';’"” o
of Government or sxmxlar struétures in Arizona, Texas,’ _ .@
and ‘North Carolma Generally, the se districts, . cover- l%,,

"ing vast distances, do not conform to labor market areas

and have problems using service facilities and matchmg o
job seekers in one part of the district to job opportuni-
ties farraway. Planners must wrestle with the practical

) problems of tranSportatlon, selectlon of trammg institu-

tions, and scattered populations 'in rural areas.
The autHority and future utrllty of the SMSC is even
k]
less clear than that of the BOS/MPC, 1In Texas and ,

A3

‘servxces fund. Arizona's SMSC planning system has been
developed only recently and its role is still uncertam,_

During the early period there was little sign in' any of

the four states studied of an effective monitoring or co- s

: ordmatmg role. Despite these hmltmg considerations, =
"'"CETA is -responsible for the emergence of the governor
"or members-of his staff in decision making, not only re-

garding administration, but also in substantive program .
questions. Recent unemployment trends have raised the i
Lﬁterest*of state as well as local officials in manpower
programs : . . -

B ,-“‘ © . f -

2 SUMMARY o

Several points are noteworthy in comparing mah-
power planning under. CETA with earlier planmng .

e On the l5eal level, manpower planning has be— .
. come more universal, more mtegrated with ad-

ministrati

than befoye. : v

s generated greater interest in manpower

planm g on the part of local groups than“had pre-

u eXLsted The predommaht mfluence of o
tradrtlonal agencies, particularly the employment .

" service, has given way to control by CETA ad- . .
ministrators. E'lected officials have_become

, and closer to the decision thakers ¢

wh o
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e e more aware of manpower planni'né, although the .
community at large has not been drawn into the
. planning process to any notable extent. '
e " The decxsxon-makmg process in manpower plan-
ning is cornpl‘ex and depends largely on relation-.
"4 . .ships dmong'tleg douncil, the CETA administrator
. and staff, and the elected officials. Coqncils are
" generally not thé decision- makmg bodies. Al- A
though elected offj glals are involved in major is- . ‘,./‘
sues, they tend togely largely on the admimstratwe
~ and planning staff. {Planmng is still essentlally a
' ' bureaucratxc rather;than a political process, al-
o though the ‘nature of the buneaucracy has changed .’
o under CETA. ‘ Coe .

. e Manpower Rplans developed under Title I are in
many cases an outgrowth of earlier .plans; more
than half of all priime #ponsor‘areas had planning '
systems in effect-before CETA. However, there
was little evidence. of planmng in any, strategic
sense during the,firsf year bec e of the urgéncy. .

, of drawing up planning Ocumermn Support,of '

. % grant applications.. . -

e Most of the local planning councils-were not in- .

4 volved in preparatlon of the Title I plan; many
we re activated much later. Although still advu
sory,, the scope of CETA coupeil activities is

. " consxderably broader than thAof previous coun-,

_ cils. [f many areas, planning is v1ewed asa .

‘i‘ow"f';.‘. . . continuing interaction between advisory councils

thg % and the CETA administration. This interaction

‘ : rings more closely together the planmng process

h and administrative decisions making each more
ermane to the other.. g

-

™ o ‘The state manpower planning. systems are in flux.
) St present trends toward regionalization develop
.. further, substate plannmg groups may igcrease in

importance at the expense of BOS/MPCs. During __~
the first cycle, SMSCs did very httle to review
plans, coordinate, or monitor programs

N o ~
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The Adrh_‘inistrative Process

N

The development of manpower programs from their
‘modest beginnings in the early 1960s was accompanied
by struggles for administrative control at the federal and
local levels. At the national level the conflicts involved
the Department of Labor (DOL), the Department of Health,
Ehucanon and Welfare (DHEW), and the Office df Economic
Opportum.ty -(OEO). At the locsl'level various government

d private agencies vied for funding and control of
?}:grams /
. The question of who was to administer a coordinated
ma ower development system at the state and local,
leveéls if control were to be decentralized had been a

controversial issue for many years.—/ As early as 1967 -

an amendment to the EOA assigned the responsibility
for a comprehensive work and training program to local
or;gamzatlons, most of which were community action

. agenties. The 1968 amendments to MDTA gave state g

governments the authority to approve Al manpower pro-
Jec’ts funded by the federal governmentunder that ‘act

. -provided they conformed to an appx’ovea state plan The

“implementation of these amendments foundered on

22/ See Robert Guttman, "Intergovernmental Relations
Under the New Manpower Ac”',' Monthly Labor
Review 97(6):10‘_5& 1974.
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bureaucratic shoaJ.s ,and DOL con‘tmued to operate cate- :
gorical manpower pro%rams through the national and- -
- regional off:.ces. . : . :
CETA,’s major aqhxeve‘ment--decentrahzahon--
nged relatlonshxu among federal, state, and local-

Lels of government. Local government dec:.s:.on maklng

and authorm; to admijnister programs were enhanced as
the federal role in lo&al programs was diminished. This

. set in motion changes at the local level between the prime

sponsor and.agencies providing. manpower services.
Decentralization was ensured by the designation £ state

» and loca]/governments as prime sponsors, each with.con- -

trol over a block grant for manpower programs. Local
prime sponsors then faced the herculean task of dis-
. charging their new responsibilities while developing a
. decentralized manpower system. -Their succes®depends
" . on how well mew roles are defined and accepted and on
how responsxbxhtles are carried out. o
Chapter 4 descnbes the impact of CETA .on inter-
'1g0verm)pental relat_xonshxps. It assesses changes in- “the
administration of manpower programs at'all levels of
government, and looks at the effeT CETA on state-

» . local relationship interjyrisdictional ar~ '~
rangements amo i ryment. Most
\ . important, since the shift rom federal local control
is the key to decentralizatfon, thanges in the relation-
ships between the r _offices of the’Manpower Ad-’
ministration and prime spdnsors are examined. ‘ S

Pl

BEFORE CETA - .

-

The, issues in manpower ‘reform that developed in
the late 19605 were related more to thé structure than

to the substance of manpower pr_o_gramso.gé/ The .cooper-
ation of DOL and DHEW required by MDTA in 1962 was
one of the earliest experiences in a joint manpower ven-

ture. That shotgun marriage was followed by a host of

V¥ 23/ See Stanley H. Ruttenberg, assisted by Jocelyn
Gutchess,” Manpower Challenge of the 1970s
_(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1970).
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c At the lOCal level there was no comparable COnSOll-
' datlon of sepa;rat;e programs except in areas where Con-

. to introduce manpower p?grams into local go

/

*

- The Administyatijve Pr‘aess ' . ﬂ 69

manpowe r and antipoverty programs authorized by the

"EOA of 1964. The move toward unifying program admin-

istration began aft the fedefal level with the transfer to
DOL of most OEQ manpower programs: Neighborhood
“Youth Corps, Operation Mainstream, Public Service

. Cargers, and.Job Corps. Within DOL, coordination of

the activities of separate bureaus dealing with manpower
was achieved by the estabhshment of the Manpowe ,
Admintstration. N A . o ' ( :

L

centrated Emp‘loyment Programs (CEPs) were established.
" These generally were limited %o parts of gltles and to a
few rural areas. Before CETA there were several dif-#;
ferent channels for f11nd1ng and admmwtenng manpower - H
programs in local area$, but decision makmg and admin-
°|.strat10n were cent’rahzed in the hands of federal ‘authore--.
ities in the reglonal or nat10na1 ge. Most of these
channels bypassed state, rcounty, and c1ty governments.

It was not until the passage of the' Emergency Employment’ ﬁ
Act (EEA) of 1971 that government units (states, citles

and counties) were given 'direct control over the funding

and operation of a, major ‘manpower program. EEA thus

_consti‘toted a stepping stone to the decentralization of

manpower programs.

* 'In the 24 cities, counties,.and consortla in the study )
sample. control oveﬁhanpomﬁ#‘programs before CETA
‘was exerxcised by the Manpower Admimistration du-ectly
or through state agehc1es ‘MDTA traihing programs were .
supervised by state employment service and educational’
agencies, which were accountable to federal offices. -

- Work experience and})ther prog‘rams were supervised by

_the Manpower Administration through diréct contracts
with schools, ?&:ommumty -based organizations, and in
some instances through'local governments. ,Still: another
line of control went directly from the natloﬂ%"ofglce of
the Manpower Administration to local spbnsoré@' At the
local level there were networks of subcontracts bntween
CEPs and other program operators. e .
One effect of the designation of pnme Spongors. was
n‘ments
tllat had’ only limited expemence with sucK pro;%%m

s o . o
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.

.the past. Surprisingly, half of the city and consortium

' prime sponsors in the sample, as well as half the coun-
ties, had no experience with manpo‘er programs, other
than the Public Employment PrograT (PEP) in fiscal

/ 1974. : ) ‘ - B
S . ;Prqgrams Sponsored Before CETA
A - Type of o PEP and PEP s
5 ‘. .. Spomsor’ - . .Others, Only None e

* City -3 0 . |
County - .. 4 1,
Consortu.um, R e 4 0 . L
SO .12 % T 1 &
. .. P ; . . N .
_ oo - Wwoooos Lo
RV None of the mne county governments in the sample

smdzei had much exposure to, rpanpower programa.
Four had operated Work experience programs, but four
others had expenence ohly With PEP: (althowgh cities"
wzthm s50me’ of these CQ\lntleS had corvl.glucted other
programs), ;s ’
Even m"’c&naortxa tbat Lnakude fagiér sxzable urban
e centers, loc&i*governments per se often.had been mere,
\-'fbystanders ' Tth Wi e in Lansing, Kansas City,
Orange County (Cal ) and the Pinellas-St. Petersburg
‘ (Fla.:) Consortia; in which manpower programs were °
v sponsored by schools theg@dmployment service, ‘com- .
5 ~m’umty -action agencxes and other ¢ unity-based orga- ﬁ

=4

*‘1} " mzatxons - In thé five other consortia in thé ‘Bample, . - P
’ local governments had administered manpoover Jprograms.
K Austin, Cleve amd, ‘an.d Stockton (San Janum Consortxun‘;li wad
had establishpd manpower offices before CETA.  The ¢
- other two (PHoenix- Mar4§opa .and- Ralelgh) had also. oper-‘
ated some programs. v
Among t cities. stud;ed governmental éxperxence
had ranged frqm" virtually: none in three cases (Long
Beach (Cal.), $t. Paul; and 'fopeka) to heavy responsi-
bility in the others. Gary and Phxladelphxa had spon-
‘isoree] CEPé as well as;work experience programs prior
" "mto CETAR: N"éw York City, had the most experierice,
rdatmg,‘back to'the. estaw&ment of ghe Manpower and
Car‘ger D:eveloPment Agenc;r to pull’ together the many

-~ i
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’ fragmented.antipo‘verty and ma.npov{e'r programs throu'gh-' -

out the city.——/ Supported mainly by city funds, the.
agency subcontracted with- community-action and other
organizations to set up a network of outreach and man-
power centers. The employment service, community- .
based-orga:niZatioﬁs-, and many oth;r nonprofit agencies’
continued to operate programs outside that 'system.

‘It is.more difficult to generalize about the prior
experience of local governments now under the state
umbrella. - InQdaine, North Carolina, and Arizona, the
major progra were not run, through local é-overpm?nts',
again except for PEP. In Texas, the patterns were more
complex as county g'overnmgn&a, @ ity-action agen-

- cies, Services, Employment, e’!lévé'l'ﬁﬁinént"(SEE), A -
comrhunity-based or{anization for Spanish-SpeakmEpe:-
sons, and councils of government were varidusly involved.

Y ' e

., ' LOCAL GOVERNMENT TAKES O{ER  _

) From an administrative viewpoint; the identification
of a single prime sponsor in each area vested with the
authority to bring order from a confused jumble of rela-
tionships was critically important. It is too early to
judge whether this will regult in a more efficient and
effective program.. "However, prime sponsors are as-
suming responsibility, for funding and administering

CETA programs in their jurisdictions with varying speed
and in varfous manners. State, city, county, and con-
sgrtium prime sponsors have now gone through the criti-
Gil phase of establishing machinery, to handle the eentral . :
administrative, finctions, some of which were formierly
performed b‘y“' p4gional offices. - P ’

«¢ CETA has reduced communication routes to a single
trunk line from the regional Manpower Administration
office to ea_.‘c}h pri.i'n'emsponsor. Although the number of

ST : :

24/ 'In 1973 the&
~ Agency-wa
Jhe Departrﬁ' f
Department of Employment, ‘which now administers
CETA. S : ‘

A Y

»
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orgamjatxons prov1d1ng manpower services has not
been necessanly reduced, most of them are now con-
tractors of local sponsors rather than mdependent -
operators.(see Chapter 5). ’

. Where the prime sponsor puts CETA jn its organIZa- :

tional structiire is important for management efficiency, -

and reflects the importance attached to that activity.
The establishment of separate government units to _
handle CETA and related functions suggests that man-
power programs are becommg institutionalized, as
shown belgw. . *é o

Placement f CETA Unit in Local Govgg:nent Structure

- Manpower ‘Office of Existing Répdrfs—to

Type of ~ Depart- Chief  Depart- -Consortium
Sponsor ment - Offigial ment Board
city ™ . 2 y 2 -
County L 5°* 2 -y 2 -
Consortium ., 3 - 3 1 . 7 2,
' ;10 7 5 ° 2

Ten o»f;the- 24 city, county, and consortium prime
sponsors ‘in the study either sef up a $eparate manpower -
office to handle the plaffning and administration of CETA,

"or merged CETA with an existing manpower agency. '

" (Austin, Cleveland, New York). This form of orgahti

_ tion focuses”the activity of the staff. speéifi.call;,\son the’
= objectives of the act.” Such organization enhanges the
, importance of the manpower function and establishes it .
\ " as part of the basic institutional structure with status

equal to other major departments. The current'concern

over rising unemployment and thg increased levels of

CETA funding usually gives the manpower-administrator

. direct access to the chief administrative officer.

Another approach, wed by seven of the sponsors,

¥ /v'vas to set up the manpoWer office as ‘a unit in the city

" or county executive's office. While this approach takes
atlvantage of the du'ect' attention of the chief elected or

¥ admxmstratlve official, if has less visibility than does a
separate line department »

: ¢ ; N 8 9' '
e t ‘. Vb
. - . N - . . :
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In five ofthe cases.the manpower functlon was as-

o

signed to. a dIvaon or unit within one of: the ‘established _ '

departments, such as the personnel office. Under this’"
arrangement, the organizational distance between man-

.~ power 3nd the chief execiti¥e is greater, and the head

1

.

of the manpower office mi 6t compete for the attention of
a department chief who s other l'eBpOl’lSlbllltleS.

- In'seven of the consortia, the manpower unit is re-_
sponsible to tHe '._entra/l city or courty in the consortiu
yet it may also report to a, consortmm board or execu-.
tive committee. In two cases, the administrator's of-
fice was establxsbed as' a - separate unit responsxble only .

- fo a consortium board.

Patterns vary, bqf the central fact is clear- the
administration of manpower programs is béing Integrated
into the local gove rnment structure. Manpower is be-

coming an increasj gly vxs:.ble area of public admInIstratIon. o

) ADMINISTRATIVE HEADACHES -+ —x,
~ Decentralization requires sv'hi.ft'gng from regional to

local and state officials responsibil ity for fiscal account-
ing, reporting, contract administration, superw.sxon of
contractors' performance, and assessment of results. T
The survey found that many local administrators are
having difficul#y in.as summig these administrative
responSIbIlItIes'. , .

There are two basic gdmxmstratwe patterns: some
CETA administrators are ope rating a few programs
du'ectly and subcontractxng for others; in other areas,
the prime sponsor takes a narrowet, purely administra-
tive view and all operating activities are subcontracted.

Typically the manpower office is “responsxhle for .

- program supervision but receives support from regular
departmenbs of the local government for techfiical ser '

“%ices. There are varying degrees of supervision ove,

' pi‘ogram operators. In Topeka for example, the central
administrative functlons\T‘uperuIsmg contracts:and
monitosing ope rations) are handled by the manpower
planm.ng offlce, hut that office uses other city depart- ,
ments, for auxxlxary functions. Vouchers are approved

R
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through the’ legal offxce. The staff of Tapeka's subcon~
tractors are paid directly- by the cjty. so “that they 'tend tcr
‘be closely related to. the city's administration. ,

. . . B 3 A . - N N :
“ . T .. e . e
Co- B : : ' con e e
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by the manpoWer admlm.st“ra.tor and pal.d by the city ‘
finance office." Sxm‘llarly, all subcontracts are cleared

* Prime sponsors have had problems in est %
admml.stratxég machinery. . The complexity og thg;pro— '
grams, the f#eeéd for reconciling diverse mterests', pres-
sures from program operators and client g/roups, ‘and -
cumbersome procedures call for consxderable manage- ’
ment skill. These difficulties were aggrava‘ted by the
deadlines set by the Manpower Administration.

Staff inexperience was the most serious p'rdl_)‘lem
mentioned in the survey responses, In the initial task
of staffing the central administrative unit, several local
sponsors chose administrators with backgrounds in
manpower programs. Others recruited former Man- . .
power Area Planning Council pla.nnefrs or local model
cities officers.' The rémaxmng sponsors appomted per-
sons with backgrounds unrelated to the top jobs. .«

CETA administrative units range from a’staff of
two in a relatively small ceunty to over 100 for Title I
aldne in New York City and as many as 45 in an a'éency
set up for the balance of a state. Staff drawn from for-
mer planning groups were familiar with manpower pro-
grams but often lacked management skills. Some unitse
were forced to rely on npletelyanew staff who had only
the foggiest notion of m pOWer Even in cities such- as’
Gary, Austin, New York, Cleveland, and Stockton, whxch
had prior programs, the CETA staff had much to learn
in‘a very shoet time. L ® <

The local CETA admmxstrators must coordinate the
interests of planning counca.ls, elected officials, and pro-
gram operators. In a consortium, the JOb is e}en more
complex since-thg interests of all components must be
reconciled as well. In one consort'ufm, for example,
the\manpower unit in the office of the city manager .of
the ‘central city must deal with two elected groups, a -
c1§:y council and a county board of supervisors, as well
as with a consortium board and a ma.npowexj planning’
cauncil. . - : .

<
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_ The balancing of the admxmst‘ratwe staffs of consor-,"_j
tia so tha,t the mterests of all partners are protected is
a common expedxent. 'In the example just cited,. the
‘CETA admunst’rator is, as fo r couity employee, while
.the three top ;xdes were-ap pted bysthe city. Another
con;ortium, consxstmg of several 1arg‘e cxtxes; performed
its bala.ncmg act by includi.ng a manpowet. planner froms
each of the cities. " The- admmxstrator is obvxously sub-
ject to multiple political pressures in these sxtuat;ons. .
) Compoundmg the dxffu:ultxes of administration are the
~ tensions produced’ when,’ fd’ example, a county takes ]
over programs.f formerly operated by cities within fts ¢
borders. Dl.scontmul.ty in poligy. and administrative direc-
' tion resultmg from -the. frequeﬁﬁt\grnover of elected offi--
ctals pose, a.ddl.tl.ona.l humd;ra.nces’* AT
.. .7 ,The most emtrems, e)gampl.e' O*f.‘a.dm1n1strat1ve diffi-
:~,~ culties occurred in a county ﬁmt previous. experience
* that tried to agsume all operattonﬁ and administrative
functions. After a perxod of manpower regional office
stewar'dshxp, the prime sponsor has reverted to a more
modest rfole. Although this example is not typical, the ~
" kinds of problems found there--lack of experience, tl.ght
deadlines, understaffing, lack of, txmely technical
assxsta;nce--are found in other areas to some degree
In a review of p?:.rne sponsors performance conducted

24

av.

" by ‘the Manpower Administration in May 1975, 23§ 1 o

total of 402 were judged to be performmg satxsfactorxl.y,
114 were considered margmal and 53 were rated as
"gignificant underperformers. 1 Two general kinds of
pro‘blems were cited frequently: delays in expendmg\ “
. "allotments and administrative /orgamzatxonal difficulties..
"Among the latter were excessxve administrative costs, .
meffectwe internal management information esystems.
poor. Lnterna.l organization, and meﬁfectwe use of staff.
The cot)tmumg interruption of CETA by require-
ments ste;rnmmg from appropriation changes, -n 1eg1s-»
3 lation, and Increased emphasis on public service :

employrnent in mau)gses overwhelmed local sponsors '
1

i

in their efforts to inétall and administer comprehensive -

programs, under Tit Déspite these problems most:
prime Sponsors studied were~able to get Title Iun&e‘t
way. . .

.
“»
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LECT.ED OFFICIALS R

h},..

.- - #s One of the b sxc assumptxéns df decentralxzatxon is ‘,
!that elected ofﬁp 'ls &nd the gomrunity it largd would
become ‘more corfcerned, Jwith manpower once they were’
_more than only r argmally mvolved. The first survey ~
, . has found that manpower programs are indeed’ becommg '
' & sxgmfxcant area of governmenttoncern and attention
- at state and local levels. While, day -tozday admmxatra-_
“‘tion is delegated, elected local officials-in most-areas
o " have participated. in setting up the organizational” strﬂﬂ,—
dure and in makmg key decxsxons regardmg gaals’ "and
& pwrltles.‘.';

There are, onourse, differences in the, deg'ree to
vv;hlch elected officials exercise administrative control,
dependmg on. the structure of local government In the
council-manager form of government, powers are dele- -,
gated to administrative officials. In large citi¢s and
counties where the elected officials are also the chxef

o executives, responsibility fqor supervxsmn and administra-
tign is delegated to aides or department heads.q Even in
such cases, there is apparently greater awareness on
the part of elected officials than there was before CETA.

The impact of CETA on elected officials is most
strikingly seen in county governments newly exposed to
manpower prggrams. In these siﬁtiotj- elected officials
tend to maintain ¢lose contact with ' manpower officials
and to keep abreast of a istrative«developments. The
il reason for this heightened terest is not hard to find--
the shift of authority and with it the control of a consids Z, _
erable amount of fur;ds and number of jobs. One county ‘
received CETA alloéatj of some $9 million in fiscal
1875, compared with 1 county budget of $66 million.
In another county, nds account for $3 million.of.
N ‘a $10. 5 million county budget. ¥
‘ In consorth. too, elected officials are more active
N 'through participation on consortium boards. TFhe Lansing
z c0nsort1um is a good example Prevxously, elected ‘offi-
cxals (other than the mayor of Lansing) had little control

R - over manpower activities. ' Now 12 elected officials, ‘

‘ representmg the city of Lansing and three counties, are’
on the'board. Although th; actual admxmstratxon is

B

1
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" channels of communication, fermal and informal, are

- smaller units of gove ent thhxn count).es, consortia,

coa e ‘N

A 77
Lod oy v ‘ ‘ . : R

carned out. by the staff board members partxcipate in’

settxng goals and p.rxonues and approving criteria and

plans fog e\7a“luatmn. They have been partxcular],y inter-

ested in- an equxtab‘le methodogf allottmg resOurces and .

selectmg program erators. - v o Voo : S
The concern of elected offi¢ials in cities is. greater

than ever, although in the larger, cities mayors nej -

sarily rely on department heads. CETAis regarded as QT

a posxtwe and vg_mble mstrument for dealing with cntx- o Y ‘

cal’ unempldoyment problems even in cfties.that haVe, ) 'Q,

estaplished manpower programs. * A i
Title VI, whxch mak®s ava).lable federallyufunded T YA
public service jobs,’ mgmf&ant}y 1ncreased the interest . ¥ 2-
and 1nvolvemq,t of elect’éd officials in’ manpower pro- DR
gramis. Title 11 and Txtle VI funds are channeled to  *

and the balance of stai#s; and this also tends to broaden. -

the polxtxcal support for manpower programs. As bnq o RN

prime sponsar said, ''Jobs is votes, and votes is _]obs’li' e :
The aim of d#€entralization is to make manpower

programs more responsive to local needs through the

" local political process. The authority of local elefted SRS

officials over manpower programs makes them suscépti- . ,
ble to pressures from politically potent program opera-
‘tors and clxent groups with interests to advance. New

‘now open to individuals and groups. Local officials are _ .
.probably more accessible thah.federal officials in the ’/ AR

1S selection of targele groupspand service deliverers. Thet

-

’

cases, as the elected officials become mogg conscious ’
of their authority and responsibility, manpower programs "

have been cases reported where elected off1c1als hige . . - 3
.not accepted- recorhmendat!ons of the plamning councﬂ: as- :
a result of local pressure. In’one consqrtxum, “for in-

.étance, _a community- -based organization won a major o .
operatmg role after a delegation of ministers visited the, '
‘mayor. In‘another area, the consortium board awarded

a manpower center contract to a county government

‘rathei tEaf#f#o a combipation of c0mrrrumty-ba8”ed orga~ = -
nizations recommended by the planniig council. o

‘- .Some elected officials are content to ‘allow decisions

to_.be made by the plann}ng council and staff, but in most. . IR
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practices have been w1§,espread

are bemg brought mcreasmgly into the poj pfoce'ss. e
In'some cases,; poht&'al officidls are 1nt in decis .

other areas the concern ls with the chentele to be servecI

'The tendency fhas been to broaden the chent base, ‘which - N
K a.pparently reflects their perceptlon of the desires of the

" electorate. ‘It is dl.fhcul,t to deterthine whether such
““decisions are responsive to thé needs of the ;:,omrnum.ty

»

as a whoke or to the segment.of the communlty fhat is at
a dlsadvantage A : R P

‘While the survey: chd riot focus on this questlon,
there .Are indications ¢f political clearance in the appomt-.
ment of CETA administrators and ¥taff, most of whom °
are not under,merit gystems. Thete:have also been
allegatlons of patronage in selectiqn of participants,- In .
one case, the Manpower, Admmlstratlon has transferred
respensibility for“selectr.on Title Il and Title VI partic-.
1pants from the prime sponsor’ to the-state-run employ-

ment service. However, there’is no ev;dence tha‘l: such

« ° v
- B . [ B

- : PR . .
- . . Y . . S

' THE STATE'S ROLE U L

One of the issues con51dered in, fra;mng the €ETA
leglslatzon was the role of state. government . In the inter-
play of forces that led to enactrnent of .CETA, state gov-
oernments were bypassed as fundmg condults in favod T
-a stronger and more du-ect role for c1ty and county go a

_ ernments. However, the states were glven responublhty

for powervprograms in balance of-state areas (argas ..
not under the: jurisdiction of omher prime. sponsors}. The.
‘state was-'also given a gene ral statewide plannings coor-

.

" COMPREHENSIVE’ EMPLOYEEN’!‘T'AND TRAINING ACT .+ - .
Ce ..\l B :”%l‘u 3

_siqns regarding: dehverers of manpower 1ces, in<: ‘ i

K

dinating, and momtormg function through the SMSC.- In” s

effect, states were assigned part of-the former regional
office monitoring functxon'%ut w1thout suff}clent authorzty
to carry out the part efﬂpctwely :

In comparing the manpower functions of the state
before and after CETA, a dlstmctlon must be made be-
tween the direct role of the governor and the le&leatwely
mandated reSponsxbzlthes of the traditional state man-

. power agencies. Beforer ('fETA the goverrfors offzces P

Q. B -

% ’ - ; . »,
L s .
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we}'e 1nvolved in plannmg but had lxt’tle d&r,ect role kn

'a,dmi.mstermg maqpowgr programs. State employment : ..: o

st

.security and’ e&ucation a'.‘gencx.es ad.minxstered MDTA
tra.'mmg programs thh httle supervxs ion or control by
the governor.. When these

“the fragpchise they had held « : der MDTA, their wuthority

.. ‘over local manpqwer programs)!hmxmshed,pons idegably.

The governor 8 dl're t responsxbll'l.ty has enlarged.” For
- the first time, manpoyer- funds fdi‘ ‘the halance o,f stated
are funneled thrdugh ‘the -gOVernor ‘s offz.ce i R
' States discharge their dual respcm{nblhtles-- e

odd-lifle state’ ‘dgencies lost - . )

' admxmsterm balance- of-state programs and the’ SMSC;-

in.two ways? .Inthree of the four states-in the sample
"(Arl.zona, North Carolma, Mame), both fun'&t).ong are °
asslgned to-a smgle state agendy, in Texas functions '
. were d1v1ded (see Chapter 3, page 63) _ : .
+. Before CETA, ‘State Manpower Plannmg Qounclls
a:ev1ewed local plans and forwarded them to Maxﬁowér .

Adrhmxstratxon regxonal offices. In some states, adsis<’

 tance to lo(:af AMPBS was ‘provided by the state %lannmg

, offu:e (See ‘page 50). Under CETA, .the SMSC revigws.:

ot

#

_' all local p[ans, but, lat least during the ’f:.rst yearl ‘this

qeview was descrlbe‘d as perfunctory' In seveera.l states,
SMSCS were just bemg formed or were relatwely imactive, '

‘@.t bhe time that plans werne dravm up. State g-overnments

'had almost ho mﬂue.nce on the loca.h prune ‘sponsor pro#,
gnams th.rough the formal plannmg process. pei-haps
eveh tes’s ~than before CETA. . oy 4 o
e ‘SMSCs are also nﬁponslble for coordmatmg effqrts.
tq ‘mee’t the pverall anpower ‘needs of.the state,: but -

@

t.

tervlews at the state and l al level mdlcated%that«tl‘hs .-

*.Rind ‘of atthty was not even on "the herzon when tﬁus

. ;survey was made,. ﬁndeed most prime sponsors; have

been 56 absdhBed in ‘the’ urge;dt ‘tasky of mana meht ;
" program’ development that'they’ have given litt _tho_.u-ght

to coordination w.;th other a,rea$ Sozne state .councils “.
* are ‘t‘.onscwus of their asmgnedwrole m*momtormg local

' prog&'ams. but the, fxrs.t survey did noét kreveal any signifi--

A ﬂecxsxons of sdme to use part of the, manpower se‘lwmes

self—appraxSal.» . ; 4 . SR
: . S ‘ N o ‘t) o
e, e T ,: . . - L. b . ' S
» Toews ,.. .;'._".. V.. }. ﬂ ¢ e . i e &
. . . L © e . . . . a— " . s, o ey, L
S : o ,9.:“) e -

cant, activity. The nearest that the'/states have come. *,.
toward dlseha,ggmg the1r momtbmng -functlon are the e

 fund to develop data that could hekp local Sponsors in

o . . - .. B - P
e ' Toal : e ) cos. Cy Y
[ AT R P SR ' - A PR
T . Lo R sl Lk ~ . o "y

.

-

C

o

.




Mar)power Serv1ces Fund -f‘." e L LT

*

- diately and directly useful than the % manpower services | -
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CETA requires that 4‘ perce{st of Tl.tle/ I funds l;
distributed to the states to pro¥ide statewlde’ sepvices,,;_ T
assist rural programs, ‘Ajrnish fabor niarket infornpa- / ,‘;,
tion and technicat assistance, and .to fund modeh/p-rd rams.

A survey 6f 33 states by%a u.s., GoVernor s Con- ‘

ference showed that states pl to uSe 40 péfcent of the : ‘-9'.' .
moneéy for such statewxde seryices as. apprentlceshxp, St Ch
affirmative action programg, ‘ahd corgputenzed job - .\." -
placement, and 36 pe rcent on special’ prototype ppogtams
for such groups as offen,ders q,nd ham':hda.ppe& pe ons..-z—S—,}
. Although some prime sponsors’ mthﬁ ,samplb‘ ar [V
répresented on SMSCs, moaét reported’ they weré nd On-' :
sulted on how the 4 percent fufid was \to be useﬂ Six "°
indicated that datavsystem& Vere to be supppr rted By the
state from this fund. .QtheT areas l’eported that the dtate . -
planned to use the fund for model program ‘and for tech-. '
nical assistance. [The consensus was that he’4‘peroe.nt .
fund had no signiflcant effect on"(ocal pnm -sponsar’ S
programs. < ;
€ETA also provxdes that 5 percent .of itle I funds be
allocated to governors for supplemental v catlonal edu-
cation servicés. The supplemental vocati nal educatlon
fund that was allotted to local sponsors wals more imme-

LA

fund,, but prime sponsors did not find it cr1t1ca‘l to their n

ope ratlons \_
. On the whole, the role of state governments, has not

- been significant under CETA except in the balance-of-
' . state programs. The influence and control conferred on

the states by CETA are insufficient to accomplish the .
coordinatian among prlme sponsors manda\ted by the act. .
Neither the 4 percent services fund, the 5 ercent voca=- -
tional education fund, nor the SMSC provid Lhe leverage
necessary for any significant impact upon l\ocal programs.
Balance-of-State Programs o ’
The administratiof of balance- of-state\(BOS) pto-
grams is handled variously. In one state 1t\13 completely

| .
25/ Reported in the Nfanpower Admmlstratlon s \-' ~',,‘f‘

Interchalige-1(7):5, 1974. ! . \ ' 4
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centralized; other states are iff the process of shifting
- uch of the responsibility to substate government units.
. " The trend toward decentralization is_ manifested in
three of the foyr states surveyed. Texas has delegated

L authority to 15 councxlq of government and to two,

commumty -action agencies under a regional form of ~
-administration; Arizopa has a similar arrangement.
" Four'eouncils of government, the Navajo.Nation(and
the Indian Development District are subgrantees of the
state. Fach council allocates resources to counties and
cities within its' domaih and the program operators now
deal with the councils. Program administration in North
~« Carolina was initially handled directly by ﬁe state, but
an attempt is being made to establxsh Lead Regional
’ Orgamzatxon.s (sxmxlar to Councils of Governmert) as
" administrative units. In Maine, where an attempt was
made to operate the entire program at the state level,
two of the larger counties (Penebscot and Cumberland,
with pOpulatmns of over 100, 000) have broken away and
. are now prirhe §ponsors.=—
Prior to CETA there were few multi- -coupty manpower
programs in rural eections of balance-of-state areas
except in the instances where employment service offices,
school systems, and community-action agencies operated .
‘across county lines.  This is still basically true under
CETA. However, CETA has stimulated area cooperation
_ by investing regional planning organizations with a sub-"
stantive administration role, thereby strengthening re-
gionél organizations and developing a new administrative .
structure between county and state governments that
could well have implications for other governmental
functions. Such intergovernmental arrangements will
require a great deal of technical assistance and.super-
vision if they are to_assume a more important role in
manpower programs. » *

26/ Those counties were not designated as prime spon-
. sors initially because at that time the county govern-
ments in Maine were not judged to be fully functioning

government units. .
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' FORMING, CONSORTIA

- Vool .

In an effort to accompljsh by voluntary agreement
what it was unwilling to mapdate, CETA authorized the *
use of up to 5 percent of Title I funds as incentives to
areas that form consortia--jyrisdictions eligible to be
prime sponsors in their own right and surrounding smal-

ler counties or cities. 2!/ The results exceeded expec-
tations. It had been thought that consortia would be a
difficult and unstable form of 'local organization because
of interjurisdictional rivalries. However, 135 have been
established in _fi.‘scal‘ 875, comprising one-third ‘of thae .
402 prime sponsors.=—" . ’ .

. The decisive factors in the formation ’con_sortia
were mutual trust based on previous succeésfulfjoint .
efforts and the ability to agree on the distribution of
"authority and resources. In some cases the central =~
tities were thought to have advantages that would bene- -
fit the surroundiug areas: competence in handling man-
power programs, experienced planning staff, and
service deliverers operating across jurisdictional lines.
Other considerations were greater opportunities for job -
ddevelopment based on a broader.labor market, and econo-
‘mies of scale. In several cases the desire to partlcipate
in manpower programs through ¢he anonymity of a con-
sortium, thergby avoiding the political hazards of direct
‘responsibility, played a part in the decision. Small
areas, faced with the dp_tion of becoming part of the
balance-of-state program or of joining a nearby consor-
tium, often chose thé latter. e

Contrary to expectation, the financial incentive of--.
fered for forming consortia was apparently not a‘decisive
factor in most cases. Six of the consortia in the gample

. . )
27/ Five percent of the Title I funds, distribufed among.. . . -
sponsors eligible for incentives, amounted to 10
- percent for each. .
28/ A total of 497 jurisdictions of 100, 000 or more were
- potentially eligible to become prime sponsors. of
these 224 (45 percent) combined to form consortia.
Sixty-four percent of cities and 40 pe'rcent of coun- .
. ties of 10Q, 000 or more were in consortia in fiscal
1975.° :
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mentioned incentives as having a bearing on forming a
consortium, but only one'considered it very important.
Concortxa were not organized without hard bargain-. .
ing a,nd comprbmxses among the jurisdictlons. Some ‘
negotiations revolved around the allocation of funds. In
the Austin and Ph.oenxx consortia the counties recewed
_more than their pr0p01rt10na1 shares as an added mduce-
ment to join the consortium.-- In othéer areas there were
political trade-offs. Those commonly related to the
designation of the central governmental unit, eelectxon 4
"~ of admqutrator and'staff, representation of the consor-
tium board, selection of the advisory council chairmen, -
and designation of service delivererg to assure setvices
. to all geographic components. In one.case an elaborate
formula'was used for suballocation of funds,. based on\ '
the number of unemployed heads ‘of households in each
jurisdiction, | school 'dropouts, and economically disad-
‘vantaged; in another a ''fair share' formula was used,
" based on each city's share of the poverty population. .-,
‘There were also legal and administrative problems

to be worked out. Typically.a form of joint powers S

agreement was drawn up, assigning overall responszb:.hty

to a consortium board or ‘executive committee made up.

of delégates of each of the areas and. assxgnmg admmls-

trative responsibility to a 1ead city or county. o

' Despite mter_]urtsdxctxonal problems, consortia ap-

pear to be stablé; relatively few changes are taking

place in their number or campositjon. The latest count
, ' numbers 137 consortia in fiscal 1976, about the same
number as the year before. @f the nine consortia in the :
sample, only one has had a senous split because of ir-
reconcilable city-county conflicts. Wake County has v
left the Raleigh consortium togapply fdr prime sponsor-.
ship in a dispute between'county and city officials over
the nature of the consortium including the role of a
communlity-action agéncy. On the other hand, the balance .
of Shawnee County (population 30, 000) joined Topeka to
_form an additional consortium. This arrangemefit w111 v
give county residents access to city manpower servlces )
instead of dependence on the state. :

- Each of the 15 cities and counties'in the sample had® -

considered participating ,in a consortium and decided

100
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against it. Resistance was based malnly dm the dxfferences
between the population in the inner cities and the suburbs,
desire for sole administrative control by tIo,cal govern- .

ral cities. Six Y
of the 15 are suburban or satellite communities, which -

'decided to set up independent programs to’'concentrate

on .serving their own constituents. CETA gave them the
opportunity to establish or reinforce institutions in their
own communities responsive to what they believe to be
their unique needs. To a lesserwextent, polltlcal rival-"
ries arhong jurisdictions also affected their decxsxons to

- stand alone. .In those cases in which the prlme sponsor

was a central city or county, the major reason for not
forming a consortium was the opposite side of the coin. :
Gary, for example, preferred to maintain programs for

" its own constituents.

-
.
.

THE REGIONAL OFFICE ROLE  * R

The relatxonshlp between the regxonal offices of the '.
Manpower Administration-and local sponsors is one
measure of decentralization. It was assumed that under

* CETA reglonal offices would no longer control but woruld

. have oversight responslbxlxtles for programs and would
~’interpret regulations and provide techmcal assistance.

" The #indings of the study suggest that this change has e

not yet been completely achieved, although there are

significant variatiohs among areas. In the past, the

regxonal offices had an intermediate role in allocafing

.. funds 5.nd mak).'ng tactical decisions. National categorlcal

programs with their specific guidélines were the basis.
for’ selectmg groups to be served and service delivérers.
Except for resources that were distributed by formula, .
grants and funding decisions were made by the regional

_or national office. In addition, the regional office inter-

preted guidelines to local project operator%, monitored
programs, and supervxsed local contracts. However,
the - presence of . regxonal office pe rsonnel and the manner
in which federal officials ¢arried out their responsibili-
ties prior to, CETA variéd among regions and even among
staff within the same region. v

® B . - - : '

E -~
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During the first year of CBTA, despite thetrans-
fe‘\ of program control to prime sponsors (or perhaps |

-« because of it),’ reg10na1 presence was intensive. Guide-"

+ lines and: regulatmns/are detailed and comphcated and
singe mhny prim@ sponsors were unfamiliar with admin- \
istrative procedures and program operations, demands i
on the regional offices were heavy. -

. -Because of unequal capabilities among prime spon-
sors and differences in‘the operating style of rggional
.~ office personnel, the degree of federal involvement and -
' influence in local affairs varied from dominationtoa
hands-off posture. ©“ Regional office \fxeld rePresenta.twes
worked out a modus vivendi with the prime sponsors
., varying with the local situnation. Some were content tq
respond to problems bragught to their attentmn. Others ‘

actively participated in decmwns on.the substance of .

programs and administration, including such activities

as attendmg council meetings,* pohcmg statistical and .

financial reports, and assisting in orgamzmg manage-

ment information systems. . ‘
*There was a general feeling of unceftainty as to

appropriate activities of regional off1ce staff, which re-

flected the gray area between the lo¢al autonomy of .prime

sponsors’ and the oversxght respons1b111t1es of j{:deral .

authorities. D1sagreement between prune sponsors_and
federal representatives was common. In one case 5:3
federal representative v1ewed his responsibilities com-,
prehenswaly, stouching on all aspects of progran’l,..devel-

 opment, but the GETA administrator perceived the
federal represéntative's role'as limited to mterpretatlon
of regulations. Cases were neported in which, the re-

' gional office exerted strong influence on such matters

_* as specifying groups to be served and shaping the deliv-

- ery system In other situations, the regional office role
was supportive and advisory. ‘On the whole, the federal
pressure for a comprehgnsive manpower design and the
eliminatioh of: duplicatidg was clearly evident in discus-
sions, comments, advice, and correspondence. .

- One regional office role that was not questioned was
the review of Title I plans. These plans are the key to
the federal purse. In some cases federal representatives .
were in on the planning process early so that Title 1

O
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. plans recewed prompt a,pproval. cIa others, plans wére
returned several times because_of defl.cl,enq:es. -In one -
instance, regional office comrnents dgakt with the* inade--
quacies of the intake system, mtegratxon of Brograms,
designatior of groups in need, ;and faxlure ‘to:include.. L

. training in Enghsh as A second languhge. s In’ another CoLe

" -case, 'shortcommgs were noted in staffmg, orgamzatxon, : '
the administrative plan, client.and. hscal records and in--

. formation systems, and: procedures for seIectmg deliv-

erers of services. But most obseryatl.ons were reported'- .
" to be technical rather than’substantive, dealing with such -
- “matters as need for more Jqstxfl.catl.on or supporti.pg,d’ata.
~  As the program moved toward l.mplementatmn, s
regional office supervision mcreased.v Regional office
representatives interviewed early in 1975 expressed in-,
creasing concern over delays in filling' Title I and Title IT
 openings’in the face of rising unemployment. This con-

, cérn was reflected in criticisms of those CETA adminis-
trators who had not been able to carry out programs as T
rapl.dly as the Ma.npo‘ver Admx.m.stratl.on ‘had stl.pulated

-or as set forth in plans/
In two prime sponsor areas in the sa.mple, !.t was ‘

- necessary for the regional office to intérvene in pro- ) -
‘gram administration. In one, the federal representative

., + was obliged to supervise closely the rectuiting of staff,

" to develop administrative procedures,' to arrange for _
tech.mcal assxstance and trammg, and to assist in' day-

- * . to-day operations. :The CETA 0peratl.on in that county

- % . became & joint venture. . In another situation the

federal~representatwe has been installed in the CETA
central admxnl.stratwe gnad planmng ‘'office as on-site

J monitor, largely beca,use of allegations of polxtl.cal

influence. v »

Prime sponsors reactlons to reglonal ofﬁces‘ ranged
from expressfohs of appzecxation for assistance to criti-
cism of excessive demands and red tape. While CETA
has reduced-federal reporting requirements, it'has’
"shifted the byrden of assembling stitistical data from
regTonal offices to prime sponsors. : This has been diffi-
cult for CETA admiinistrators and has become a source -
of fr;ctl.on thh regional offices. One CETA’ adm:.qz.stra-
tor felt thatythe excesswe regulations and detailed - :

-
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,;fl!I' “records threatened the.decentralization process. The
:‘.clash in role definition was expressed by prime sponsors
: w*'m var,{ous ways. . Some felt that the regional office was
2 *unwilling to adjust to the CETA concept of local autonomy;
.~ ome accused the regional office of being bound by a ''bu-
reaucratic set' that precluded mnovatxons. A.nother felt
that the regl.onal office was'relugtant to relanux.sh/dxrectc
control over program operators. - 7 4
This transition pefiod is not the best time td ascer-
tain whether the shxft of responsibilities froin rega.onal.
~offices to pru'ne sponsors has su'nplx.fxed l‘na.na,éement or”
made 1t more complex. The new administrative layer--

. the prime sponsor--that CETA has introducgd between ,
___ the federal government and the program operator could ¢
make for tighter mo 1tormg and evaluatxon of program

,ophratxons by sponsdrs, who are closer to the scene than
regional offices. However, the lack of ma.nagement in-

formation and evaluation criteria has made it difficult .
to.carry outthis responsxbxlxty so far, As roles are
* stabilized and both regional offices a.nd prime sponSors
become accustomed to their new res.ponsxbxlxtxes, the
administrative processés may work more smoothly.

LA Lo .

4

.
1 ; R

/

SUMMARY A

The first year umder CE’?A has posed admjnistrative
challenges to prime sponsors as they took over responsx.-
bility for the management of programs

‘o e CETA has brought/malnpower programs under the

.. administration of’ local governments, some of - -

- which all anu'na.i experience with’ such programs. -
+» ~e Manpower is becomxng institutionalized as a sig- -
nificant area of publx.c administration. Inmost '
o cases separa‘te offices have been set up--often "

B Y with départmental status--to operate ma.npower
programs./ 4 -
'3 Establl.sh,ing the &dmxnxstratwe machmery has =~

) .entaxled/dxffxcuitxeb in' staffing and coordintion. ’
The frequent xnterruptx.ons caused by new legis-
latl.on/and plan modxfxcatxons resulting from

< changes in the labor market have added to the

turmoil. ,
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- . @ Manpower programs are béing brought cldser to
. ‘the local political process as elected officials
become more involved in administration. Politi-*. .
_cal influences are affecting program decisians to
a greater degree than before as officials respond
to local pressures. ’ ) '

e The role of state governments under CETA is less
clearly defined than that of local governments.’
Aside _fi”dm administration of baldnce-of-state
programs, the states seem at the outset to have .
little effect in the goordination ar myonitoring of
local programs. The 4 percent manpower ses-
vices fund and the 5 percent supplemental voca-

) tional education fund have done little to give states

\ . leverage. Three of the four states in the sample
Ce are decentralizing administration of balance-of-

7 ) ‘_ state programs.to regional organizations such as

. councils of government, which have little experi-

. ence in administration of manpower programs.

e CETA has encouraged interjurisdictional arrange-
ments; one-third of all priime sponsors are con-
sortia. The major reason forvfdrming consortia
has been successful experience in joint planning®
or operation of programs. Areas that did not form’
cpnsortia p_refe_rred to manage their own programs
independent of jurisdictyons, which they perceived

. as having different pop&lations and manpdwer .
prdblems,. Despite problems of reconciling di- "~
verse interests, eight of the nine‘consortia sam-,

“pled have continued into the second year.

. ) e The role of regional offices relative to primie. t

sponsors is a key to decentralization. Interpreta~ ]

_tion of role varies as dothe style of federal offi-

cials in carrying out responsibilities, and some

feeling exists on the part of-local sponsors that
regional office interference is excessive. On the
whole prime sponsérs have assumed their new
responsibilities, but there were signs of growing
- regional office involvement as unemployment “
rose. _ N
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The ,Comprehens ive Employment and Training Act
.(CETA) frees the manpower system from the rigidities
‘imposed by separate funding sources, regulatipns, re-
porting systems,’ and instititional frameworks that iso-
lated 17 separate programs from one another.' CETA’
permits the prime sponsor tp restructure or mamtam
the combinations of programs and institutions through
which manpoweT services are delivered: assessment,
.orlentatton, trammg, placement counsellixig, and

" followup. ‘Provxdmg a range of services in a compre-
.hensive system while é€ncouraging efficiency and elimi-
nating overlap is a major objective of manpower reform,

Chapter 5 ‘describes changes in the manpower deliv-

ery system resulting from the shift of control from
federal to local authorities. It observes the effect of
prime sponsor hegemony over local program operators
and the changes in the role of institutions that tradi-
tionally have provided manpower services. -Particular,
‘attention is directed to the extent tc which programs are
decategorized by mtegratmg and coordinating manpower
activities. . ’

Prior to CETA the local employment s‘ervice. and

voeatxonal education agencies played the leading role
in providing skill training. In a single cornmumty,
+ however, there often were additional trammg or

4
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work-experlence programs operated varxously by e
~ commumty-based organizations, schopls, or other
agencies. No consistent pattern was discernible; it .
‘was not uncommon to have several delivery systems
with seemingly similar ob;ectwes but little coordination
except for token cooperatxon through a'ﬁveak planning > 2
committee. S

The agencies dehvermg manpower services often
competed for limited resources, for program part1c1-‘
pants,. ‘and for jobs or training slots to serve their ¥ -
clients. In large jurisdictions, competition and dupli-
cation were apparent; in smaller areas. those)problems

. were’ 1ess prevalent. - T

. Prior to CETA the delive ry system often lacked. )

flexx.bxhty - Typically, each separate program offered,a
Lxmxted range, of services and training options. Ext:ept
for concentrated employment programs (CEPs), most

g programs hadl foeused on specific actxvxtxes. <A compre-

hensive system, it was felt, would be able tq ‘offer a
" wider range of sericvxces that would permit the taxlorlng
of an individual program according to a client's neéds. ”
Fmally, it was felt. that the local manpbwer system _° *
%otld, be more productive if; unlike thre pre- CETA situa- ; ! °
tion, ‘there were .no presumptxve deliverers of manpower
services. The estabhshe/manpower agencies must now-
competc for service contracts and convince the prime .
. sponsor that they are the best buy in terms of performance
.. . and costs. However prirne sponsors must give considera-
! tidn to programs ''of demonstrated effectiveness'' and
- use existing services ''. . . to the extent deemed'

" appropriate.’"' '

‘'The spectrum of programs before CETA has beep
alludéd, to; a typxcal county might look somethmg like
Stanislaus County (Cal.):

T Sponsoring Agengy Prograr’nﬁ/_

L. ‘Stanislaus County , . NY C out-of-school _
(with community ~ Operation Mainstream
action agency) . ) '

- S_ta,ni_slauscCounty ~ Public Employment
o Program . '

q
9/ See Appendxx A for a list of pre- C-ETA programs

N xA
and acronyms.
i ' .
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‘Sponsor ing Agency

_Raleigh/Wake

Wake County

Les County

Johhston

- - Gounty
..-Chatham
County

Wake Opportunitie s’

v

W.ake County

Employment service
and county tech-
nical institute

Employment service
State of North
Carolina

Employment service
and county tech-
nical institute

Employment service

Board of éducation

. Program
NY C in-school
NYC out-of-school’

" Summer youth *

Public Employment

- Program

A _ o

MDTA skill training

MDTA+JOPS

NY.C._in-school

Summer youth -

Public Employment
Program

-

MDTA skill training
MDTA JOPS

. NYC in-school

" Summe rgYouth

State of North
Carolina

Public En1ploYméht

Program

_ Areas that are now in the balance of state had not
been under central admiristration before CETA so that
there too the pattern of delivery varied cansiderably.
In North Carolina, for example, MDTA programs were

operated in varioys local arecas by the employment ser-
vice in cooperation with the community college system.
In addition, the employment service administered MDTA
on~the-job training (JOPRs) and in one case a rural CEP
Work experience programs (Neighborhood Youth Corps

and Operation Mainstream) were concducted by community-
action agencies and by school boards.

THE TRANSITION

F3

l.ocal governments trying to set up a program deliv-

ery system under CETA were faced with an array of

programs already in place.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

109

Manpower Administration’



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

< SRR

The Delivery Sfhetem . 93

instructions permitted several arrangements for dealing
with current programs. MDTA programs were allowed
to continue under their sponsors until scheduled termina-
tion dates but not later than December 1974. Categqncal
programé under EOA could either continue until termina-
tion or be taken over immediately by the prime sponsor.
In most cases sponsprs chose the former course-so that
for the first six months, dual systems operated in many<
areas. Upon te rmination of contragts prime sponsors
had the option of 1) subcqntracting with existing project
operators to continue their activities; 2) modifying the
pro_)ects tc correspond with the sponsor's plan; 3) drop-
ping the program altogether; 4) transferring all or part
of it to another contractor; o 5) absorbing the activities
of the program into the prime sponsor's own operation,
In cases where existing programs were to be discontin-
ued'or changed, prime sponsors were urged to mitigate
hardship for trainees by allowing them to complete their
courses. '

As the changeover took place there was _inevitably a
considerable amount of dislocation among agencies and
pergpf(nel operating manpower programs. Some exper-
tise in managing programs was lost, some equzpment
and facilities for training wasted, and valuable contacts
with potential employers disrupted. Prime sponsors
were confronted with the szmul;aneous tasks of planmng
for CETA and coping with the immediate problems of
program operation. The task was not easy; before they
had gotten their feet wet they were faced with a series
of unexpected developments.

The Emerg,ey(y Fmployment Act (EEA), which was
to have expired in June 1974, was continued through
March 1975 by an authorization of $250 million. Prime
sponsors had to make arrangements quickly to extend
the termination dates of publi¢ service employees work-
ing under EEA or hire new ones. At the same time, $397
million was made available for the 1974 summer youth
programs. Prime sponsors had cither to set up their
own machinery or, on very short notice, to find organiza-
tions to run that program during the summer of 1974.

Simultaneously, it was necessary to melement
Title II of CETA, which opened up transitional public

1.
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sex‘-gv\ice jobs for unemployed and underemployed persons

livy in areas of substantial unemployment (rates of 6. 5
percent or more for.three consecutive months): Tth
tltle had its own set of ryles and regulatlons, including

""]pass through' provxslqn requiring prime sponfisors to
suballocate fun®k to citids or counties of 50, 000 or more.
Congress appropriated $370 million for Title II late in
fiscal 1974 and $400 million in the fall of fiscal 1975.

. By that time-the economic climate had changed
radically and recession was on the horizon. The national
unemployment rate shot up from 4.5 percent in Decembér
1973 when CETA was passed,. to over 7 fercent a year
latet, and worse was yet to come. The Emergency ‘Tobsg ‘
and Unemployment ‘Assistance A 'f 1974 (EJUAA) wa'
speeded through Congress and « . by -the President. V
The act established a new Title VL authorizing $2.5 T
billion, for public 'service jobs in fiscal 1975. Congress
appfopriated $1 billion of this amount. 2%/ The enact-
ment of EJUAA added to CETA a large new categorical

~program with dhother set of regulations and requirements.

It is little wonder that prime sponsors faltered in
their efforts to'as sume responsibility for estabhshmg
a new system for dehvery of manpower services. Early
plans for Title I had to be adjusted to the realities of a:
chang.,ed labor market. Its 1mp1emcntat10n was moved to
the back burner and efforts to deal with spiraling unem-

_ployment through Title II . and Title VI took priority. The

introduction of Title V' diverted the attention of manpo've®

‘officials from their cor ‘prehensive manpower progran.-

("T'itle 1) bet\)re they we e fully established. Noreover,
prime sponsors foupd - 1emselves in the fiscal'1976 plan
ning cycle before they yere organized for fiscal 1975.

“ CHANGING INSTITUTIONS

Iinder these circumstances sponsors had limited
opportunity durm;., the first year to make substantial
changes in the institutional framework for program

3/ 5125 million of the 1 billion went to-the Department

of Commerce for job creation projects,

1o
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operations. The study finds that although there was
generally a continuity of program operators and.program
content, significant changes are occurring in many areas. -
The structure that emerges is a coalition of existing -
programs under local government auspices. Most prime
sponsors continued contracts with existing program
operators for training, work experience, and service
activities, but modifications were made to achieve bet-

ter coordination. ' ‘ ’

Of the 254 pre-CETA programs identified in the
sample areas, 67 percent were renewed or continued by
the prime sponsor (256 percent with no change and 11 per-
cent with change).—3—-/ This includcs programs operated
by prime sponsors before CETA (mainly public employ-

" ment) and continued in the same manner after its enact-
ment. Conversely, one-third of the pre-exi,‘.s»ting pro-
programs have either been discontinued (10 percent) or
have changed hands (23 percent).3—/ Coid

Programs are most stable in consortiqf, in which
there has generally been more prior experience in man-
power planning and administration. - Changes are also -
more difficult to arrange in a muitijurisdictional setting.

In Raleigh,I Austin, and Phoenix, for example, the out-

lving countic * insi:~d on maintaining the pro.iams

‘rating v o eir & as. Cities tended to continue ex-
c.tin pro. s m than counties. Progrars most
likel. to b . )ppe —ere Publit Service Careers apd
Job Cohpor- .ties @ "he Business Sector (JOBS).

32/ 1 3 ' c-CETA procran- were  enti-
tob e . bhalance-of- tate progra omit -
v refers tooa catevorical Jram
. aoh n»tihllix)nal,_ JOP, psC, . Y C
-l 0 od by one Spon.or Or con ror,

mly t o mtractors were counted;” v CEP

Srogr h mnber of suncontractors counted

vioone ol ’ ’
\1mon n! dprograv were anun ber o osunmi- R

oy o which 1y have been rein tated’
weoen s ca P summier vouth appropriation was

v
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Table 15. Disposition of Pre-CETA I(Aanpower Programs
Under CETA, by Type of Local Sponsor
Y
Percent Distribution \
by Disposition Under CETA

. Pro- ’ Transferred
grams : . Subcontracted To
Be-, All . i With- Prime Other
Type of fore' Pro- Discon- -With 1t Spon- Oper-
Sponsor CETA grams tinued Change Change sor.. ator
: City2/ .58 100 (36 " 10 , 55 10° 9
County 1 76 . 100 10 B 8 38 35 '8
. Consor- : :
“_tium . 120 100 6 13 68 " 9 3
ALL ‘ Co .
SPON- . ' . . :
SORS . 254 . 100~ ‘10 11 56 17 6

a/ New York omitted. .
{Detai' . may not ad to totals due to rounding.) -

Prime.5r nsers a- Program Operators

The - xtent to which prime sponsors themselves have

decided * operate manpower programs is one of the more
signi:ica- developments under CETA. Prior to CETA,
.15 pe-ce of the lo¢al programs were operated directly
By the : .rnment unit that became a prime sponsor or,
' in the o of aconsortium, that administers programs for -
f3r th . sortiunm. Under CETA, the proportion of
progr : v adbive prior to CETA being operated by the

¥ spon: - vas risen to 33 percent.

wag | e most frequent changes were the transfer of
%mc -:ponsibilities’ from the employment service or
comir” ,ty-aci;n agency to prime sponsors. Usually

v “the ¢ . .ze was™r the scope of activities. - In Lorain

' Coun: Oh , for example, the employment service
operat -1 ir -itutional and on-the-job training programs
beforec CET . Under CETA, th& prime sponsor has

taken over :sponsibility for operating these programs,
but the emp >yment service still provides for intake,

Ay 113 .

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Delivery System

¢ . .
Table 16. Selected Manpower Programs Operated by

" Liocal Sample Prime, Spo‘sor Before CETA and Under

CET
) Operated by
) Number in Prjme Spongor
Selectgd Pre-CETA Local Sample Before Under
Program Category - Areas2 CETA CETAE/
MDTA institutional 40 0 8
MDTA JOPS 18 0 7
JOBS 16 0 4
NYC in-school ‘ 30 2 7
NY C out-of-school 24 4 10
mmer youth® 25 L 1 5
Operation Mainstre.n 15 ‘ ; ) 7 -
CEP- 4 ; 4

a/ New York omitt L
l‘) Fquivalent to pr - ¢ TA catecorical prour

assessment and tes ing, job placement, o | handling of
training allowance .. Thus th transfer o. program re-
sponsibility does not negessa-tly ef.inwipato the former

program operator trm all ac ivities: ln “inion. Jounty,
(N, J.), a community-action a2ency operad NY( pro-
grams., Under CE'T'- these p-ograms ar: un by toe ‘

 county through many »wer cen :rs. “The ¢ mmunity-

action ag.ncy has lost its ope iting role, »ut has con-

“tracted to locate two staff me: :bers ima county-run

anpower centL r. !

DeClSlQﬂS to change or re in deliverers of servi-e
ad to be ma(h very qulckly, v no sound, ()bJCCth(
aasis for sueh decisions existo i, P xospcctIve opetat Ts

submitted proposals but ;,cngx aly ¢ t)rnp(‘tltLV(, bids were
not Used during the first year. Phere 'was room for
judgment. local pressur es, and political maneuvering
Only a few areas used some type of formal pegforrhanu'
evaluatu)n to choose among-bidders. Elsewhaere deci-
sions: were based on informal appralsal of past perfor-+
mance, availability of facilitics, lack of alternatives,

’
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.
cbstJ and the d.es:.re of soJ!pe prime sp0nsors to build . v
theu' own programs. | . '
One county, for examplef was rel*tant to ontract
, . with the employment service becauge it considerdd its
. performance to be only m!.mmally adequate. In thé ab- " j;
sence of an ob_]ective basi’s for,excluding the employ- r’ ot
‘ment service and’ With'insufficient time: to as§ e the \.i
necessary activities, the county acceded to re\’éﬁnal of- ’jf
fice pressure and contracted with the employment f
service. : a ' ce
o For the most part pnme sponsors took one of two
B "approaches Sor: .ssumed n: mu-h control -s’ prac-
ticahle - thor:s | relte ~ge ¥ with the existiz_
stabl: unents at least during the -st yeai' Where
.prime sponsors received substantuu increases in allo-
cations over 1974 funds, decisions were easier to reach.
" Other :ponsors had difficult ‘choices to make in allucating
reduced reso rces. ~In one arex a pdint system was used
2 to evaluate prospectlve manpower d livery systems
giving heavy we:gg_to past experie e.

o~

COORDINATING MA%P DWER SERVICES
Prior+to CETA there wag luﬁe cobrdmatlon am’mn
local manpower programs excepr :~ cities where CEPs
or other comprehensive progra‘z:~ existed. Charges of
duplication were made repeatedl ’

' [n highly populated areas wir» ¢ number of catezori-
cal programs there -vas overlap .n a(lministration and in
types of training off- red by competing programs. ! or
example, adult bas: education was offered in the publiq
schools under MDT but community-based organization:
set up -imilar cour s for their lients. - The employ-

~* ment orvice and ¢ munity-based organizations con-
ducted the same kin  of jntake and assessment activities.
Duplication was part.cularly serious with respect to job
“ development and pla-ement as a number of programs
vied for employers' )b openings.
[n smaller local:.ies there was less confusior ind
competition. Most programs were ai.ned at distir -t
population or age .v ups or specific geographic areas,

.
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usmg difféerent approaches and technlqu s. NYC(.and

" spminer youth programs, for example, were for school
age youth, and Opetation Mainstream enrolled older
workers.

°

Some coordinated programs did exist before CETA.
.In Phoenix,- flor example, a CEP was sponsored by the + -
city and operated on its behalf by a communxtx-actzon
agency in the nezghborhoods of v ratest need. The em-
ploymr-nt segwice, th € . fiies sghis'0 - ation
Cente: (VIC), awd » . /€8, Enlployment; Redevekop-
ment (SER) subcpntra{:ted with the community-action
agency for .seme manpower services, ‘and e, schools

+ . were tied in for classroom rraining. .

" There was more extens:.e coordin=:i. = of pre-CETA
programs in the Cleveland, Austin, anc stockton (San
Joaquin), areas and to some extent in Nev' 7Tork City.

In Austin, the city had incorporated the - >mmunity -
action agency as a divis.on of the city g —=:rnment to

_operate th NYC Public s=rvice Careers ~ SC), a
Mainstream programs. It also subcontr: _ted w1th
another comr;rumty -action agency to rur - ork- expe&ence
programs in 10 surrcunding rural count.: . [In Stockton
a number of programs run independentl- >y the employ-

" ment service, vocational educ¢ation, anc smmunity-

- based organizations were brought togetr=r under an -
innovative agreement in i.scal 1974 in 2 move antici~
pating manpower revenue :haring.: The ity became -
the prime sponsor anc su. ::ontracted prf!_grams b'a.'ck to
their previous OperatJrs

Thus there was s »me movement toward mtegratxon
of programs and serv:ces vefore CETA. One of the
significant a.‘ccdmplisnments during the first year under
‘CETA has been a reinforcement of this trend. Most of
the prime sponsors i~ the sample have consolidated at

4 least some overlappiny services. This stemmed in part

from experience unde: CEP progran:: and in part from

Manpower Administrz:ion stress on omprehensive de-

livery models. .

v

Delivery Models

R Three types of delivery systemq were identified in
the sample’ mdependent mixed, anc comprehensive.

LO116
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Each prime sponsor is free to des1gn its own dehvery
system, but the h1stor1cal development of manpower . ¢

strategies clearly enéourages a comprehensive design. -
The MnnDOWer Administration s technical assistance .
puid: gif-rs several alte rnatwes, but agam the stress
is on B comprehenswe model .

Ot the 28 prime sponsors studied, 13 have main-
tamed an independent delivery system These sponsors
chose to con::nue existing programs with minor modifi-
‘cations rather than merging them into an overall des1g,n.
Each program mqepend'ently conducts its activities. In
Topeka and-in Chester County (Pa.), for example, the“;" ,
first consideration of the prime sponsors was to continde:
existing programs with only minimal changes. . ¢ .

.The state sponsors and several of the consortia fall
into the independent category. They considered compre-
hensure delivery systems impractical in view of the dis-
“tances invol s and attendant transportatzon problems.
Areas with :-dependent systems are more likely than

‘others to ad new programs in response to local pres-

sures. In such areas, CETA may result in a more frag-
mented situation than before. ; ?
A sedond group of. sponsors (11) have a mixed deliv'—

ery system. Some programs and services are c0nsoh--' )

dated while others operate mdependently In those cases
an attempt is made to comb& se¥vices either by setting
up central intake facilities or by mod1fymg contracts to
provide functxonal specialization. . In Union County, for
example, “the f)rgam,aatmnal framework planned is a
compromise between the pre- ex1stmg, org,aruzatlon and a
ccmprehensive system. When the county decided to'set
up manpower centers, experienced staff of Plainfield!s
manpower office, a community-action agency, and the
employment service were contracted to. run centers at
the castern and wes'te rn ends of the county. [n.addition, .
the county has separate arrangements with the OIC, the
Urban League} ‘and a privatle trammg £1rm t. carry out

other activities and programs. .

The Austin consortmnl is an mterestm‘ example of
a mixed situation. Essentially there had been four inde-
pendent service deiivery agencies: the city itself,. the
employment service, SER, and a comnwunity-action

v
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agency that served otitlyihg areas'. Under CETA a cen-
tralized, one-Stop manpower center was set up in Austin
by the prime sponsor. SER was eliminated, the employ-
ment service does cement and job development: for
. the manpower center, and thg community-action agency
- has continued to openate programs in the surrounding
'-T"""é“_w-c,ountl. es. . S
‘Before CETA, the New York City Department :f
Employnilent had established a network of/11 regio—al
manpower training centers and 26 neighborhood centers
. in comrnumty corporations. The department also sub-
' contrj ctéd for components of training and support e
Y s rv.zé:es:wzth the board of education, City Univer: .ty of
N‘ew,ﬁ'or‘k, the OIC., and the vocational rehabilitat.on ¥
-agency, among others. The employment.service per-
ated ai second system, which arranged institutiona. a0
training through public and privaté agencies and conduc-’
ted an on-the- _]Ob training program. /A third system used
community-based Drganlzatlons oufside both the citv and
the employmént sérvice network. Under CETA, tne city
has absorbed manpower activities formerly performed
. by the employment service, and has set™p closer sor-
. dination of community-based organizations without -om-
. pletely integrating them. :
=+ “The Human Resources Econom).c Development agency
in Cleveland was similar to the earlier New York setup.
Prior to CETA, it operated’the GEP, NYC out-of-school,:
and PEP prdgrams. It has now taken over almost all of
the manpower services formerly handled by the employ~"
ment service for MDTA programs. However, the JIC
%the Urban l.eague continue to provide a range - ser~
s mdependentks}‘ , '
Four of 28 prime sponsors in the sample have -ome
very close to establishing comprehensive systems al-
though complete integration has not.been achieved ~ven
in these cases. . Under the comprehenstve@nodel er-
vices are combined, usually" 1‘ ‘one or more manpo x¥er

R

" centers, but operations;-suchlas classroom trainir. »r
work experience, may be s\%cizntraeted to other ir. - .-
tutions. The pattern among the four comprehensive sys-
tems varies, depending largely on relationships between
the prime sponsor and the.existing manpower institutions.

iEY
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" Ramsey County (Minn. ), which started from scratch,
opted toquse the fac111t1es of the einployment service ta
handle Ks CETA program. A client entering an employ-~
ment service office may be referred to a regular employ-
ment servr.ce counselor or to a manpower counselor,
depending on the client's need to prepare for a-job.
(Ramsey County#s a high- -income suburb of St. Paul

* with relatl.ve'l.y few economically d;sadvantaged or
" minority group persons.)

In St. Paul itself, where several agencies were
acfive before CETA, the prime sponsor established a
central facility, bringing components of a number of
public and private nonprofit agencies (Jewish Vocational
Service, Urban League, National Alliance of. Busmessmen,
the public school district, and the employment service)

© under one roof for one-stop service aimed at meeting

individuat needs. The Jewish Vocational Service was
selected to manage the ‘center and the role of the em-

. ployment service was sharply ‘reduced. A few activities
“are conducted outside the center. The city has a contract-

 with the school district for youth career development and

work experience activities and the Urban League con-
tinues to manage its own on- the-job training project.

In mid-1975 the San Joaqum consortium set up a
central facility in Stockton close to the population to be
served to,advance the coordination of service begun be-
fore CETA. This plan would replace the earlier system
in which each program operator maintained its own
fac¢ilities, most of which were concentrated in downtown
Stockton within a mile of each other.

In the San Joaquin consortium and in‘Ramsey County,
the local governments emérge as the principal operator,
unlike St. Paul, where a private nonprofit agen&y is in
charge, or Long Beach (Cal.), where a community-
action agency has the ‘lead role. .

Plans for establishing a comprehensive model do
not always materialize. The difficulties in reorganizing
manpower operations were not fully appreciated, particu-
larly if resistance from entrenched organizations has
been encountered. Calhoun County (Mich.) planned a
comprehensive model that turned out to be an meossxble
dream. Under CETA, work experience and t;am;ng

Y
i
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forme rly conducted by the community-action agency and
the employment service were to be performed by the
county through its own office and by outstationed staff.
Lack of experience, administrative problems, and oppo-
sition from previous program operators have hampered
the county s implementation of its plan.

"In sum, making radical change-in organizational'
relationships is very difficult to achieve smoothly The
ability of threatened blireaucracies to survive, mexpen-
ence, and political practicalities have made such change
almost unattainable for the short rua.

" Changes in the relationships ‘between the prime
sponsor and the mstxtutxons that had previously operated’

' the various manpower programs have been most traumatic.

The following sections describe the effect of CETA on-
some of the majo¥ deliverers of manpower services.

THE ~EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

The federal-state employment service with its 40-°
year history has a unique place among manpower 'insti-
tutions. It is d1f£1cult to generalize about a system of
50 semi-autonomous agencies, a network, of over 2,400 .
offices and some 40, 000 employees. _ Some associate its™
longevity with an encrusted bureaucracy unable to respond
to new needs, especially those of the dlsadvantaged
Others see the employment service as the repository of
experience in most aspects of manpower activities:
bringing’ efnployers and job seekers together, counsel-
ing job applicants, and developing labor market
information. _

Despite efforts durmg the 1960s to make the Employ-
ment Service more responsive to thé manpower needs
of those at a}sad\vantage in the job market, many of

v

the antipoverf programs were entrusted to new organi-
zations believed to he}e more rapport with the neglected
segment of the population. Howevér, employment ser-
vice offices continued to have a major role in MDTA
programs and in some EOA programs, although there '

- were variations among states and areas.

Thdydesignation of states and local governments as
prime sponsors changed the role of the employment

. 7
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service fpo.rn the presumptxve deliverer of manpower ,
services to one of several agencies that could provide
such services. Although'the U.S. Employment.Service
is part of the Manpower Administration, and efforts
have been made on its behalf, ‘thesracal employment ‘ser-
vice ‘agencies did not necessarily havé the inside track -
+ - in competition to become the principal service deliverer.
.In 16 of 24'lacal prime Sponsor areas and in one of the
four states in the sample, its role has béen reduced.
In‘two areas, the prime sponsors have elimmated the .
. employment.service from manpgver programs. -
o f Under MDTA the employm ?tlservzce was reSponslh ‘
for classroogh and on-theXjgb training. In situations in .
which that role has:bee:Eh&d the major managéerial
\ -;re5pon§1bxl_1ty for these activities has been taken over by
the prime sponsor, and the emp2oyment service has been -
left with its supportmg role in-intake, counseling, and
placement
- The greatest curtailment carhe in the cities and in
. some of the consortia in which alternatives were avail-
able and funds were generally tight. - Cutbacks were
most likely to occur where rivalries within the mappower
establidhment were sharpest and relationships between
- the employment service offices and certain groups in
‘the population were strained. - Significantly, the employ-
ment service role is clearly diminished in every one of
the city prime sponsors studied. In New York Clty the !
_ employment service operated MDTA programs, before , '
) CETA; it was not awarded a contract in 1975 and employ=———
. ment service staff losses were_estimated at 150 positions. *
In Philadelphia, the CETA administrator has taken over
the employment service role in the operation of the JOPS
‘program and has reduced the number of employment ser-
vice personnel stationed in the CEP office from 33 to_
six. The employment service does have a contract for
training allowance payments. .
The employment service rble was reduced in six of .
the nine consortia studied. I_n Kansas City (Kan.), the A
prime sponsor chose to assign the core functions to the
OIC and SHR on the theory that these organizations are
more effective with groups most in need of manpower
services. Similarly in Cleveland, where the employment

121

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.' { ’ . s

;_The Delivery Syetem _ - | ) 105

service had been active in MDTMprograms and payrnent
of training allowances, CEP has taken over all activities.

- 'Howevgr, the employment serm;e does have staff at

manpower centers.

CETA. administrators reported that they hased the1r
decisions to cut back on employ'rnent service activities,
on an assessment of past performan.ce and on re1at1ve
costs.” Such as sessments appear to Teflect general per-
ceptions rather than formal analysis of performance.
They included the belief that the employment service has

been insensitive to needs of the disadvantaged that it has -

been employer -oriented and not fleX1ble enough to- meet
the needs of inner-city residents. On the other,hand,’ v
some employment service officials feel that due consider-
ation was not given to their experience and accomplish-
ments, and that decisions teflect political pressures
in sttuations in which the employment service does not
have a constituency. . -~

In some cases the reduced rolé of the employment
service reflects a determination on the part of the CETA
adm1mstrators to build up their own capability to handle
some of the activities formerly managed by the employ-
ment -service ‘and other organizations. 'They believe,

‘this would give them better control over all facets of the

~
’

manpower program. %
Among the elght prlme s’ponsor areas (most of which
are counties) in which the employment. service role has
been increased, there are fewer alternative agencieg and
the situation is less competitive. Time pressures made

it impractical for the sponsors to develop their own capa- -

bility or to seek other service deliverers. That employ-
ment service ersonnel were active on the earliet MAPCs
and AMPBs #nd on the present CETA council was undoubt-

i'edly a facgor.\ In Pasco (Fla.) and Ramsey (Mlpn ) B

counties, the’employment service was an expedient
choice since there had been virtually no prev1ous ‘man-
power ac.t1v1t1es .

The state programs present a special situation. As
prime sponsor, the state could be expected to rely more
heavily on the state employment security agency. Al-
though the local employment service offices mamtamed
‘their functions in the balance-of-state p&oﬁgrams, it is

’ Lt ey
. ﬁ;i}.
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significant that the)state employrnent security agency
wa.s not given the ajor responsibility for the overall
program’in any.of the four states survey‘ :

In Arizona, the governor chose the Department of '
Employment Security to handle prime sponsor respqnsi~
bilitles for the balance-of-state program. That depart-
ment is an umbrella agency-encompassing vocational
rehabilitation, welfare, and ot'her‘ux;it,a ‘as well as the
employment service. - The key role in North Carolina is
assigned tg the. Depa.rtment of Administration; In Texas
to the Department of Community’ Affairs; and in Maine °
to the Office of Manpower Planning and ‘Coordination,
Maine's employment service role in state programs is
virtually the same as before, but in the other three
states changes are expected with the shift of balance-of-
state administration from the state to councils of gov~
ernment and other sub-state organizations.

Local employment service offices sought a larger
role undef CETA with varying degrees of ‘enthusiasm.
Some were coricerned with protecting staff positions.
Others were committed to the objectives of CETA. Also,
sta.te employment service agencies differed in the amount
of pressure they put on local offices to seek a role in
' CETA; some left decisions up to local offices; others
intervened for them. One large state assumed a rieutfal
positxon, offering the services that had been rendered
in t,he past with costs based on past experience. Eng
couragernent frdm Manpower Administration regional

- . offices was spotty, although-guidelines had been issued .

.

to employment service offices and training sessions
were held, urging them to mamta.m their role under
CETA. N

Most prime sponsors, unhappy with costs and réd
tape, ‘elected not to use the unemployment insurance
system for payment of training allowances. Niné prime
sponsors set up their own payment systems; five ar-
ranged for allowance payments through program oper-~
ators; and two sponsors a.ppa.rently have elected not to
" pay allowances; ’ ‘

A Ma.npower Admmxstra.tion survey confirms the
“reduced employment service role. For the United-
States as a whole, a net loss of 700 .man years was

7
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reported in activities re.lated to Titles I, I, and VI in
fiscal- 1975 compared with man years_.funded for MDTA -
and EOA in fiscal 1974 (6,000 positions ini 1974; 5, 300
in fiscal 1975). The employment service lost 1, 700 posi-
tions under Title I, but recovered most of them under
Titles II and VI, aécording to ‘this survey._../ The ef-
fects of CETA on the employment sérvice could be pro-
found, not only in terms of réduced'staff and resources,
. but in the loss of its rolé as a primary manpower agency
for human resources development. : SN

- -

Ixni:lic ations

¢

-

The fact the employment servé:‘e has been sharply
curtailed has significant implications for its manpower
activities in the future. There are signs that the employ-
ment service may be returning to its role of serying the
job-ready while CETA serves the #8isadvantaged. This -
would negate the 10-year effort to make the employment °
- servicé more responsive to ‘the needs of the disadvantaged.
'~ Firm conclusions-at this pq,mt would be premature since

there could well be contractual changes in fiscal 1976.
.However, if the early trend contislues, a two-tier man-
power system may emerge: one for the disadvantaged
and another for the better-qualified workers. The em-\.

ployment servicé is, under the Wa,gner-Peyser Act, a
manpower institution in its own right. 35/ As such it is’
free to compete with CETA program operators for ap-
plicants and job openings--this could mean a new round
of duplication. In competmg for CETA contracts, some
employment service agencies may improve their effec~
.tiveness and enhance their, po§ition™iq the community.

34/ Figures do not 1n’1ude pOSl.tl.On supported by transi-
tion funds provxded by the ManpowAr Admiinistration
to Employment Service agencies to continue and close
out categor!al projects. If these figures are included,.
there is an“Overall increase of 850 man years.

35/ The Wagner-Peyser Act, -approved in 1933, estab-

_lished the U.S. Employment Service in the Depart-

ment of Labor and a national system of public . -
employment offices operated by states. ’ '

’
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‘experience programs to

. . e ) ,

. nY
PUBLIC VOCATI’I EDUCATION INSTITUTIQNS

[

In the early l‘%Osm&c vocatiomal education instx—
tutlons began manpowsr 'Smining under the ‘Area Redewvsi-
opment Act ‘and latermdms MDTA.. Under those statumuss,

“training needs wome x-‘lflnd locally by ernployment

‘service offices, amd tra&was set up Fa q
through publlc votonal cation mestitutions,. comn-
munity colleges, ares technical .ﬂ)ols. Since

then education age-rav' furnismmad training conmpe-*
nents of other progse ‘as New Careers and i
Operation Mainstr ve spnnored work-

During the transits
in the institutional arran
basic education under C
classroom-training c nts were often in disarray.
Some MDTA programs c ed until the end of Decembed: .
1974, and new programs had.not yet been established. oy
Uncertamty about the amount of vocational educatmn

.iod. assessment of change &
its doxp:skill training and ’
st Ww tentative since the

" funds from the 5 percent state supplement- added to .
" the. confusion and delays. - With changes in the economy,

early plans to establish 'classroom training programs in
some areas gave way to work-expenence or public~-
servxce employment programs prormslng more x.mmedute
AN
asslstance for the unemployed. - R v
By early 1975 3 number of trends were emerging.

"I'he extent ot“representatlon of vocatlonal education

agencieg on CETA councils appeared to be only slightly
less than on the earlier councils. However, the influence

- of educational officials is,less evident on councils that - -

tend to be dominated by the administrator ar: staff. On )

.balance, the public vocational education agencies are

participating in training activities to the same extent as"
before, but the content and responsibility for tral.nlng
are undergoing changes.

In only six of the 24 local cases studl.ed has the role :
of public schools or comnmmunity colleges been reduced in
either nmumber of courses Jor number of enrollees. Three

. of these cases are cities m which alternative training
. agencies and-facilities are more readily available. In
"eight cases there has been an increase in training

b
’
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,activities. I balance-of-state .programs, public voca-
txonal educatism agencies are well estabhshed and are
maintau‘ng weir skill-training role, - That positian_

Mmay chemge at decision making is shifted to subreglons

-In asrhost xll prime sponsdt areas, public educatxonal
agéncies will comtinue to provide training, and in neatly
.all cases, the schools will continue to-operate the work-
‘exxperience pr-qrams. . A few sponsgfs have virtually - B
eliminated ciassroom trammg by public institations.

In Gary, for .xs:ance, the public schpols submitted five
prdposals,- nore of which'was funded by the ‘cit$. Private
schoolg -were =eiieved to be more flexible and more capa-~
ble of taalorimy eraining to specific requirements.
. I.nstxtutxml and political factors contribpute to the
= extent and nanr—e of vocational education participation in
CETA prdgra:n::.: The influence and prestige of voca- *
&Lonal education officials on planning councils is, of \
course, a fakctor m defining the role of vocational ed’u-\
cation.in many areas. The influence, of institutional
forces was der‘onstrated in Philadelphia, where the CEYRA
administrator. attempting to phase out an established @
skill center, ran into opposition from the teachers'
union. The result was a compromise that enabled the \\
skill center to become more cost competxtlve through the '
" state's absorption of admigistrative co_sts from its 5
ercent fund. In one consdggtum a county technical insti-
" tute was given a monopoly on classroom training. This
generated some conflicts, since the facility, located,
outside the city, is inaccessible to inner-city tramees
who in the past were served by a community- -action .
agency. In other cases a shift from public to private
agencies reflects the CETA administrators' desire to .
consolidate control over the program.

One of the unéxpected effects of CETA is a decline ~
in importance Of skill centers due to a shift to individual
referrals and the transfer of resources to other training
agencies. P_rior to'CETA eight of the 28 prime sponsor

"areas studied had MPTA skill centers and two others
used centers in nearby jurisdictions. In two of the elght

-cases, funding of skill.centers was reduced. These de-
cisions were based on relative costs, client distances
from skill centers (sometimes in another prime sponsor

P
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ares) ammt ‘atesrnatmres avallable In one- case the prim
SpomsmE eimyssnatedsthe cénter in favor of individual re-
ferral o 'ming, which \?as ‘sagier to handle. ~—_

Om the whole, local:conttol has not creéted serious
problems frr school systems. Encouraged by ‘state °
agencies, school officials _submitted proposals to?rlm :
‘sponsort eiwher for c_trnuing estabhshed training prob
.« Bramg, settjng up new courses, or for plaeing trainees
on_ individual referwals. For the most part arrange-
ments have been made through negotlatzor’ rather than .
s through L£ompetitrve bidding: Abou‘t half of the vocatlonal
: education officiawe quaned were ‘opposed to competitive
. . bidding in selectmg training agencies. - They argué that
" prime sfamsors saould take into. account availability of
facilities, qualified instructors, and experience in estab~
- . "lishing curriqula. as well as costs. One official pointed ,
‘ .’" . to pro;ec-t would disrupt the or%brly management "of the
- tral‘m.n; programs. ‘There was litfle comment on the
use of yrivate scrools for supplemental facilities, . a
+ ‘common practice under MDTA. - Some school officials .
. tend to regard manpower programs as an accommodation
to help the community rather than as a maJd‘r soyrce of
support for thé basic public vocatlonal‘educatlon system.
Views of public vocational "¢ducation officials on

. whether due consideration wag given by prime’ vsppnsors’

to past per_forrpanc} were mixed. They believed that

when such eonsideration was given, it was not based on

an objective e“aluation but on general perceptions. In

most cases, the schools enjoy a good reputation and were

believed to be capable of continuing to offer effective

manpower training. In the few cases wh€re dissatisfac-
tion was expressed, it was based on the belief.that the
vocational education process.is too slow and cumbersome
and tha:r training courses, once started, tend to be per-
petuated reggrdless of rieed.” In some cases, MDTA
courses had lapsed simply for lack of interest and en-
enrollees.

Tension between prime spon’sors andé vocatlonal

. education offldlalﬁ .are beginning to surfaze. The con-

flicts involve the selection of trainees, »erformance
standards, and duration of courses. Education officials .—

197
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complain that traineés are not selected carefully, a
practice that creates paloblems in trying to integrate
them into courses ‘witlbetser-prepared students. Thev
also object tg what thev believe are unrealistic per-
formance standards that require schools to place a cer-
tain percentage of enmmilees, especially when the schoess
are not permitted to seween referrals. There are also -

B} phl.lOBOphl.Cal differences regarding educatiomal objec-

. tives. _Many educators :avor the preparation of student:

. for broa occupationa: choices, while manpower officiass

faeek\ s}mrt mtensxve, single~-purpose courses to bring
trai.maes up to job-entry level. -

» wA sxgmfl.ch.nt chamge is taking place in the rol.e of .
state educational officials. Formerl.y., their concurrenee

. was required in local MDTA classroom- -training projects &
and they provided support to local school officials. Dl -
cisions of this kind are now made by prime sponso(;:s.*’ A
The underlying issue, from the educators' point'of view,
is the growing influence of nonptrofessionals in educational
matters. This, they fear, may tend to lower standards.
The purpose of the 5 percent supplemental vocatibnal
educational fund was-to help the state maintain some in-
ﬂuence in local programs. The fund is being handled ir

~ different ways and the -=sults have been mixed. In

. Maine, where the stat: -as been the only prime gponsor

* the fund is ~etained at me state level and used for con-
tracts with local schocis. In North Carolinz: Texas, and
Arizona the fund is distributed to local sponsiors for use
at their discretion. In Texas a stipuldtion tzat none of
the money may be used for training allowances is being
protested by sponsors. On the whole there is little -
control over local use of funds outside the balancé~of~
state areas. .

Two-thirds of the 24 local prime spofdlsors plan to
use their 5 percent supplemental funds for classroom
training. Other uses being contemplated were training .
allowances, supplemental activities such as adult edu-

- cation and vocational guidance, and in one case, the pur-
chase of equtpqﬁent.
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COMMUNITY- BASED oncANIZAmns
4
.. By wmgislatime mandate amd historical amseloprmmmt.
+  -.commmnily-based organizatioms f€BOs) have-bwen afiso-
\ ciated-mainly with specially desagmed wOork-—uscs r immse,
" emplepuiliiity deselopment, amsd smsining pPregsems-dar
\minorﬂrgroup-. ‘o for disadvesmsged memisers
labor force. These activities weme supportad by
and MDTA funds on the basis thar CBOs provide a bemim
. ~to reach minority groups who othmrwise would not be—
! come invalved with establishmentinstitutions. Thes
' programs tended to be innovative and linked to suppsermwe
services. Althamgh local in scepm, commrumidg~ba
organizateons are often affiliatedsmsith natiommi orgl—
~ tions and mnanpower services may be only ame of their
- interests. "Prior to CETA contrmets for maspower o~
grams wer#schanneled to them directly from the Mam-
power Administration, with little formal state or local
government involvement. However, CBOs usually have
local constituencies and a background of relationships
" with local government officials.. .

- The special role that communxty-based organizations
had played would seem to be precluded by CETA, which
prohibits the singling out of specific organizations as pre-
sumptive operators. However, the legisiamve historv
of CHFA supports siuch recognition and the act empliczty
end~rses a CBO role in several contexts. It memtioms
services conducted t;y camrmunity -based organizxtrims
as one Of many types of programs and activites mat may
be offered. CETA uires that sponsors' plans indicate
the arrangements to be made with CBOs to serve ™=e
poor. The act also requires that CBOs be repr=seated
on the'planning council to the extent practicable There
are oblique references such as services for ''perwams of
lim:ted English-speaking ability'' and the ' meed w:g com-
timaed funding of programs o: demonstrates affec:vemsss. '

+-12lly, to assist such orgamzations in the: - remsomos-
sxaxs with the prime sponsor. contracts have e
awarded to national headquarters of commmuusty -=ased
—gz.mzatlons for tech:mcal. assxstance tc their toeai
branches.
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" On the whole, thedPuban League, Mhe O=and SER--
community-based orgmisizations with wsban camstituencies
among ethnic and racial minorities--ase holding their

*  own or increasing the extent of their services under CETA

¢

*

in most of the areas stadied. In their snanpomer activi-

. ties, the Urisan League is pnrix:-.nly wl arramging

on-the-_yob truinimg, QCMratM motigational
and skill training, , amd SER, whose clients are the
Spanish-speaking, emphasizes skill training and English-
as-second-language. Nationally, according to a recent
Manpower Admimistration report, the funding gor these
organizations inrreaged 'u.gmfl.cantly between cal 1974
and fiscal 1975.

The Urban _.eague ammrated programs prior to CETA
i nine of the armas studmed; in four of those-its services
have expandssi. St. Faml, for example, the Urban

- League on-the-1ob trainsmg programi is being exteanded

to take over the role tha—the employment service' played
under MDTA. The Urbar League also participates in
the city's manpwer center. By contrast, in Gary, de- :
spite the guod —=putatior of the Urban League and its.
close ties with .ocal government, fundmg was reduced
in a move = consolidate operations under the city's
managemen: anc to avoic duplication of acti'{ities.v

.

Table 17. Funds and Lc :al Manpower Projects of
Commnmunity Bas-:d Orgar.zations, Fxscal Year 1974 and
Fiscal Year :

Local Projects Funds Contracted
Sponsor2/ Ty 1974 FY 1975 FY 1974 _FY 1975
{($ million) ($ mxlll.on)

orc\ 101 130 23 37
Jrben League 47 75, i v 16
SER . 42 48' L2 .- 21

TOTAL 190 253 . 46 e 740
Source: Interchange, ci. ", No. 7, Manpower

- Adrr inistration ' . S

a/ Data not available for community action agencies.
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In vxrtually all of the 12 areas wheg OIC programs

. -

operated they have’ contumed at the same or higher levels.
In Philadelphia, OIC's bxrthplace, and in New York,
funding was increased substantially. In Kansas City,
OIC and SER have been assigned the core functi.ona for
the entire delinry ‘system. ° -
The SER picture is mixed. In'five areas. SER. has
a similar or-greater role than it had in 1974, but irr two
' areas the scope of sérvice has been reduced. In Gary,
which was served prevmusly from a SER office in_ East
R Chu:ago, its CETA contract limits the activities to re-
* .+ cruitment and referral. Basic education and on- e-job
' skill training, which were £ormerly offered by SER, will
now be provided centrally for all CETA participants. .
The biggest controversy mvolving SER occurred in
Austin, significant because the’ dituation there challenges
the theoretical basis for the existefce of community-
based organizations. SER was not re-funded initially
because it operation (located in the predominantly Spamsh-
spea.klng area)'could not be integrated with-the prime spon-
sor's manpower center, and because SER wished to °
maintain its organizational structure intact. The dispute
has encompassed not only the agencies but also the city
and county elected officials;. it is now in the courts. At
-issue is wh\ethe'r/ the approach of separate organizations
dealing with the unique problems of individual ‘minority -
groups is compatible with the concept of a comprehensive -
delivery system. A ‘
Some prime spcnsors have preferred to fund new
rormmunity-based organizations to deal with specxal en-
siaves and problems rather than try to force them into
amified system. Others are Z(sxstmg that commmunity-
u-oed organizations must accept eligible clients from all" .
segments of the community as a condition of funding. The
irmplications of this requirement are far-reaching and-
could affect the Lndependence, Ldentlty, and ethnic -
-naracter of the CBOs.
While the fundamental is sue, . from the standpoint
of the community-based organizations, is how they are
integrated into the structure and process of local deliv-
ery systems, there are a number of other basl.c tension
points. '

7'”
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One source of tension is their feeling of isolation
"from the decision-making process. In several areas,
'CBOs are not on the planning council bgcause of possible

s conflicts of interest; in another they serve only in a
¥ nonvoting capacity. The’ most widespread complaint is
the belief of CBOs:that they have little actual mﬂuence
" .even.if they are ‘on the council. .

Additional sources of irritation are the imposition

of performance standards that coinxnun;tygbased orga-

" nizations consider unrealistic and reporting-réquirements.
that they find excessive. Some are also unhappy that the
_prime sponsor insists on their serving.a broader client
group. This they believe fmay undermine. their attach-

y ment to a specxfxc ethmc or racial group.

' Although funding of community-based organizatiéns
has increased significantly, there is a general uneasi-
ness about their new role and their difficulty in adjusting

- to the prxme sponsors' pew institutions. They see in -
the trend toward consolidation a threat to their identit~
and to the rationale for having separate orgamzatwns
to deal with specific clxent groups

Community-Action Agencies

In 21 of the 28 areas in the sample, commmunity-
'ac,tx.on.agencxes (CAAs) had been engaged in manpower .
programs and activities before CETA. In terms. of sex-
vices performed, close to half of the community-action
agencies have a smaller role under CETA. About one-
fourth are expected to continue unchanged, and the re- .
mainder will have a bigger piece of the action.
Before CETA, typical community-action agencies
were engaged extensively in work-experience programs"
" for youth and to a lesser extent for adults. in two cases
in Arizona, community~-action agencies operated CEP
programs. Contracts written after CETA were usually
limited tp selected manpower services such as out-
reach, intake, coaching, and followup:
In the 21 prime sponsor areas that had comnmmty-
" action programs before CETA, 38 separate programs
were ideqtified. Thirteen of these were NYC out-of-school,

- - 132
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elght NYC in-school, and six NYC summer projects. The -
rest were programs for adul.ts' Public Service Careers,
Mainstream, and on-the-job training. . About one-ﬁel.f
of these programs continued substantially. unchanged ’
_ under CETA, while about one-third were takgti Gver by
‘ prime sponsors or other operators. So far theare have ¢ -
‘been two cases in the sample where the local CAA com-
pletely lost out under CETA because of-the consolida-
- tion of delivery systems. In some cases CAAs Were not .
‘on the local councils even with a nonvoting status; in
others they were admitted only after protest. .
‘ The reasons given irn one of the situations where
- the CAA lost its contract may-be a clue to the problems -
CAAs are enbountermg elsewhere. Beneath the charges
o£poor performances and counter-charges of lack of a.
. proper evaluation system are more fundamental issues.
These include prior adversary relationships and a de-
gire on the part of the CETA administrator to tighten
) ' control of all elements in a comprehenslve delLvery
AF5 7. system.’ L o :
, ' As suggested earlier, in'some areas the CAAs and
' \/the prime sponsors had different views on who should be
' served.” The CAAs focused mainly on the minorities’
and disadvantaged while the prime sponsors sought to
broaden participation.
Where the role of CAAs has increased there have
beeh two main reasons. In some cases, Long Beach
(Cal.) for exarniﬂ.e, the CAA had a major share of pro-
grams before CETA and was in-the best position to estab-
lish itself under the new adxmmstratxon. In other cases,,
the CETA administrator decided to use the expertise of .
existing organizations to staff manpower centers and to
extend outreach services to minority communities. In
“New.York City, the city's manpower administration de-
pends on 26 Neighborhood Manpower Centers of the
- Community Corporation. These have assumed greater
significance as intake centers for a variety of programs
under CETA, including referral for Title II and Title VI
public service jobs. However, the fate of these centers
is partially dependent on the CAA to whxch they are
afthated
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W1th|.n a frame.work of changes in the economy and
new legislation, ' prime sponsors were hard-pressed to

decide which programs and program operators to re-
tain or change. At the same time, they had to determine

. questions of the extent of program cdordination and inte~

gration. The study shows that basically programs are’
still categorical but that s1gn1f1cant developments are
occurring. S ’

e For the most part, ex1st1.ng programs in cities,
counties, consortia, and balance-of-state areas ¢
continued under.CETA w;th the same program :

. operators. However, in many cases the activi-

ties performed have been changed {0 correspond
with the prime sponsors' plans.

e There is asignificanttrerd toward thé operation
‘of programs directly by prirhe sponsors. Under
CETA the proportion of existing programs in
cities, counties, and consortia operated directly
by prime sponsors has risen to about one-third.

_ e The most frequent changes involved the transfer
-of employment service responsibilities for MDTA
“institutional tralnmg and for on-the-job training

. to prime sponsors or other operators. ' The
second most frequent changes were the transfers
of work-experience programs from community-
action agencies to prime sponsors or others.
Changes were more common in counties than in
cities; consortia showed the least change.

e Significant proghress is being made in integrating

. manpower services at the local level. Most of
the prime_sponsovs in the sample have taken
steps toward more integrated programs. Most,
of the changes occurred in cities, in which con-
solidation is more manageable. Comprehensive
manpower delivery models are be1ng installed
in four prn.:me sponsor areas, and mixed systems'

- exist in eleven. ‘In the remaining 13 cases,

-l

prime sponsors have chosen to maintain pre- .

existing programs with only minor changes. .

\
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The plgnnmg and operatmg responslbmtles of

.+ the employment service are being reduced in a
mumber of-local areas. but continue unchanged in
the balance-of-state proggams.  The possdbility
- of a two-tier manpower system with the loy--
" ment service serving the job- ready is b;l.n'g 4
to emerge. L. ; :

e Local vocational education agencies are centinuing.
to provide manpower trawtpg with Ettle change,
but state vocational education agencies are losing
control over local programs. Educators resent '
~ the encroachment of nonprofessionals: in iech-
.nigal decisions.

- Community-based orgamzatmns, gwe::any, “have
fared well under CETA; community-action agen-
cies, not so well. The tendency toward comsoli--

" datlon is seen by many community -based ,

organizations as a threat to thelr mdepenﬂence. )

\

.
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Whether measured in terms of skill acquisition or

" placement on jobs, the standard manpower programs were

consxdered by some obiservers to have only limited suc- .

. cess in enhancing the employabxhtx of those with serious. E

difficulties in finding and keeping jobs. Increased flexi- .
bility, itA%as believed, would enable the prime sponsor
to put together the most useful combination of training,
work experience, counseling, or other services-to give
‘clients more individual attention and moreoptions.' This

" chapter looks at what has happened, compares the kinds

of services offered before and after CETA, and exan}mes
‘the reasons for and the effect of the changes.
Congress made clear that it was less concerned with

‘specific programs than with substa gx}we activities. . The ™

"kinds of services listed in the acb——- were intended fo
. s - \7

., 36/ The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act,"

PL 93-203, Section 101, lists these activities: out-
reach, assesgrne(, referral to appropriate émploy-.
" a Mment or training, orientation,’ counseling, education
"~ and skill training, on- the-_lob training, services to .
individuals to enable them to retain employment,”™
supporteve . services, and’ transitional public sérvice
employment

e , 139
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underscore a wide raﬁge Qf choices in contrast to the
narrow séer of most categorical programs.

ESTIMATES vs. EXPERIENCE

When the Manpower Administration issued planning
estimates in May 1975 for use in preparing initial Title I
plans, the total résources available for distribution were

" below the 1974 funding levels. However, Congress in-
creased the appropriation and the final sum allgcated was
12 percent more than in the base year. There were two
unexpected aspects of the initial Title I plans. »The first
‘was the virtual absence of projected expenditures for
public service jobs; it had been assumed that prime spon-
sors would take advantage of the flexibility permitted by

" CETA to use manpower training funds for public qervlcea .
employment (PSE), but apparently they believed that PSE
funds would be available from other sources. This as-

\ sumption proved to be correct. A Congress extended the

Emergency Employment Act of 1971 in June 1974, and in

, December added to CETA a vast new public employment

o4 program (Title VI) in response ts growing unemployment.

' Second, the plans showed a decrease in the propor-
tion of work-experience programs compared with the
previous year--a decrease more apparent than real
Close examingtion revealed -that many sponsors, particu-
larly large cities, did not include summer youthawvork-
experiénce programs in their 1975 plans. The Manpower
Administration insisted that the surnmer youth ptogram '

" must come out of Title I funds since that program was

RPN included in the base figures on which Title I planning ap-

portionments were made. The cities hoped to finance
summer jobs from a,separate appropriation as in the
past, or if that failed, from unexpended funds. Prime
sponsors again proved to be right; a separate appropng—
tion for summer employment was passed° in June 1975.

-

37/ The $473 million appropriated included $17 million
transferred to the Community Services Administra- Ve
tion for recreation and transportation;($456 million was
allocated to Title I prime sponsors for summer em-
ployment})rograms

137




i
Program, Before and After . _ . “121
St S ~ ' :
When the 1974 data are adjusted to make the summer
. youth figures comparable to 1975, the plans of some 400

. prime sponsors indicate that about half of Title I partici-

' pants were to be enrolled in work-experience programs,
about the same proportion as in 1974. Classroom train-
ing declined from 32 to 29 percent and gn-the-job train-
ing from 19 to 13 percent (see Table 18).

. Before the ink on the plans was*dry, it was evident
that actual expenditures and enrollments did not correspond
‘with projections because of unrealistic plans and delays in
getting started. Moreover, lapsed funds from discontinued
categorical programs, consortium incentive money, voca-
tional education 5 percent funds, and in some instances

" “allotments from the state's manpower services fund were

. tossed in after the initial plans had been drawa up. Thus
any sponsors found it possible to add new programs

‘with extra money without reducing existing ones. Other

" prime sponsors were not able to complete arrangements

for the transfer or contmuatlon of activities in accordgnce.
with their plans Most important, the realities of the.
labor market imposed unexpected new conditions. ~With
the economic decline, on-the-job training openings were
evaporating and work-experience programs became in-
creasingly attractive since they are less dependent on
the state of the labor market.

The national Title I“expenditure and enrollment fig-
ures fm' fiscal 1975 showed the following changes from
plans: \ :

e Rrime sponsors spent 83 percent of the amiount
projected-+$869 million compared with over $1
bllhon planned. .

e A comparison of planned and actual expenditures
%nd enrollments showed a "drift toward work ex-
perience from clasgsroom and on-the-job train-
ing. - The biggest change was in on-the-job
training--8 percent of expenditures compared -
with 15 percent planned anid 20 percent spent last
year. 'Expenditures for work-experience activity

. amounted to 43 percent of the total compared with
35 percent planned for that activity. .
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"Table 1‘8. ‘Percexl'xt Distribution of Planx{ed and Axtual .

" Expenditures and.Enrollme}nts by Praogram Activity,

CETA Title I, U, S. Total, Fiscal Year 1975, and for
Comparable Programs' in Fiscal Year 1974

Funds ' . Enrollments

4 FY 1975
FY FY 1975 FY Enroll-
“ 1974 Expenditures 1974 ments
Program Obliga- Ac- Enroll- Ac-
Activity tionsé./ Plannedh/ tual ments%/P[annedB/ tual
Class- ’ '
room T B
training 40 ° 34" 30 32" 29 28
On-the-job . - .
training 20 15 : 8 19 . 13, 7
Public ser- | - . : - :
vice em- - .
ployment’ - 5 7 - 2 3
Wodk ex- .. '
perience- 38 - 35 43 49 48 ‘54
Service to C . ‘
- clients and A . ) RN
other ac- .
_tivities 2 11 11 NA 8 8
ALL - BN '
ACTIVI- .

TIES 100 © 100 100 100 ° 100 100

Source: Computed from Manpower Adminjstration data.
a/ Excludes summer youth programs (comparable to
part of Title III of CETA) and Emergency Employ-
n\cht'A(:t' (comparable to Titles Il and VI). See
. Appendix B Table 7. :
L/ As of October 1974, N
(Details-may not add to totals due to rounding.)
. & — i ",

e Corresponding changes were reflected in enroll-
~ ment figures. Only 35 percent were ‘enrolled in
) training activities compared with 42 percent

planned; 54 percent were in work experience comft
pared with 48 percent planned for that activity.
r N . ¢

s
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PROGRAM MIX 'IL SAMPLE AREAS‘

+ The new emphasxs tow[rd wo-rk experlence was re-

* flected in the sample area§ studied. On the whole initial —J
plans tended to continue business as usual, reflecting
tight deadlines, the influence of existing program oper-

. ators, and the mexpenence of CETA admn.mstratorhs and

- staff.

" Most of the prime sponsors expected to receive less

funds than their areas had received in 1974. When the

: revised allocations came out, however, 15 prime spon- '

,  sors had more Title I funds than the 1974 base amount

" and 13 had less. Prime sponsors with more funds to
spend, mostly counties and consortia, were in a position
to expand all of the prior year's programs and activities
with only minor changes in emphasis. Others had to con-

‘/sider some reductions.

- There are significant differences in prografn combi-
nations by type of prime sponsor. Cities are using the
largest proportion of funds and enrollees for classroom
training, while the counties, consortia, and states are
devoting the biggest share to work-experience programs
(Table 19).

Decisions regarding the appropriate program combi-
nations were generally not based on analysis of labor
market conditions and needs of clients, or on performance
of program deliverers. Rather they were heavily con-
ditioned by the kind of programs that prime sponsors in-
hented and were familiar with--gkill training and work
é’xpenence Lack of knowledge of alternatives and time
pressures constrained the decision-making process.

" Consequently, the continuation of existing patterns was
the rule. Cities tended to emphasize classroom training

" because of the availability of classrooms and teachers.
Counties, consortla, and balance-of-state sponsors pre-
ferred work experience because of ease of administration.

" In most cases existing programs were re-funded with the
Same operators or were transferred to prime sponsors
who continued to operate them with little change.

The early findings of this study do not support the.
premise that local authorities, given the opportunity,
would refashion manpower programs to correspond more

140 -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



| .

a

124 _ COMPREHENSIVE [EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT

,/. Table 19. Percent sttrxbut n of Expendxtures and En-
, rollments by Program Activity and by Type of Sponsor,
: _CETA Title I, Sample Prime Sponsors, Fxscal Year 1975

Program‘Activity

Class- On-tlfe- Public - “Ser-
room  job Service Work vices
‘ Type of Train- Train- Employ- Exper-and
! Sponsor’ Total ing ing . ment rience Other
/ R , B * -
j ' ’ ) Expenditures ,
‘ City 100 - 44 9 a/ 27 19
| County 100 34 c1 38 18
Consortium 100-. 26 7 \§< 48 14 |
; Balance of o
.~ State 160 22 6 10 57 5
‘ Enrollmentsb/
City 100 46 - 8 a/ 27 19
County™ - 100 41 — 6 2 51 -
* Consortium 100 33 4 1 55 7
Balance of ‘ ; ;
State 100 19 9 6 66 1
Source: Computed from Manpower Adminis® :tion data.

a/ Less than 0.5 percent.

b/ WElients enrolled in more than one activi: mmay be
counted in each. Participants who are :© en man-
power services only are not counted as enrolled.

(Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

é

Figures are averages of percentagcs.)

closely to the needs of the local scene. However, there

are somg-developments that may become significant. On

is the emerging of service-type activities in some areas.—

St. Paul is the outstanding example. but several other

prime sponsors are devoting a sizable prOportzon of their
. respurces to such acthtles as counseling, ‘assessment,

38/ Manpower Administration reports show expenditures

" '

but not enrollments for ''service' activities. For
“that reason it is difficult to follow trends in ‘these

activities. y)

O
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[

and, d:.rect JOb placement as dlstinguxshed from trammg
and employability development. T
Changes are.also being made in the content of pro-
grams as the mfluence of 1&cal CETA admidnistrators
and advxsory councils begins to penetrate. In several
areas there has been a tendency to emphasize basic edu-
cation and motivational training to meet what are per-
ceived to be the needs of clientele. Gary, for example,
stresses pre-vocational training in an effort to prepare
clients to participate successfully. in on-the-job or voca-
tional training. Other areas are stressing referral
based upon individual client need rather than simply
directing participants to whatever progra;t_'ns are avall-
able at the time.
New programs for special groups were reported in
a number of areas. For example, the Lansing; San
Joaquin, and St. Petersburg consortia have pilot projects
for such groups as cx-offenders, a'~oholics, drus addicts,
mxgratory farm workers, and olde workers. [nr vat: =
techniques are being attempted in = few cases. L .on
Beach (Cal.), a modular, self-paced skill trainin: osro-
gram is being installed. Arizona gives selected r- rtic. -
pants vouchers that permit them to shop for train. .. on
a reimbursable basis. Still, such new approache: re

' not widespread. Prime sponsors have generally taren

a cautious approach during the first year. As for “76,
some prime sponsors are talking of innovations, but
most expect to continue the same activities:

Rigidities built in the first year are likely to persxst
Yet there are indications that the potential for change is
present. .Innovative forces include: 1) the involvement
of more groups in the planning process; 2) closer access
by community groups to the decision makers; 3) intro-
duction of manpower programs in areas in which few of
none had existed; and 4) mcreased outreach, counselmg,

coachmg, and other services suggesting more responslv‘e- .

ness ‘to individual problems.

Once program changes are decided upon, they can
be implemented more expeditiously than before. The
previous system that worked through 17 programs, .each
funded separately through an annua! appropriations, bud-
get, and grant cycle,made it very difficult to respond to
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changes in a timely fashion. Under CETA, the single .«
grant makes it possible to ‘adjust programs quickly at
the local level based on a firsthand review of develop-
ments on the scene. ’ » » '
Where subcontractors are used, the prime sponsor's
freedom is necessarily limited. Moreover, when major
changes are involved, there is the inevitable modifica-
tion procedure, requiring approvail by the regional office’
of the: Manpower Administration. On'balance, -however,
prime sponsors have been able to adjust more quickly
to changed economic conditions than was prasible under
the pre-CETA structure.

o | v :
SUM'MARY

Experience’during the —irbulent. first year .nc:cates-
that: i . S :

e Prime sponsors, by akd large, planned ". main-
tain a pattern of prograxps similar to earlier
years, with less emphasis on lassroom amsl om-
the-job training and slightly moye on work experi-\
ence. Cities tend to favor classgoom traimng
while other types of sponsors put¥nore emphasis
on work-experience projects. The influence of
sponsors and councils is reflected in cha_ngés in

y the content of training although féw major innova-
tions have been made. In some cases a shift
toward more service-type activity is noticeable,
but this may be due in part to a revised system
of reporting. b e

e Program expenditures and enrollments during
fiscal 1975 did not -rest °nd to plans. A marked
decline in on-the .. -raining an~ an increase in
work expericiuce reilect the impact of the recession.

e When changes are indicated, prime sponsors can
respond more quickly than was possible under the
pre-CETA categorical programs: However,
prime sponsors may be constrained by their own
administrative procedures and councils and by
the necessity of working within the existing insti-
tutional structure.

J
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Since only a fraction of those who need local man-
power services can be served with the resources availa-
ble at any given time, decidfng who will be accommodated
becomes very important. During fiscal 1974, 2.6 million
individuals were enrolled in all Department of Labor
funded manpower programs, including the Work Incen-

‘ tive Program (WIN), the Job Corps, the Emergency
Employment Act (EEA), and others not under the com-
prehensive manpower umbrella. The number enrolled
in programs corresponding with CETA Title I was
‘approximately 800, 000 in fiscal 1974, excludug summer
programs for youth; and about 1. 4 million if summer
youth programs are included.

The clientele of manpower development programs
prior to CTTAw . n intlv the disadvan.agea--by.
law and by .. L p . -except for the temporary EEA

+ program. Economic Oprortunity Act {EQA) programs
‘were exc.usiveir for the unemployed and underemployed
in families that were de:ined as living in povertv. Under
MDTA the policy was to select two-thirds of the partici-.
pants from the disadvan:aced population.

The Comprehenswe Kmployment and Training Act
(CETA), on the other hand, is more ambiguous and is

39/ See Appendix B, Table 7 ¥
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open to, broad mterpretatmn. The term ""economically
dxsadvantageﬁ" ‘does appear in thd’preamble, but so do |
the terms "unemployed' and "underemployed" persons
without qualification. The opening paragraph of Title I
réfers vaguely to 'individuals'' in need of help m secur-
ing employment. Ellgxbxllty requigements are agam
hinted at in a section requiring pnme sponsors to assure
that services will be provided to those ''most in need, "
but this is qualified by the phrase ''to the maximum ex-
tent feasible. n40 Congress, in an attempt to carry
water on both.shoulders, left to prime sponsors the
responsxbxllty for setting elxgxbxlxty specifications under
Title I within the broad guidelines in the act and in con-
sultation with local advisory councils. The question
then is what ‘effect decentralization of decision making
is having on the kind of clientele enrolled m manpower
programs. This chapter reviews t
prime ‘sponsors. in identifying groQips most in need and
selecting clients to be served ugfder Title I. The effect
of changes in the delivery systém on’the flow of clients
and on the services provided to them is also considered.

(-

NUMBER AND CHARACTEI}ISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS

Most prime sponsors in the sample projected more
enrollees than the number actually served in categorical

40/ Referentes in this paragraph are to Public Law 93-203,

Sections 2, 101, znd 105(a)(1). Under Title Il considera-
_tion must be giver to those longest unemployed, to
. Vietnam-era veterans, and to persons’'who have par-
ticipated in Tnanpower training programs. Title VI
gives preferred consideration in public service jobs
to persons who have exhausted or who.are not eligi-
ble for unemployment insurance benefits, as well as *
fo those unemployed for 15 or more weeks. Recog-
nition of the special needs of target groups is also

- 5
found in Title III of the Act which authorizes federal Lk

programs for Indians, migrant and seasonal farm-
workers, as well as for youth, offenders, older
workers, persons gf limited English-speaking, ability,
and others with labor market disadvantages. -
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programs in 1974. Manpower Administration reports’
appear to confirm these estimates. In fiscal 1975,
1, 125, 000 j.ndividuals were served under Title 1, ex-
ceeding the 1974 total of 800,000 in comparable pro-
gram's.i. Reporting practices that permit counting
individuals served those who receive only minimal ma
power services, without being enrolled raining or
_work experience programs, may accou l:n&pa‘i't for the
increase. . . ‘
Planning guidelines required prime sponsors to list
priority target groups, but those listings had little mean-
ing. Listings were prepared in great haste, before the
newly designated prime sponsors had an opportunity to
become aware_of community needs or consult their ad-
visory councils. Labor market and demographic infor-
mation was not specific enough to be useful, nor did a
standard list or criteria exist for identifying target
groups. The result was a melange of terms. Moreover,
the policies set by CETA administrators were not alwa--
followed by those selecting program participants. “he
pressure of the newly unemployed and other groups iac.ng
hardships’in a loose labor market upset plans and prior-
itie s. ' » '
_Virtually all sponsor plans recognize the disadvan-
taged as a priority group. Nevertheless, the study found
that a broader socioeconomic group is being admitted to
Title I programs as a result of pressures. at the local
level as well as the changing economic climate. In nine
of the 28 prime sponsor areas studied, a trend toward
different, possibly less disadvantaged, participants has
been noted. Among the reasons are:

The Legislation Eligibility requirements under Title I
give considerable discretion to prime sponsors and in-
vite a loose definition of groups to be served. There is

41/ The 1,125,000 does not include summer en‘iplo‘yebes
(545, 000 in the summer of 1974) who were funded
separately. Enrollees carried over in categorical
programs (193,000 at end of September) were not
added to avoid duplication as some of these were
transferred to Title I programs.

. t

+
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a tendency to accommodate a more diversified popula-
tion including additfonal women, older workers, Spanish-
.speakmg persons, heads of householdsA and newly unem-
ployed persons. The loosening of elibigility-criteria is
being interpreted as opening up programs to less disad-
vantaged unemployed persons. In one county, for exam-
ple, officials are emphazing the unemployed who receive
‘no financial aid. They feel that the pre-CETA programs
had too narrow a fogus and that limiting manpower ser-
vices exclus ively: ‘to the economically disadvantaged is
not equitable.

The Allocation Formula Many"suburban counties former-
ly within the orbit of cities are now prime sponsors
. themselves. Predictably, their program participants
reflect the characteristics of the county populations--
more whites, fewer disadvantaged. The fact that Title [
grants to counties have been sxgmfxcantly higher than
"last year reinforces thlS change.

Decisions to Widen Participation Even in cities with
large minority populations and established community-
based organizations, an attempt is being made to re-
quire CBOs to serve a wider spectrum including the
disadvantaged of all races and the victirts of the reces—
sion. In Topeka, for example, CETA is having a ma_]or

- impact on the kind of client groups served by community-
based organizations. Prior to CETA both SER and OIC
were identified almost exclusively with Mexican-American’
and black communities. Under CETA, the clientele of.
SER is reported to be less than 50 percent Spanish-
American.

R ‘ .
Program Mix Decisions to change the kinds of programs

offered may affect the selection of the client population.
In North Carolina, for example, emphasis on skill train-
ing in preference to work-experience programs in the ‘
prime sponsor's plaﬂ—was justified as a means of raising
skill levels, but was viewed by some as an attempt to
reach more qualified applwlcants_.__m

NRLUN
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Change in the Economy The increase in unemployment .
has swelled the ranks. of those seeking admission to man-

' power programs in competition with the disadvantaged
clientele usually served. A number of prime sponsors
are emphasizing priority tur unemployed heads of
households, although the disadvantaged may have
preference within that category. v

The Reward System The erpphasis on performance in
evaluations and in contracting for the delivery of man-
power services favors the selection. of applicants likely
to succeed rather than those most in need.

There are however, forces tending to resist change
and maintain the pre-CETA client mix. The fact that
_community-based organlzations and client represehta-
tives constitute close ‘to one-third of the membership-on
planning councils may be significant, although the
strength of the irfluence of these groups in the councils
is open to question. In some areas, the personal com-
mitment of the CETA -administrator and staff assures
consideration of minorities and the disadvantaged. The.
location of intake centers affects the kind of clients
selected. Inner-city-centers attract minority clients.
Regional Manpowef Administration offices are also en-
couragi‘[the selection of disadvantaged clients.

{ Control over the selection and referral process is

a k}& sgelement in déterinining the comppsition o{\CETA
clients. Where the CETA administrator has contracted
out this function, he has less direct control over the
selection of clients. In cases in which enrollment re-
sponsibilities for on-the-job training have been moved
from the employment service to community-based or-
ganizations, more of the disadvantaged are likely to be.
served. On the other hand, if prime sponsors have taken
ovet activities formerly handled by commﬁn,ity-'gction
agencies, the client mix may move in the other direction.

Manpower Administration reports of clients served
under Title I during fiscal 1975 reflect a trend toward '
more highly qual,ified participants compared to clients
in similar categorical programs in fiscal 1975 (Table 20):

%. o 148

>




132 " COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING -ACT

i Table 20. Characteristics of CETA Title I Participants,
'~ U.S. Total, Second, Third, and Fourth Quarters, Fiscal
Year 1975, Compared with Participants of Similar Cate-
gorical Programs, Fiscal'Year:1974 (percentagées)

[Fiscal Fiscal Year 1975 (Cumulative)
Year Second Third® Fourth
Characteristics 19743/ " Quarter Quarter Quarter

W

Sex: Male 57.7 50. 6 53.1 54. 4
Female 42.3 49. 4 46.9 45.6
" Age: 21 and C .
under 63.1 65.4 57.5 . 61.7
22 - 44  -30.5 28. 3 35.2  32. 1u€
45 and : o o :
over 6.2 o b.4 7.3 6.1
Education: -
8 grades or - - ‘ .
less 15.1 - 13.8 12.6 13.3 -
9-11 . 51.1  53.5 +. 47.7.  47.6
12 and over 33.6 o 32.17 _39.8 39.1.
Economically .
disadvantaged 86.7 80.7 75.8 77.3
Race: White - 54,9 52.4 57. Z\ 5:1.‘6
Black " 37.0 - ~40.5 36.1  38.5
Other 8.1 7.1 6.4 6.9/
" Spanish : ¥4 U .
~ American 15.4 12.1 13.4 12.5
Veterans ©15.3 8.0 io.2 9.6

Labor Force
Status: .
Employed 7. 62/ 2.7 " 2.9 2.3
Underem- ’ : >
ployed 8. 72/ .6 . .
Unemployed  75. 62/ 56. 1 64.8  61.6
Not in labor , ' _
force 8.12/  36.6 ©  27.6  31.6
Source: Manpower Administration
a/ Includes MDTA-inst., JOP, NYC in-school, NYC out«
of-school, Mainstream, CEP, and JOBS.
/ Excludes NYC in-school and JOBS enrollees
/ Includes Puerto Ricans, not classified by race. )

lo jor
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) The proport).o of economxcal&r dl;sadvantaged ha.s
dropped marlfieldl.y from 87 percent in comparable
programs in/1974 to 77 percent under CETA."

. ® Those who had completed high school rése from
' 34 percent to 39 percent, ‘another reflection of -~
less disadvantaged clientele. .
e Minorities; rzbre sent a slightly ssmaller propor-
. tionunder CETA. (The proportion of American
% Indians is down sharply, but this is due to their
enrollment dn separate programs for Indians

\ ‘ under Title IIL) '
e The propo/tlon of veterans dropped stgmhqantly

\.\\

S -

Fxgu\es for the first year are stl..ll prelxmmary and

are‘affected to a large extent by cllents transferred ffom .
" pre- -CETA programs The full lmpact of CETA will net

be known for some e'." However, a comparison of
Title I data for the second, thiyzd, and fourth quarters .
of fiscal 1975 reinforces the basic trend: higher propor-
tions of men, whites, perso‘ns.c')f-'prlme working age, the
better educated, the less disadvantaged, and peksons who

" were unemployed ra!k;% than underemployed prior to

entry in programs

- CHARACTERISTICS OF TITLE I PARTICIPANTS BY

TYPE OF SPONSOR

As expected there are sxgmflcant variations in the
characterlstlcs of CETA Title I part1c1pants by type of
prlme sponsors. Manpower Administration reports for
the second guarter of fisgal 1975 show the highest pro-
portion of females and blacks in citiés. The balance-of-

clients, youth, pe rsons with less than a high school edu-
cation, and those not in the labor force, reflecting an
emphasis on youth work-experience -programs (Table 21).
The dlfference etween cities and counties is parti-
cularly mterestmg Counties tend to have an older, )
better-educated, and less disadvantaged clientele. The .

* proportion of black clients is far lower in counties than

in cities, but still relatively high considering the smaller .

i

mmorlty population in suburban countles

)

B . e
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‘Table 21, Characteristics, CETA Title I Participants, . -
. U. S. Total by Typ7 of Prime Sponsor, Second Quarter,
: Fiscal Year 19752/ (percentages). o A o

- Y~

Type of Prifne Sponsor
- - _ o Consor- . Balance
'._ﬂaracteristi‘cs Total City Cbunty tium of State = .

-

Sex: Male . 50.6 46.8 49.4 51.4: 52,1 ! .~
~* Female 49.4 53.2 50.6 48.6 47.9
Age: 21 and w I _ I 4
under 65.3 64.2° 59.7 60.9 = 76.1
22 - 44 28.3-30.6 33.0 -31.8  i8.8
45 and v ) . ;
over 6.4 - 5.2 7.3 7.3 .. 5.1
'Education: . .
~ 8 grades or . s o TR
¢ less = 13.8 10.5 11.3 - 14.0 - '16.8 .~
©9-11" 53.5 53,5 49.7° 51.0  59.3
~+ 12.andover = .32.7 36.0 39,0 350, 239
'Race: White ~ 52.4 24.6 5311 53.8 & 63.4
'+ " Black 40.5 8.3 38.6 40.5-@F .27.8
Other 7.1 6.1 - 8.3 " 5.7 8.8
Economfcally . ' ‘ ‘ o :
disadvantaged 80.7 . 83.4 69.8  83.0 82, 3,
Labor Force : . '
Status: |, . v .
" Employed 2,7 2.5 3.8 ° 2.8 1.9
Underem- ¢ iy ) -
ployed 4.6 4.6 = 5.3 4.7 3.9
Unemployed 56.1 73.0 '61.4 59.2 39.7
. Not in labor -~ .y - .
force * . 366 19.9 29:5 33.3 54.9

Source:" Manpower Administration, U.S. Dep“t. of Labbr
a/ Cumulative through December 31, 1974

s
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Chardcteristics of Participants in Sample Areas,
. S . " -

. The aggregate figures disguise wide variations
among individuaf p'rime"sponsob (Table ZZ’)..‘!'}./-
Differences are due to demographic characteristics of ~ -
the population, priorities in the selection of enrollees, '
as well as to the kinds of programs offered. Reporting
problems may also be involved, particularly in classi-
fication of "'races. " Co T

- Table 22. '‘Characteristics of CETA Title I Participants,
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, Fiscal Year 1975 '
, . 1 . . ' 4

Characteristics Range Median
N \ . (Percent) ' (Percent)
Female 37 - 57 46
. - 4
Age: 21 andjunder 37 - 74 59 - é
‘ 45 and over : 2 -16 5
Education: 8 years or less 3-21 , .1
12 years or more 22 - 171 - 40
Economically disadvantaged 52 - 99 - 77
‘Black © . 1-86 38 . .
. Spanish-speaking . 0 - 47 .11
Veterans . 219 9

Séurce: Computed from Man&awer Administration data.

’

Minorities, because of their,econo"mic status, are
more heavily represented in manpower programs than
their proportion of the total population would warrant.
Cook County (Ill.) reports an extreme situation: about
60 percent of the enrollees are black although they -
constitute less than 4 percent of the county population,
this may be due to the heavy selection of trainees 'frpm
‘minority areas. In Gary, whose population is more

42/ See also Ayp!e‘nd‘i,x B, Table 10,

' Z
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. than 50 ercent black, vixtually all partxcipants are =~ .
C- black and economically disadvantaged. Other areas '
- with high black enrollments are Phxladelphia, Raleigh,.

.. New York, and Cleveland. : -
_ . The Orange County (Cal. ), Phoenlx-MaricOpa, and
San Joaquin’(Cal.) consortia have the highest propor-
tion of Spanish-speaking enrollees,. reflecting of course,

the high proportion. of Spani speaking ‘persons in - o
those areas. Other areas in sample with high pro-
portions of Spanish-speaking enrollees are Austin and R

the balance of Texas..

. . ' { . tooL. .

FLOW OF CLIENTS THR_OUGH THE SYSTEM

' Some indication of the kinds of services being of- " - A

fered to clients may be gleaned from the way in which

. they enter and move through the manpower delivery
system. CKTA was expected to enable local communl- .
ties to provide more options to’the cll.en! by better use
of available resources and-expertise.
v The flow of clients through the manpower system '
-is related to the degree of program integration (see
Chapter 5). Those prime sponsors who have set’up com-
prehensive systems, established central points for re-
ceiving ch.énts, or ari-anged..for close cooperation among -
programs in a unified referral system have more, sus-
tained contact with participants from entry to followup
than those that have continued the c,ategorlcal approach
of separate programs.

The St. Paul delivery system comes closest toa ¢
comprehensive model (see p. 102): An adult entering the
Career Guidance and Traxmng Center is given a battery
of services, including aptitude and interegt assessment,
vocational guidance, and referral to either ®“p-the-job
or instututional training or to counseling. Arrangements
are made for supportive services if necessary. i

_ center remaiins responsible for the client throy y all
= " stages to final placement. Youth are handled- separately
- .in,a Youth Career Exploration and Employment Project
\that arranges for part-time wotk-experience and sum-
{mer youth oppgrtumtxes as well as career counseling

Y

y &
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and educatxon. Thxs-system places more stress on -’ R
 gervices than on training and employability. development: = .
In most prime sponsors' areas, however, the entry
channels continue to be through separate categorlcal
programs. In Topeka, for example, there is no central
coordination; each program selectsi its own trainees.
.4  (with the exception of the skill center, whose traineeb
) are selected by SER) and provides the same. Servmes as
'formbrly ’ :
Some prime’ ‘sponsors have jnereased the fragmen-
tation of service by adding more categoncal programs.
Before CETA, Lorain County (Oh.) used the employment
‘service exclusively for the selection and referral of
~adults to MDTA institutional training. Upon completion
of traiping the clients returned to the employment ser- Co
vice for placement. Youth were du-ected to the e
. community-action agency’ for summer jobs. . Under
CETA the entire system has become less mtegrited
The commumty -action agency, the employment service, S
and the prime sponsor all perform outreach; the employ- - !
-, ment service and the prime sponsor share intake .activ-
" ities. A client may be assessed and tested at several
different agencies. Job development and placement are
carried on separately by three different agencies. The
entire system has become more complex from the
standpoint of participants. v .
Between categorical programs {éach with a limited
range of services and training options)" and a compre-
"hensive design, are many intermediate arrangements.
A number of areas have now or are planning central
intake centers. Neighborhood Manpower Centers estab-
lished by New York City before CETA have become in-
take centers for variety of CETA prpgragyms. In -
- Phxladelphxa, the city's manpower stpff have established \"l’"
six outr ch centers to decentralize e receptxon "acti K
ties of 1ts central CEP facility. Othe? programs, how-
ever, continue to provide services for _theu' clients out-
side the manpower centers. *Gary has six centers to
handle counseling, coaching, traini referral, and .
. placement. Thus there appears to be a- trend toWard
“ . the development of comprehensive centers, but many
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separate arrangements thh mduh.dual programs are

#i.ll operative. In a few cases, centers are provxdmg
,Eull range of servxces, while 4n others, -they are merely '
intake points; chents" are referred to other agencies for

basic services. Ancther variation of a mixed system

calls for functional specialization among program oper-
ators. Responsibility for the client, although trans-

’erred from one agency to another, is clearly assigned
t

hrough specific contractual arrangeéments,
It is too early to determine whéther these attempts
to coordinate the handling of clients will be successful. .

- There are a number of obstacles. Program operators

frequently resist curtailment of’ functions. The relation
ships between referral and training agencies are some-.
‘times less than harmonious, partxcularly where, the
training agencxes are not required to accept referrals

~ from the manpower center or from other agencies. The.
resulting fnctxon may adversely affect service to the
client. Fmally, inexperience may make it more diffi-
cult to provide adequate manpower services. Some
manpower practitioners have noted that the advantages
of consolidating functions may be offset by the problems
that result when a range of client services formerly
provided in a single agency are now available only in
separate locations.

‘. ' . SUMMARY .
‘The efféct of some decategorization and the transfer
* of decision making is beginning to be felt in both selec-
tion of clients and in the manner in which they are
handled in the system:
"¢ There is a trend toward serving a broader econo- .
" mic 'group of clients and a weakening of forces
that have concentrated manpower programs on
the disadvantaged. Factors associated with this
trend are the spread of programs fo the suburbs,
the conscious policy of prime sponsors to extend
the client base, the change in eligibility requu'e-
" ments, and the reshuffling of program content.
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e The declme in the' eccmofny is havmg ‘an’ 1mpact
on the -selection of clients. The shift toward -
enrollment of adult heads of households and the.
recently unemployed reflects this trend.

@ On the other hand, there are institutional fa tors :

operating t¢ maintain pye- -CETA client com le-
, .tion. In most areas w -CETA program op&ra
+ . 'tors continue to -cond
: in some-tases. %
enlarged. ool

programs wilid

"activity Has been
pder categoncal

. participants. o R .

e In a number of HtE i ! s of recruiting,’
counselin { yants is handled

. *by separag‘h ‘substantially as

before. Ina £ew‘_ £ 05 pt is being made
to install a campreysiNgg
individual; elsewﬁg . : mids partially co-
ordinated. During B b ar under CETA
prime sponsors havg/faddifficulty in atternpting
to integrate ar reor§ anie he flow of clients
through the system. ’

fheir own programs\and .

,xﬁtem ‘Bred to the . -

i~ 2
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' Manpower I..oglslation : ' -

: CETA‘ "+ Comprehensive Employinent and Traml.ng
- Act of 1973
EOA ' Ec¢onomic_Opportunity Act of 1964 :
. EEA Emergen y Employment Act of 1971 .
' MDTA S Manpowe velopment and Trai.ning Act
Co “of 1962 e
-EJUAA ' ‘Emergency J obs and Unemployment.
- Assistance Act of 1974 toe T
; . . | ) . “/’
Planning Systemé ' A . .

AMPB 3 | Anc1llary Manpower Planning Board

- BOS/MPC  Balance: of State Manpower Planni.ng S .
“. . Council (CETA)" . L
CAMPS ~ Cooperative Area Manpower Planning “fb'i, _
: System p - Bt
MPC Local Manpower Pla.nm.ng Council (CETA) ]
MAPC . Manpower Area Planning Council (pre-CETA)
SMPC - + State Ma.rﬁower' Planmng Council (pre- : .
. CETA) ' ' ' -

SMSC ' State Manpower Services Council (CETA)

Manpower Programs

CEP Concentrated Employment Prograim™~ = - '~

JOP . Jobs Optional Program (MDTA-OJT) :
«.NYC ~  Neighborhood Youth Corps

JOBS Job Opportunities in the Business Sector -

'National Alliance of Businessmen *

oJT ... On-the-Job Training ‘
- OIC Opportumtles &dustnahzatlon Center -
< PEP Public Employ’rnent Program (under EEA)

PSC Publ‘xc‘Servxce Careers PrOgram (includes

, N’BW Careers) ’
PSE Public Service Employment . T
SER ' Services, Employment, Redevelopment

'} (Spamsh-_speak'mg‘,'_self help organization)

| R




UL

. WIN

' Gov‘ernmenta;‘l Units

BOS

- CAA"

CBO
COG
MA
OEO
RO
ES *

- -

DHEW

DOL
VOED

-

Ij‘rban LeaguS

W&k Incantwe Program (trai.mng for

]
v

Balance of State-
Community-Action Agency
Comxnumty’Based ergamzatlon

. Council of Governments

Manpower Administration (DOL)
Office of Economic Opportunity (now
Community Services Administration)

. Reglonal Office, U.S. Department of Labor
State Employment Security Agency (also

local employment service affice)

" U.S. Department of Health Education

and Welfare
U.S. Department of Labor
Vocational Education Agency

144
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TABLE 3 CETA Tille 1 and Egftrgency Employment Act Aloations,Fiscl Year 1974 CETA Tnles llan V] Allocalnons.
Fiscal Yar 1975, Sample PrimfSponsars tamounts n lhousands)

.
Titkel ;
Y 194 o TillcVIl-‘Y%?S '
FEAEY 192 Formyly o Formulg | Formula |
Prime Sponsor Allocation~—~~ Allocation, mm' C o Meator Tl Mlocation @m'
I \ R Wm0
o Sl Tt WS s 5454966 IS0 SOD)  BI0ME  SIgSIA
nple tutas 0 ARIBS _ ol MRS LK
T skl 1{9@4“ ML W B MBS GIK M
o, Gyl W WS s e,
| Long Beach, s, 0900 M1 Il 32 10180 WS 1069
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R TR A0 A I e
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s Bl ofCuok, I, 6 T Y B T | TR Y T
Luan, Ohi I3 DEmE e e
 Widdser, N A L W 1 R 1T ST YRR V. VI Y 1
P, msomyomy g L 11 I /)
Bal. of Ramsey, Minn, 'L { $ L R 1 1S
1 Stanislaus, (a |, 46,6 AL 1048 W04 1450 14920 16864

© ERIC Bal. of Union, N, 1910 Al 2 We - us0 s 1069
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O utnTeas 1003 L R T'Y TR RN | T
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, Rulegh,NC. (1067) b 4 4 0 Mmoo
St Petersburg, Fla. £53.7 1183 321 N 1S 1308
' Sanlogquin.Ca. 10288 1.346.3 §87.7 1,1303 11499 '1,401.32
] N [
Sumple States 20m9 3,825.6 3,189.2 3,811_0.9 KRKLW; 29,542 |
a N |
Maine 1,500.0 24678 2 2,08 26751 3,861 4,']97.62
’ Bal of Arizona: §19 140.5 140, 40 A VA N VI
 Bal.of North Carolina | NA- S g &, 98.] 97 10870 10917
Bal, of Texas NA : 625.8 914.0 5417 §36.6 64437 - 88404
Soutce: Mlnpower Administration, U.S. Department of Labor ' o |
- The totals include the formyla allocation plus allotments to prime sponsors from the dllcretlomry fund.
n 2Tlllc VI discretionary allotment includes an adjustment to provide 90% of original planning estlmlle issued by the Degartment of Labor.
- _

(') Estimated.
(Netails may nof add to totals due to rounding.)
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~ TABLE4  CETATitle I Allocations, Fiscal Year 1975, Sample Prime Sponsors (amounts in thousands) . %
- s e
FY 1974 Y1975y Pergentof 1974 Adjusted Porcentof 1M Tl FY 1975
MineSponsr ~ Allocttion Base  Formula A%localion Aloction e Aloeation'  AllocationBuse  Alocation”
3 ' (1) Q) ) M) @) (6)
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Bal.of CookCo, I~ 4823 b66Ss 1% 66656 1382 6,665
Lotain, Ohio 648.0 8412 129.8 , §41.2 198 1.2
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Patco, 2536 5029 198. B4 1500 e
: Bal, of Ramsey, Minn. 3131 495 5 1580 me 1500 B i
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'Sl'mple Consortia ' ‘

»

85.5

_ ase0d

Source:'Manpower Administration, U.S. Department of Labor
Adjusted to a minimum of 90 percent of prior year's allocation or 8 Maxjmum of 150 percent.

naas City, which did not qualify.

The Figure for Maine excludes: $ 71,240 1% State Manpower Services Council
) 445,253 5% Supplemental Vocational Education Services

356,202 4% State Services

¢ $872,695
(Deulls may not add to totals due to roundmx)

. ~ .

Y

“This column excludes State Manpower Services and Vocational l-.ducnnons funds. Consortium incentive funds are Includ

m consortia except

42,139.0 36,457.0, 41,6628 .- 989
Austin; Texas - 2,669.8 2,203.8 " 826 ° 24676 ++ 924 2,714.4
. CRvelind, Ohio 15,031.1 11,274.4 75.0 14,1645 7 . - 942 © 15,5810
KnmuCify. Kangas 1,804.3 T L3063 124 1,629 90.0 ‘. 1,623.9
Lansing, Mich. . - 1,917.9 18100 ° 94 1,979.8° .'103.2 21778
Phoepix/Maricopa, Ariz. . . §,279.4 6,370.6 770 ¢ T4SLS 90.0 8,196.6
Orange County, Calif. * 1 5,648.7 6,905.9 122:3°° 1029.5 124.4 ©1,732.8
Raleigh, NC. = . 2,075.6 - 1,791.8 - 86.3 20318 . 979 2,235.0
St. Petersburg, Fla. * 2,194.3 2,291.8 104.4 2.291.8 104.4 2,521.0
San Joaquin, Calif. 2,$179 2,502.4 994 - ‘2.621 ] 104.1 2,883.9
* \ - :
Sample States - 59,936.8 50,878.2 849 ¢ - *54,126.1 90.3 " 54,126.1
Maine ‘ 7,879.0 7,052.8 ~ 89.5 70911 90.0 7,091.1°
Bal. of Arizona 5,735.5 4,034.5 . 703 - 5,162.0 90.0 5,162.0
Bal. of North Carolina . 24,524.4 20,769.3 84.7 © 22,087 90.2 22,1087
Bal. of Texas 21,797.9 19,021.6 87.3 19,764.3 - 90.7 QiQ,n;a.s
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4 TABLES CETA Tnﬂe I Allocations, Fiscal Year 1975 Compared with Obligatnons for ComparabloManpower Programs fox Fiscal
‘Year 1974 by State (xmounts in thousands) . .

Q

FY 1974 . . FY 1975
. . . Titte 1 N .
. ! " New . Percent Manpower ‘Percent Formula Percent Title 1 Percent
. ST _Obligations - _ Dist. Allocations'  Dist. Amount? Dist. Allocations Dist.
B - Ty e @ -3 ) ) (6) m )
oo+ US Total 51,160,683 1000 $1,406,648 100.0 $1,249,360 100.0 $1,353,717 100.0
_ Alabama 21,718 1.9 26819 . 19° 21,848 .18 . 24,538 1.8
‘ . Arizona 16,069 ‘14 & 16487 1.2 12,346 1.0 14,812 1.1
. Arkansas 13,25%, 1.1 16,995 1.2° 13,787 1.1 15,404 1.1
, California . 115,016 9.9 131,837 94 135,093 10.8 . 137,112 10.2
" Colorado 9.479 8 12,983 9 - 11,119 g ' 12,160 -9
- -~ - ~ tow
o~ . . : o
e ’ Connecticut 18,601 16 . 21,351 1.5 18,903 1.5 T, 21,287 1.6
. A Delaware 2,754 2 3450 3 3,084 3 .. 3461 3
. Distrigt &f Columbia 13,648 1.2 17,213 1.2 10,466 .8 "15492. 1.
Florida . : 35,217 30" - 40,931 "29 38,853 3.1 40,362 3.0
-y Georgia . 25651 2.2 3 30,896 -~ 2.2 26,826 2.2 28,213 2.1
- * " 1daho 3978 3. 145 4 © 4,905 4 4.998 “
Htinois * 57,180 4.9 12453 5.2 59,574 48 70,203 5.2
Indiana ‘ 24,014 21 *30.545 22 27,182 2.2 . 30913 23
lowa 12,674 1.1 14,794 1.1 . 12,747 10 13,868 1.0
. * Kansas 8,243 7 11,869 10,552 .8 . 11,256 8
) Kentucky - 25,473 22 27.931" 20 22,345 18 25390 19
' ~ ¢ Louisiana 25.183 22 130,140 2.1 26495 2.1 27,256 20
- Maine 6.558 6 7,879 6 “ 70 .6 . 1,091 .S
Maryland 19,182 1.7 22,855 1.6 18,64 1.5 21,593 16
Massachuse tts 31,724 2.7 39,381 2.8 38,42 3.1 40,863 3.0
69 s . _ _
Michigan 41,616 36 56,922 4.1 53,106 43 . 55908 4.1
B : Minnesota 20,465 1.8 © 23,512 1.7 -+ 21,286 1.7, 22,331 1.7
. Mississippi 17,650 1.8 - 21,587 1.5 16,073 1 19,428 14
O
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Missouri . 25220

" Montana o 4,306
Nebraska . . 8484
Nevada ’ 3,650
New Hampshire .- 4,258

New Jersey . . 39,082
New Mexico ' 10,999
New York 108,154
North Carolina 30,199
North Dakota 3,225
Ohio , 42,859
Oklahoma 19,465
Oregon 10,834
Pennsylvania 54,737
Rhode 1sland 5,651
South Carolina 19,113
South Dakota . 3,883
Tennessee 24,195
Texas e 61,561
Utah . 5,534 .
Vermont 2,561
Virginia 20,017
Washington ’ ,22,614
West Virginia 12,014

" aWjsconsin 22,105

_Wyoming : 1.485

Alaska, Hawaii, & Puerto Rico - 29,103

22 . 32910
"4 4,678
. 9,479
'3 4,231
4 4,202
3.4 46,799
1.0 10,201
9.3 124,303
2.6 36,544
3 4,060
3.7 60,408
1.7 18,347
9 14,009
4.7 68,982
5 6,925
1,7 20,444
3 4,210
2.1 29,371
5.3 75,044
5 7,042
2 - 3,274
1.7, -28,005
0 27,563
1:0 14,671
1.9° ' 24,524
2 : 2,131
2.5 40,350

2.9

v 8

26,360
- 4,735

7,913
3,847
3,677

43,120

8,018

109,102
30,387
3,821
53,811
15,903

13,288

64,293

6,440
16,404
3,621

23,676
64,165
6,635
2,962

24,210

26,201

12,708,
22,420

1,756

39,344

—

2.1 30878 - 2.

3
.4 . 4135, 4
6 8,613 6
3 4,047 3
3 3,963 3
3.5 48,280 . 3.6
6 19,181 7
8.7 117,099 8.7
2.4 33,2 2.5
3 _ 3,821 -3
43 60,285 . 43
1.3 16,728 1.2
‘A .
11 13,977 1.0.
5.2 - 67,880 5.0
5 7,394 3
1.3 18,512 14
3 3,789 3
1.9 26434 20
5.1 69,382 + 5.1
5 6,666 5
2 2962 2
9 :26,059 . 19.
2.1 27,029 20
1.0 13,291 1o
18 23,059 17
A 1,918 1
32. 40,012 30

‘Source: Manpower Administration

1£Y 1974 obligations used as hase for FY 1975 Titl

e I allocations. Includes Summer Youth‘program funds.

Excludes allotments for jerritories and rural CEP’s. Also excludes funds for State Manpower Servicea Councils, supplemental vocational education,
State manpower services, and consortium incentives. .
(Details may not add to totals due to rounding.)

9.
1
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- 170



[ ‘\

7 - ¥ .
TABLE 6 Federal Obligatigns far Manpower Programs, Total and
Department of Labor, Compared with Gross Ndtional Product Fiscal
Years 1972-1976 (amounts in millions of dollars)
Obligations for Manpower Programs
Dep, - Gross
Total epartment of Labor National Total
All Percent Product Obligations as
Fiscal Year Agencies Amount of Total (GNP) Percent of GNP
T () @ @ a @ (5)
. ) 1972 . 4941 3,348 678 ° -1102000 0.45
. 1973 . 5.252 3432 65.3 " 1,224,000 043
B 1974 4,641 2,817 60.7 1.349.000 0.34
1975 (est.) 6.827" 4.590 ©67.2 1,434,000 0.48
1976, (est.) ‘5411 3,274 60.5 1,596,000 0.34

Source: Cols. 1 and 2, Office of Management and Budget. Special Analyses.ﬁudget of
the United States, Fiscal Year 1975 and Fiscal Year 1976. P

) ‘
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TABLE 7 Federal Obllptiolns and Pirtlcipinu, Manpower Programs Co_n'espondlni with QET.A Title I, Fiscal Year 1974

. With Sumimer Youth Employment

Withoutfummer Youth Employment

activities.

172

, . . Obligations  ° Pagticipants ) Participants
Program . » $000. Percent . _ Number Percent $000 Percent Number Percent
. - m @ ® 0 () ® i) ®
Total 1,402,438 100 1,384900 100 942,947 100 796,100 100
Classroom Training 377986 27 254,800 18 377,986 40 .254.800 32
MDTA Institutional 283,812 152,800 83812 152,800
MDTA Section 241 5488 NA . ' 5,488 NA
OIC - 23281 28,000 23,251 28,000
SER 12,097 6,400 12,097 6,400 .
CEP/CMP! 53,338 67,600 §3,338 . 67,600
On-the-Job Training 182828 13 149,800 © 11 182828, 20 149800 19
MDTA JOPS . 49931 52,500 49,937 52,500
MDTA Section 241 * 401 NA e 401 NA :

JOBS 64,026 42,2& 64,026 42,200

Urban League 7,796 6.600 7,796 6,600

Public SCr_Vice Careers 28,334 29,700 28,334 29,700
Hometown Plans 3,454 NA 3,454 NA .
* CEP/CMP . ° 28,880 18,800 28,880 . 18,800

Work Experience 820,375 S8 980,300 71 160,884 38 391,500 .49
NYC ln-Schol 88,570 163,400 88,570 163,400

NYC Out-of-Schoot 113,651 105,800 113,651 105,800
Operation Mainstream 94879 66,800 94,879 66,800
CEP/CMP' 63,784 55,500 63,784 55,500

Summer Youth ' 459,491 588,800 -

‘ ~

Other 21,249 2 21,249 2 - -
CAMPS/GOV 5% Fund; other 21,249 21,249 - -
Source: Computed from Mlnpomr Administration figures.

! Obligations and participants for the Concentrated Employment Pro;rnrns.nnd Comprehepsive Manpower Programs were prorated among
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TABLE 8 Planned and Actual Exp_en@,mres by Program Activity, CETA Title I, Fiscal Year 1975, Sample Prime Sponsors

.

e 1

4 .
~

Percent Distribution by Program ‘Activity

Accrued - Gl —
— T
Expenditures Classroom Training 2 Public ei?r:::'nn(:!'
£Y 1975 Prime . Vocational 0n~lhe:,lob Service Work Other
Prime Sponsors - (3000) Sponsor Education® Training Employment  “Experience  Activities
) @ E)} ) ) G M
CITIES :
Gary Planned 4,252.0 38.8 0.7 15.5- 1.6 35.3 8.1
’ Actual, 2,775.5 453 - 6.9 23 v36.9 . 8.6
. % of Plan . 65.3
Long Beach Planned 1.406.0 36.1 17.8 20.8 - 1427
Actual " 1,251.0 44.7 13.2 - 15.6 14.7
. % of Plan 89.4
New York Planned  40,211.0 " 36.8 - 21.6 -7 38.6 3.0
, JActual 32,143,0 39.6 18.5 - 39.2 27
& -7 % of Plan 7.9 ' ) .
" Philadelphia Planned 10,3110 459 44 8.0 21 294 103
) Actual 10,422.0 43.5 5.0 81 0.2 30.2, 13.1
% of Plan lOl.} - .. -
St. Paul Planned NA NA NA " NA NA NA
Actual 1,067.8 14.8 7.1 6.3 . 74 ' 64.5
e % of Plan. NA . X *
Topeka Planngd 771.0 34.1 . 10.3 30.9 24.7
: Actual 716.0 51.7 + .24 34.2 11.7
%,0f Plan 92.2 . .
COUNTIES . . _ ) é : .
Calhoun Planned *33.0 28.1 5.6, 7.0 - 42.0 17.3
Actual 5.6 41,0 ST N - -~ 59.0
% of Plan 10.3 .
‘ Iy
- 3
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Chester

" Cook
Lorain

Middlesex

Pasco
Ramsey
Stanislaus

Union

Planned
Actuat
% of Plan

Planned
Actuak

% of Plan
" Planned .

Actual

% of Plan -

Planned
Actual
% of Plan

Planned
Actual
% of Plan

Planned

Actual

% of Plan
Planned
Actual

% of Plan

. Planned

Actual «
% of Plan

172.0
688.1
89.1

2,776.0

1 2,534.6
91.3
745.0
565.6
5.9

1,732.0
1.632.0

94,8

355.0 * .
264.1
74.4

525.0
330.2
62.9

1,065.0
o 906.1
85.1

1 939.0
544.0
51.9

~ 40.1

v 10.6

15.9 |

274
267,

36.1

49.1 .

7.0 -
6.1

324
26.7 - ¢

12.2
18.8

228
40.6

1.9

14.3

0.7

7.0
0.5

5.5
2.2

48.8
320

16.0

.28

17.8

144

14.9
211

. M

806 1 26

80.9 1.0
39
358 -
6.9 337

© 35 289
22.2 ) 15.8

2.6 '18.2

583 f22.0

566 313

371 -
49.2 .
32.7 28.5,
316 - . 8.
n%l .
‘..'1-:.V "
N

»”

-~
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“. TABLE 8  (Continued) .
. . . ° .
. ] - Percent Distribution by Program Activity
Accrued - . : Services 1o
. . Expenditures __Classroom Training o Public _ Clionts ana
o FY 1975 Prime Vog’ational On-the-Job Service Work Other R
“Prime Sponsors ($000) Sponsor® Education® Training Employment  Experience Activities ’
m (2) 3) 4) (&) N Y] Q]
CONSORTIA . .
_ Austin “Planned « 2,980.0 416 48 99 - 438 -
Actual 2,586.4 "309 31 10,0 - s6.0 ™ =
% of Plan 86.8 ’
Cleveland Planned* 11,440.0 24.0 6.9 5.8 327 211 9.6
Actual 10,4243 22.7 - 4.0 353 20.3 17.8
% of Plan 9.1 i ' .
Kansas City Planned NA NA NA NA A NA "NA®
Actual NA NA NA "‘NA NA NA " NA
%of Plan NA v .
-Lansing ~ Planned - 10.7 - 61.1 19.0
| - " Actual 1.6 123 - 67.0 12.5
) - % of Plan o
Phoenix/Maricopa, Planned - 49 131 0.5 33.6 i
- -Actual 5.7 6.0 0.7 352
: , % of Plan .
Orange Planned - 1.7 0.7 52.8 5.7
Actual 9.9 1.1 49.7 5.7
% of Plan .
Raleigh Planned 4.1 1.1 43.0 1.5
Actual - 1.2 40.8 12.0
% of Plan .
Pinellas/St. Petersburg Planned 3?.0 2.7 56.0 16.0 -
Actual ° 29 2.3 ' 546 16.6
. % of Plan .
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_ 8an Joaquin

Planned  1,505.0 193 - R X T
CActud 2019 128 - Tt L
. %of Plan— 1376

62.2
66.7

64.9
59.6

STATES * 4 , s
Maine - Planned 7,066.0 18.4 - 172 R
B N Actual 6.237.0 18.1 e ' 12.7 -
, %of Plan . 89.0 7/ v : : e t
Bal. of Arizona Planned 3,212.0 26.7 .- 6.2 324
. Actual 2,766.9 28.1 - 3s 284
% of Plan 86.1 . B
Bal. of N. Carolina Planned 19,7550 236 52 5.5 33,
' : " Actual 19,551.9 20.3 1.7 . 3.5 19
% of Plan 99.Q . ,
Bal. of Texas . Planned 227260 - 176 4.3 44 8.8
Actual * 14,739.7 . 143 - . 5.1 8.9
% of Plan 64.9 ‘ )
) ) Source: Quarterly Progress Reports, Mnnpbwer Administration, U.S. Department of Lsbor . .
€tassroom training supported with the States’ 5% supplemental Vocational Education funds. ' . s
.« (Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.) ! N +y
) . R AN
. 3 '
S . ’
‘A ~ - .
- . .
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+ TABLE9 Planned and Actual Enrollees by Program Activity, CETA Title I, Fiscal Year 1975, Sample Prime Sponsors
. v - . , o
A ’ : o \ Percent Distribation by Program Activity
:_ Total _ ' C‘assroom Training Public .
) . Entollees' Prime Vocational On-the-Job Service . Work ’ .
Prime Sponsors  * (Cumulative)  Sponsor Education Training Employment *© Experience Other
W ' @ ® .+ ® "™
e e CITIES ' .
& ; . . S . .
(5] Gary Planned  3;238 .70 ¢ © .05 71.7 -
Actual 1,704 ‘6.0 08 5‘6"5 B
. : " % of Plan 526 . D,
Long Beach Planned 3,351 15.6 2201 )
; C . Actual 3.068 ., 69 . 14.9 33.2
3 % of Plan 91.6 ) - . v
New York Planned . ' 21.113 19,5 ' 15.4 6.5
Actual. i 25.163l . 12.2 ) 32.7 313
T % of Plan” 119.2° i o R
o Philadeiphia Planned 9,900 51 1.6 231 5.0
' Q"@ : ' ©L T Actal 710,163 - 36 04 - 206 4.0
r " ' %ofPlan  102.7 v S o . s
| ¥ i St pat Planned 1,292 " 319 o Vg3 15.5 4.8 425
b o Actual’ 1,358 . 326 - 1.2 - k27 ] . 1.4 T 46.2
. - %of Plan, 1051 o . e ) ,
Topeka Planned - 782 448 - i o) 8.3 ) 33,5 13
o © Actual "840 59.1 _ . .. ‘?_;9 . ) . 356 1.4
! . % of Plan 1074 - e L s
- .-C .
O
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“Calhoun Plannad a® "~ c28f 72 - ga oS3 e o0
: - 0 Actual 129 - 1000 L L G -
: % of Plan of .. A e B T o

PR i .- Che“" ‘!,' -:,' -,‘P!;nned .8-20 . 22.0- . 88 P 6'[ ) v L g g-', 62.6 o '.__,..

. S .. Actual . 956 ¥ 146. - 136. - 11 .. PR [ N R
. . oy , -Rof Plan 116.6° IR b
- , 13 Cook' - . ‘“ a 3381

PR 'Y Actual | 3,068

¢ o - %of Plan ~ 916

“Lorain | *. . Planned 181

Actual 793

A %of Plan - '101.5
Middiesex_ " Planned 1,052

. Actual ™' - 1,018

- % of Plan 96.8

Pasto - Planned. 556

N ;‘ ES . Actual 394

: & "% of Plan 70.9

' YRamscy . - . Planned 335
- A . Actual - 619
o d . ~ , %ofPlan . 184.8
<. 'Staniglaus ° ~ .Planned 1,248 -
S e e, "Actual 1,565 :
Sk ' Fof Plan 125.4 ,
" Union Planned .570 '

. . Actual . 719
=2 . . % of Plan 126.1

e
S59
4
B .
-
= - * ’ . :
’ PR N
-
v -
’ >
- “ 'y
- K" .
e
- “‘ .
N o
i} ’ 14 , ..
- hd ad i
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« v Total

Percent Distribution by Prog“/m Activity

C-lassroon"l 'l':nining '

%of Man *»~ 95.1
Y

53.5

) fain : Public ,
LR , quuees' Prime Vocational On-the-Job Service Work ( ‘
Prime Spohsors ' .t (€umulative)  Sponsor Equcation® Trajning Employment  Experience Other
_ RO @ - 3 . @) & ©) M

'CONSORTIA ot : : -
Austin Rlanned 2,137 6.3 234 100 - 603 -
. .~ Actual # 1,974 24 28.3 6.4 - 629
. oo : %ogl’lan,, 924 ‘ : ' _
. Cleveland Pitaned: 10,207 19.2 4.1 3.0 7.6 53.3 12.2
- Actual . 5449 21.5. 0.5 33 11.5 55.6 1.7
) " %ofPlan ' 534 - :
LS ; . : !
Kansas Cit‘y\,‘ Planne'q " 2,077 " 68.4 ) 7.1 34 - 20.9 0.2
S * Actual T 2,211 820 . 2.1 o258 - 11.9 1.5.
% of Plan 106.5 o
Lansing Planned 4,628 1.9 - 2.3 37.7 © 5821
T Actual 4,929 23 > 14 23 5.8 58.2
% of Plan 106.5 - .
Phoenix/Maricopa Planned 5,253 448 1.4 7.4 0.1 45,0 O ]
. Actual 3,810 410 .27 9.1 0.8 451 . 0.8
.- % of Plan 72.5 Co ‘ o
Orange Planned 6,407 24.2 6.5 3.9 0.2 65.2 -
* Actual 6,593 20.1 6.1 45 . 0.2 69.1 -
%of Plan 1029 °
“Raleigh Planned . 1,309 28.4 . 1., 18 - " 68.5 - &
‘ - Actual 1,585 22.7 - 1.3 - 76.0 - -
%of Plan  121.1 -
Pinellas/St. Petersburg  Planned .. 2,066 334 9.0 11.6 46.0 / -
: Actugl 1,964, 29.8 9.7 . 69 - -
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Sn Joaquin
y U
STATES ¥
- Maine =

&

Y

Bal. of Agizona - '

S
v
i

Bal. of N. Cﬁoﬁnl

Bal. of Texas

T

‘ Planned L

Actual 44

Planned -
Actual *
% of Plan
Plu‘nneg :
Actual -

% of Plan

Planned
Actual
% of Plan

) ‘ Planned
Actuak

% of Plan

1,267 .~

4,402
", 5516

2,560

2,316
* 905

17,641

15,692

89.0

11,058

16,586

91.3-

36.7

14.1

14.2

137

~20 8

250

10.7
10.1

1.0
120

15.2
10.4

5.3
5.5

s
¢ A8

203
19.1

100

41

68
1.5

576 Q‘ -

. 818 -

655 -
67.2 - -

a0 a9 -
38 - ey

664, -
1 . -

mn. 7 . 1.8

" Source: Quarterly Progress Reports, Manpower Administration, U. g Deplﬂmem of Labor
LuTotal Entollees” measures persons enrolled in program activities. An individual may be counted more thian once [f enroll
: nchvny Participants are not counted If they receive services but are not enrotled in a program lc!ivhy

2Classroom training supported with the States 5% supplemental Vocational Lducnlon funds.

(Demls may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.)
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TA}}LEIO Characteristics of Participants in CETA Title 1, Fiscal Year 1975, Sample Rrime Sponsors .. ' .
. . . L -y : 3 \.
' A o ' ' Percent of Total . ~ "
. ~Age2l  AgedS  BYears 12 Years " T g
. Participants * and and or Less or More Economicglly Spagish - .
Prime Sponsors " (Cumulative) | Female Under Over of School  of Schotl- -Dispdvantaged While Black . Speaking Veteranis 5,
) m @) 3) ) O R ( N 8) 8] 10) ((3)) ‘
CITIES S S T *. o o : o
Gary 1,664 Ss12 0 508 43, 113 43.9 99.1 144 850  .10.8 . 5.8
«Long Beach 1,700 . 4389 464 - 54 45 51.6 98.6 402_ 376 129 . 55 .
New York 25,163 488 569 . Ty 9.6 383 6.5 L295 C625 218 ,‘Nz.s '
Philadelphia 10857 . . 463 545 v 33 6.8 47.9 77.6 96 - 85.8 6.0. W89
- St. Paul 3.900 N395 393 105 #2314 67.5 64.7 766  17.8 2.5 15.1
Topeka 12 51.0 - 615 2,0 3d 433 82.6 421, - 442 112 1.7,
COUNTIES . ) 5 .
Calhoun 129 434 48] 31 0.8 7.3 74.4 305 636 8;5 124
Chester 953 524 702 44 190 239" 61.8 512 474 219 3.2
Cook 3.068 485 672 . 150 8.7 280 51,6 40r 595 8.5 [ 6.9
Lorain 784 418 | 653 13.0 8.8, 448 384 16.7 ‘8.6 -
Middlecex 1,369 50.2 '“<>6|.8 29 15.1 265 498 159 5 *
Pasco 1476 43.1 37.0 15.9 126 .. ° L7190 - 164 42, 17.9
" Ramsey 692 . 483 693 1.5 132 0 94.9 20 1% - 14
- Stanislaus 1,565 . - 99 712 8.4 6.1 89.8 . s < MW 104
34 Union Na. ¢ NA . NA NA NA ¢ NA . NA . ¥ U NA
" \ o * < Voo -



CONSORTIA - ¥ ) S . R

Austin 1,790 5. 56.8 61.8 4.1 14.5 -30.4 92,0 “ ' 646 " 353 39.9 . « 4.7
Cleveland - 6838 . 483 57.4 13.3 11.4 :g 74.1 41.2 585 . 13.5 10.5
«  Kansas City 1,980 51.3 52.9 4.2 6.2 ; 70.8 36.0° 526 1.9 13.0 - :
Lansing - . 4,929 39.7 508 - 6.6 10.9¢ 46.7+ 689 . - 5867 366  13.3 8.8 »
Phoenix/Maricopa 43717 S1.9 58.8 2.5° 146 32.9 93.2 .. 616 27.5 43.1 8.0 ,
Orange . 6859 ' 467 718 5.1 b ) 34.4 95.2 84.5 9.5, 469 - 17 . ‘
Raleigh 1,525 . 460 66.3 3.8 17.3 T 309 52.7 264, 933 0.0 L7 '
St. Petersburg 3,250 45.6 47 17 7.8 46.9 79.6 . 504 49.0, 0.1 196 . o,
San Joaquin 5930 40.6 61.7 9.7 17.4 358 ° 745 66.0 22.6 429 48
. . > . 4 !
STATES . T : o ' . L ' Coe
Maine T . 5516 o367 44.2 8.0 11.2 522, 86.7 973 06 01
Bal. of Arizona 2,178 43.0 522 7.0 17.6 39.8 718 < 424 . 40 187
. Bal. of N. Carolina 15,692 480 659 38 21.0 J41 . 820 . 437 546 . 0.1
“a . .7 Bal. of Texas © 15,576 : 44.9 73.9 5.3 181 -~ 218 _ 849 <7 647 349 32.3.
© T Source: Quarterly Summary of Client Characteristics, Manpéwer Aﬂministration, U.S. Departriient of Labor ’

Non-duplica;ive sum qf persons encolled in -program ac‘_tvi;qitie's plusthose receivln_aon-pro;um services. (child-care, dlroc__t placement, etc.). ‘
. L - Lol ‘ - ~
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. " TABLE 11 Characteristics of Participants in CETAGTitles I, II, and V1 Programs, Fiscal Year 1975, Compared With
Pygticipants in Similar Fiscal Year 1974 Programs _ .
/.
: ) o Categorical . e 0 ’
. Chﬁncterislics t CETA Title | Programs FY 1974! CETA Title I1 CETA Title VI, PEP 1974
' ; ) - ) (7)) @) ) - (® .
Total: Number . 1,034,500* 549,700 200,100 141,100 66,200°
Percent " 100.0 100.0 100.0 .. 1000 - 100.0
s Male seq $1.7 65.8 102 66.1 -
A Female . . ' 456 423 34.2 . ‘29.3 33.9
. . . R : N . . - .
T Age: Und®2 61.7 63.1 23.7 21.4 22.8
' . ‘ _ 22-44 32.1 30.5 62.9 64.8 - 66.5 %
o by : "45-54. ) 3.5 6.2 8.4 9.1 : TP as
e Y 55and over e 2.6 . 5.0 47° : .
" . ’ ) M A | . R .
. o, . Edycatjon: '.8 grades or less i « %) ~sa 9.4 84 2'59 .
‘ ' 9-11 416 o 510 L 18.3 18.2 ey
g 12 and over *39.1 _ 33.6 72.3 > 733 -71.2
On Public Assistance: AFDC . 1ss VL 6.6 5.6 o
‘ : Other 11.3 } . B4 9.2 8.1 - } 10.1
Economically disadvantaged 113 86.7 - 483 436 " 3401
RS Race: White St 546, + 549 65.1 701 688 - .
. w . - Black 385 T . 370 21.8 22.9 229
s . o, American Indian 1.3 b 35 1.0 1.1 : 33
18 3 ° Other . # s5.64 4.6 1214 9.5 50
: Spanish American 125 e 154 9.6 11.8 13.2
R Limited Engligh-speaking ability 4.1 “NA 8.0 46 NA
v S Migrants or scasonal farm workers 1.6 " NA,£ » 1.0 10§ NA
O
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v V . ,"‘ y H)a

Veieran: Special Vietnam' o s2 153 o.
Other _ 44 : 126

" Handicapped , “38 " 6.3 . S 32
Full-time student * . 328 NA , 30
Offender . I » 87 NA 2.9
Labor Force Status: ] ) . :
Employed T e 2.3 " 1.6% 3.9
Undegemployed . . L . X 8.7 : 84
Unemployed . -y 816 75.6° . 836
Not i labor force *‘; 31 s . 8.1% 4
R;ceivmg unemployment i msumnce - 46 . . ’ i2.0

Median hourly wage of e_mployed terminees‘ : N

Pre-enrqliment . $2.60 ©$2.30 $2.87

2.0
6.4

' 88.4

3.1
14.6

$3.02

$3.57 -

)

Post-enrollment v $2.76 $2.86° $3.36 .

’ Source Manpower Admlmstrahon u.s. Depnrtment of Labor . v
Includes MDTA-Institutional, JOP-OJT, NYC In-school, NYC Oit-of- School Operatiop Mainstream, CEP and JOBS.

Prellmmary data.

Excludes enrollees in PEP summer youth program for whom dltl were.not available. -

A large portlon(of purtic’fpunts falling into this group reflect the non- -clissification by ethnlc categories in Puerto Rico.

sExcludn NYC In-school and JOBS enrollees for whom data was not available.
Includes MDTA-Institutionial, OJT, CEP, JOP.

+NA = Information-Not Available

(Details may not add to 100 percent dyc to rounding.) *

‘:
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