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This vplume is fittingly dedicated to the memory of

X

Gerald G. Somers, a merber of the Commffzee on Bvaluat;on

of Employment and 'I'rammg Programs, whose untme]:y death

ot *

! in December 1977 was a great 1oss to us all. Dr. Somers,

a proﬁe};&of ‘economics at’the University of Wisconsip,

T

brought to the Committee not only skill if human redources

] reseatch anMd professional ob-jecti”vity, but alsc a compas-

i
- sionate view of the problems' of the disadvantaged. His

, influénce is reflected in the recommendations of the

Committee.
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The need for federal programs to assist persons who are
at a disadvantage in the labor market was recognized -early
in thé 19608 with the passage of the Manpower Development
‘and Training Act (MDTA). A score of categorical programs,
all .designed to deal with the problems of the disadvan-
taged, wa%® launched during the decade, each with its own
protg;i.ve statute and institutions. By 1973, the federal

" ~gove nt was spending $2 billion a year on employment and
trmining programs, most of them administered directly by |,
: federal officials. In that .year the Compirehensive Employ-
-, -ment and Training Act (CETA) changed; in a very fundamen
" . way, responsibility for emp].oyment and training programs and
the status oijhe categorical programs. Control-was en- -
* trusted to.stite and local officials; most separate, cate- -
* gorical pmgrams were eliminated as independent entities.

The Act's passage was widely acclaimed. Department of
Labor officials, frustrated by a maze of uncpordindted pro-
grams, welcomed the decategorizat:l.on of overlapp:l.ng pPra- -
grams as a major reform that promised to bring order into

*  the manpower system. The Nixon Admim.stratiqn, philo=-
sophically committed to decentralization, saw CETA as con-’
straining the federal role and placing greatexr.centrol at
the grase roots. Local elected officials, &ho for a decade

. . had been passive observers of the manpower scene, embraced
ams into the structure of local government. BPecentral-
zation, it was assumed, would enable them to establish
control over local manpewer programs; decategorization
*would pernu.t the flexibflity necessary to put together
combinations of programs most pesponsive to local needs.
. To test the gXtent to which these expectations have '
. been realized and to ,assess the .economic, social, and
political impact of CETA, the National Research Coupcil
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established the Committee on Evaluation of Employment and
Training Programs, in 1974.

The evaluation study of the Committee was conducted in
two phases. The first, comﬁ}eted in 1976, dealt mainly
with the implementation and operation of CETA in its first
year. The focus was on CETA programs dealing with the
problems of structural unemployment {Title I}, with partic-
ular attention to changes in methods of allocating re-
sources+ planning, types of manpower programs, systems
for delivering services, and the types of people served.
Three reports were produced: The Comprehensive Employmest
and Training Act: Impact on PeOple,‘Places, and Programs;
a volume of case ‘'studies, Transition to Decentralized Man- '
power Programs; and The Comprehensive Employment and Train-
ing Act: Abstracts of Selected $tudies.

The second phase of the study was a follow-up on the
subsequgpt year's eXperignces under CETA. Seon after
its enactment, CETA was engulfed by a recessicn. In re- .
sponse, a new title designed as.a countercyclical measure

-was added. Title VI added a new public service employmént

program,and radically changed the nature and objectives of
CETA. 1In ordet to explore the issues and effects. asso-
ciated with this public service employment title, the
original stydy design was broadéned and the project ex-
tendéd. N . .
. Mhis volume presents the principal findings of the study
and the recommendations of the Committee on Evaluation of
Employment and Training, Programs. A comprehensive staff
report of the study, entitled CETA; ManpoWer Programs
Under Local Control, s being published separately. The
Committee’s re%ommgndations.should be ful in suggesting
legislative initiatives. developing Department of Labor
policy, and imprdving local operations. , .
As'this report is issued, Congresf is considering bills

~to Teauthorize CETA and. extend it for four years

o Sep-
tember 1982, The reauthorization bills in the Hodte and
Sengte diféer in some regpects,but have these feAtures, in
confibn: the targeting of most programs to perdihs im low=
ingope famlies who meet unemployment eligibility criteria;’
a continuing public service émployman; program for thoik
uneMployed for structural reason#; a countercyclical public
service employment program; limitation on the duration
patticipation in any'CETA prograp:; limitation on supplé~
mentation of wages above the limits set for public service
employment; incdorporation  of new youth programs including
the Young nqylt Conservation Corps; a separate Eitle to
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encourage private sector initiatives; ang simpllflcatiop
of the grant application process. °

The information for the study was obtained from 28 prime
sponsors, the designated unit of government responsible for
CETa programs. The study covers'the range of- CETA programs
administered by local officials, but not those adminis- *
tered directly by the national office of CETA, such as
the Job Cor (Title 1Y) or épecial programs for' Indians
and migrants. The sample of 28 prime sponsors, stratified
by type of sponsor, (six cities, nine counties, nine con-
sortia and four states), and by vgriations in popalation
and degree of unemployment, was drawn from the universe of °
more than 400 prime sponsors. In each.of the 28 sites,
resident field research associates interviewed key offi-
cials as well as other knowledgeable persons. Thé infor-
mation they collected was supplemented by data from the
national reporting system of the Employment and Training ,
Administration of the Department of Labor and by other
sources.

This study is part of the program of the Assembly Behav-
ioral and Social Sciences of the National Research Council.
william Mirengofif, who originated the project, was the
study director. Hewas assisted by kester Rindler, se¢nior
research associate. Dr. Clajre K. Lipsman, on loan from
the Department of Labor, made an 1nva1ua.b1e cqntr:.but:._on
to the design of the second phase of the survéy and in
formulatxng recommendations for congideration by the Com-
mittee. The Committee is indebted to the resident field
research associates. whose diligence and expertise made
thig study possible. The Committee is especially grate-
ful to the prime sponsors and local respondentg.who pa- -
tiently responded to lengthy questionnaires and provided
statistical informatiors above and beyond normal reportlng
requirements.  Research assistance for the project was
provided by Richard C. Piper and Scoit S. Seablom. Mark
Kendall was a conjultant for the econometric model in the
publlc service employment chapter. Phyllis Groom McCreary
*was the editor. Marian D. Miller, Rose Gunn, Diane Goldman .
and Ingrid C. Larsen furnished the support services.

I am grateful to the members of the Committee on Evalua-
tion of Employment and Training Programs, who provided
advice and guidance throughout the project and reviewed
a Succession of drafts of this repoft. r

The study was prepared under a grant from the Ford
roundation. Supplementary funding was provlded by the -
Depattment of Labdr. Robert Schrank of the Ford Founda—f

.tion contributed to the formulation of the study objec- .

tives and to the case study design. Stanley Brezenoff,

, | . xi 11.
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also of the Ford Foundation, has been a constant source oﬁ
encouragement and support. The authors wish to acknowledge -y
the cooperation of the many persons in the national anad
regional offices of the Employment and Training Administra-
tidn who provided data and commented on the drafts of the
staff report ahd to Howard Rosen, Director, Office Of Re~
search and Development and Seﬁh‘ur Brandwein, Director,
Office of Program Evaluation for helpful technlcal advice
and encouraqement. :

[ ¥
Philip J. Rutledge, Chairman
Commrttee on Evaluation of =~

' c Employment and Training -Programs
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" BACKGROUND -
The Comprehensive Employment and Training act of 1973}
can be viewed against the backdrop.-of changes in manpower
policy over several decades. There has been growing ac- *
ceptance of government intervention in the processes of
the labor market to minimize dislocations and to protect
individuals from hazards over which they have little c¢con-
trel. Legislation to seft up a network of public employ-
ment offices, to establish minimum standards of wages and
hours of work, aftd to provide income support during periods
of joblessness date back to the 1930s. Federal subsidies
for vocational education to help prepare youth for the job
market were authorized even earlier. The Employment Act
of 1946+ wi.i*h acknowledged federal ‘responsibi}ity to
promote maximum employment, is landmark legislation.

In the 1908 manpower policy entered a new phase. Em-
phasis was on development of human resources, equal oppor-
tunity for minority groups and others who faced special
barriers to employment, and the elimination of poverty.
There was recognition that even in periods of rapid eco-
nomic growth, there are perons who, because of inadeguate
education, lack 6f skills, or structural impediments in
the labor market have a particularly hard time in enter-
ing and competing in the labor market. .

The specific design of manpower programs has, from the
beginning, been shaped by the prevailing economic, social.
and political c¢limate. In the 19608, the climate was con-
ducive to manpower programs focused on the problems of
those in need of assistance in obtaining employment. The
disawtaged were "discovered": the civil rights movement

) lSeé: page 4 for a summary of the act.
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was at @ peak: the administratien was committed to a "wal '+
on poverty"; and the economy was 1n a vo‘mt..pg to absorb
“additional workers, even thpse at the margin of the labor
market. )

In this vnoE:o:.m. setting, a host of manpower programs
for special groups and places was 1nitiated. The primary,
legislative vehicles were the Manpower Development and -
Training .Act of 1962 and the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964. Thelr major components were work experience for
disadvantaged youth and sk1ll trairning for adults. - Smal Yer
programs were designed fow older workers and other special t
groups and for ainner n»ﬁ.mm . 'These programs were designed .
and controlled at the faderal level and operated locally
by the employment wmn,.___w.n-mw., vocational educat:ion agencies,
and. various community organizations.that were usually out-
side the local governmental unit. -

Dissatisfaction with the tangle of separate programs
that evolved, plus the drive of the Nixon Administration
towards decentralization of federal programs, laid the
foundation for a basic reform of the nation's manpower
system. .

In December 1973, after several years of legislative

* gestation, the Comprehensive Employment and Training act
{CETA) was passed. Program control shifted from the fed-.
eral level to more than® 300 state and local unmts of qoefa.
.ernment, and programs lost their separate i1dentities and
funding. These changes were expected to permit greater
flexibalaity 1n fashioning programs to local circumstances.
This reform of the manpower system appealed to pragmatic
administrators seeking a more rational way to conduct em-
ployment and tralnang activities, td thode attracted by
the features of grass roots participationy~and to those
committed to a reduction of the federal role.

The 1970s were marked by sluggish economic growth and -
diminished social activism. The number of people seeking
help as a result of the recession increased sharply as job
opportunitles grew more scarce.® Rising unemployment stim-
ulated interest in job nn@mnwo:, programs that had been do.=«
mant sincg the 1930s and changed the size, objectives, and
designs of manpower programs. The Emergency Employment
Act of 1971, known as PEP, authorized $2.25 bill'™™n over
a 2-year period to employ jobless persons in essential
public service activities, By 1973, when CETA was epacted,
gm/monosw had improved significantly except in lindering
pockets of high unemployment. These were addressed by a
modest public service employment program under Title 11 of
CETA., Before this program could be fairly launched however,
unemployment rose precipitously, and in iate 1974 Congress

~
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:passeﬁ the Pmergency Jobs and Unemployment Assistance Act,
! addlng a new publag service employment component {(Title vI}
to CETA and authorlzlng $2.5 billion for it for one year.

+ /' As the recession persisted, the Title VI public service
employment program grew and soon overshadowe ﬁhe Title I
prograims, that were designed to deal essentially with péyr-
sons at a disadvantage in seeking employment. In 1976,
Congress extended Title VI and in 1977 authorized 'its ex-
-pansion from 300,000 to 600,000 jobs. By 1978, Titles II

: ‘and VI, the public service employment programs, accounted
for 58 percent of the CETA appropriation, compared with 34
percent in 1975. CETA was now addressing two major dys-

; functlons of the labor market--structural and cyclical.

o

|!1 . O ' *

CETA .OBJECTIVES

—

The Jor objective of CETA is to provide training and
improve emplovyment oPportunities for the economically dis-
advantaéed and for the unemployed and underemployed. The
means for accomplishing this end, the strategmc objective,
: is to piace the administration of uanpower programs with
. local ahthorities and permit them to select programs ap-
propriaﬁe t¢ their needs., .

Stratngc Objectives l

The first and central strategic objective of CETA, de- \
v centralizatlon, has been achleved. Now, for the first
time, manpowek programs in each cémm&nity are built into
the lodal government structures§ under the authority of .
elected officials. But the shiifft from federal to local,
contro] occurred without abdication of federal oversight
respon?ibilities and the degree \of federal presence con-
tinuesito be a controversial isshe. Although 90 percent
of thelfiscal 1978 CETA funds. are in programs, under local
' controi. there are increasing federal constraints of pro-

grams §r151ng out of new leglslation gnd from emphasis on |
i . partment of Labor accountability that limits local au-
nomy. Moreover, after the Nixon: Administration there

was less of an jdeological commitment to decentralization.

CETA's second strategic objective was te discontinue . /

17 separate and independent programé
the flexibility¥ to put together a mi
suitable to their localities. Howey
developments, Congress added ‘new cat

RRIC 16

to give prime sponsors

of manpower services
r, in response to new
gories of service.
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. SUMMARY dF THE CHMPREHENS IVE
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAIRING ACT {CETA)
L

-

The CoMPrehensive Employment and Trawning Act of 1973 {PL 93-203), as
amended by the EFmergency Jobs anq Unemployment Assistance Aot of 1974
(PL 93-567), by the Emergency Job'p Programs Extension Act of 1976 ¥
{PL 94-444), by the Lompreh;nsnvelﬂmploymenf and Tralning Act Amendments
of 1977 {PL ¥5-44)- and by the Yodith Employment and Demonstration Proj-
ects act of 1977 [PL 95-3931 has elght titles

Title I authorizes comprcohensive manpcwe\ksel:vlces for the uwnemployed,
unde remployed, and economically disadrantaged. Programs are.administered
by pYime sponsors, which are Citles and coupties™0f 100,000 or more, and

CONSOIt1A.

The state gowernment 1s prime spansor for the

Funds are allocated according to each area's prior year's
number of unediPloyed, and adults in low-income families.
must subpit an acceptablg plan to the Secretapy of Laber,

A stare Manpower

balance of state.
Appartionment s
Prime sponsors
prepared in con=-
services council

sultation wath local advisory vounctls.
reviews local Plans and arranges for the cooperation of stare afencres.
S .

Title Il provides funds to prime sponsors and Indian F;servatkons to hire
the unemploved in areas of substantral unemployment for public sérvice Jcbs‘
Funds are allotted on the basis of the number of unemployed.

Ticle II provides for nationally admnistered programs for Indians,
mgrant and seasonal farm workers, youth, and ofher droups that are 1h par-
ticular peed of sugh services. This title also gives the Secretary of Labor
responsibllft}" for research, evaluarion, experimental and demonstration proj- .
ects, labor market i1nformation, and job banks, ¢

Title IV aurhor:izes the Department of Labor to operates the Job Corps. | .
residential training centers for disadvantaged young men and women . .

.
Title V establishes a National Commssion £8r Hangcwer Policy to identify

goals, evaluate manpower development progra and make recommendations to

the President and to Condress. (The Emergency Jobs Programs Extenslon ACt

of 1976 establiches a separate Natlonal Commission on Employment and Unemploy-‘

ment Statlstlcs.)

Title VI authorizes public service Jobs for the unemployed. Funds are al=-
located co prime sponsors and Indian tribes, based on the number of unemploved,
the uremplo¥Yed 1n excess of a 4.5 percent rate, and the upnemMPloYed 1n areas
of substantial uneMPloyment. Under 1976 amendments, funds for the expanded
Title V1 Program are i1n new short-duration projects and most new part1c1pénts
wmust be long-term., low-lncome unelfployed or wel fare recipleénts.

Title VII gontains Provisions applicable to al
tions against discrimination and political activa

o

rograms such as Prohibi-~
L)

E

Title VIIf establishes a ?odng Adult Conservation COFps to carry gut proj=
eqts on public lands.

O
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Categorical programs, which amounted to more than onee—'r
half of all CETA resources in 1975, accounted for three
fourths of appropriations in 1978. 1Indged, all of the
program titles an CETA, except Title I, authorize cate-
gorical programs. Proposals now before Congress would
continue the trend to address discrefe problems with
specifically targeted programs. As federal programs ex-
pand in response to the needs of particular groups, their
PUrposes are more narrowly deflned; the conditions are
increased, the federal presence 1s extended, and the scope
of state and local discretion diminished. Undertthe im-
pact of these developments, CETA has become a "hybrid”
programi not entirely decEntrallz , hot completely de-
categorized. QQ\bb

There are a nuwmber of subsidiary jectives that Congress
sought to achleve through the"manpower reform: imprqving
the system for aIIOCatlng resources, eliminating duplica-
tion and fragmentation in the delivery of manpower ser-
vices, assurifig that -service delivgrers of preven ability
are given consideration by local spensdrs,.and providing
for wider consultation in planning for manpower services.

Program Ohjectives .

CETA has two major program objectives. The original ieg-
islation continued the structural objectives of earlier
manpower programs--to improve, through remedial training.
and employment strategies, the employability of persons
lacking knowledge, preparation, and connections with ‘the
world of work and to expand employment opportunities in
areas-b6f chronic and substantial unemployment. Amendments
added a countercydlical objective--creation of temporary
jobs in the public sector to counter rising unemplcymEnth

Meeting Structural ObJectlves .Jhe extent to which the
structural objectives of CETA are met depends upon who is
served, the services they receive, and the outcomes of.
these services., The original act expressed coRcern for
the poor, youth, minorities, older workers, migrant farm
workers, Indians, and others who are at a disadvantage in
the labor market. However, the specific’ eligibility re-
qulremEnts of CETA were much broader. Not only were the
disadvantaged eligible; but glso the unemployed and the
underemployed generally. Moreover, rising Joblessness in %
the 19708 expanded the constituency of regular manpower
programs to include persons not ordinarily in need of man-
power services, In the first 2 years of CETA,sthe cbmbiped

b L
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effect Gf these cpnditions.enlarged the pool of program
applicants, and Title T enrollees were older, better edu~
cated, and less disadvantaged than their predecessors in
similar pre-CETA programs.

The agsumption that €mployment and training programs
will assist in the development of human capital is still
the fundamental premise of the structuralily -oriented pro-
grams of Title I. In the main, the nature of the servages
provided under Title I is much the same as befére CETA.
Local SpOnNsors have not used their newly acquired flex-
1b111ty to undertake radlcally different programs. De-
centralization and decategggization do not necessarily

produce abrupt changes fr
the sponsor is wunfamilia

past patterns, especially if

with manpower issues and pro-

grams.

There has been however, a relative movement away

froh preparation for economic sglf-sufficiency toward
subgidized jobs. Relative expenditures for the major
Title I development programs, classroom and on-the-job
training, declined bétween 1974 and 1976, while the pro-
xpenditures for work experience and other in-
intenance programs rose. Some increase in skill

g programs occurred in 1977. The shift towards
maintenance reflected the softening of the economy

‘during these years and sPonsors’,uncertainty of the use-

vy

. is also lower than that of the ‘earlier PEP program.

Q
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fulmess of skill training in a loose labor market. Even
where classroom training is prevalent, local sponsors seem
to opt for low-cost, short-duratiqQp courses.

The National Research Council (NRC) Study limited its
examinztion of the outcomes of CETA programs fio the ex-
tent to which p ;t1C1pants obtained unsubsidized amploy— ,
ment. Placement outcomes, the ratios of oris who enter
jobs to those who terminate from CETA, are lower tian before
CRTA for similar programs. while the annual per person
costs of Tltles 1 and VI are in line with the pre-CETA
costs. The ratio of peoplé whéd®entered employment fr
adult-oriented Title I programs was 42, percent in 1976}
that is for every 100 who terminated, 42 were either placed
in jobs or obtained jobs on their own. The pre CETA 1974
estimate for comparable programs was 57 percent. The
placement record for the CETA public service jobs programs
Place-
ment rates for both Title I and public service employment
rose in 1977, but were gtill below rates for corresponding.
pre-CETA programs. The .dilemma of manpower policy is its
seemingly paradoxical emphasis on jOb pPlacement while it
urges the enrollment of the 1east employable..

19
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o t5t.mg' Countercyclical Objectives Central to the
count¥rcyclical objective of CETA is the creation of
- public service jobs 1in addition to what. state and local
" ‘governments would fund' in the absence of federal support:
units of government are required to majntaip their regular
level of effort and may not substitute federal for state
and local funds. ‘Howéver. local officials, especially
those struggling wifh -fiscal crises, tend to view federal
, funds as a source of fisgtal rel:l.ef and substitution Mhas ‘.
been a thorny issue, .
This study estimates "that the direct job crehtic-n ef-
fect of CETA's public service employment (PSE} programs
in the public sector averaged about 65 percent between
mid~1974 and the end of 1976.° That is, out of every 100
positions funded, 65 would not otherwise have existed.
{These estimates apply to the period prior: to the 19276
amendments to Title VI that attempted to restrict sub-
* . stitution.) Moreover, CETA salaries generate additional
jobs in the economy through the indirect multipligr effect.
Mo attempt has been made to estimate the job creagipn rate
» of positions allocated to nonprofit organizations, but it
. i5 presumed to bé greater than the: rate achieved in t.he
public sector. :
, To hard-pressed officials, all dollars, whatever t:i\eir
program labels, are green, and the difficulties of track-
ing federal dollars thrfough the mazes of local budget . _{
processes make subsy}.utz.on difficulf to identify, measure,
and control. When Congress extended and expanded Title VI
in 1976, it also attempted to deal with substitution. The
. Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act (EJPER) required
that all Title VI funds above the¢ ampunt necessary to
* sustain existing levels of Title VI.BSmployml-zg,be used
to fund positions in short-term "“projects” that’ grg not
to be part of regular ongoing activities. They were'to
®he specific tasks conducted by‘nonprofit: community organ-
izations or by prime sponsors. The, limited duration of
projects, thekir separation from regular government activ-
ities, anfl the encouragement of PSE funding to nonprofit
organizations were all intend&d to constrain substitutjon. -
‘However, in the interests of rapid implementation of the
expanded PSE program, the origmal concept of a project
was diluted. It remains to be seen whether the new pro-
. vigions of EJPEA will reduce job seepage and whether use-
ful public service jobs were created as a result of this
amendment ,
Balanéing Multiple Objectives As CETA evolved it
became a bifurcated program. Titles I, -III, and IV were

e
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4+ serving predomlnantly persqns with 'structural handlcaps.-
Titles II and VI, the job creation titles, were enrqlling -
-the job-ready unemployed. generally persons higher on the
“socio-economic ladder. They were not unlike thdse in the .
earlier PEP program, but considerably less‘qisadvantaged
than participants in Pitle I.. The existence, of two types
of programs .tended to dividé CETA clientele into separate
* populations and reinforce the distinction between them. .
The programs were compartmentalized. and“this discouraged -
both the .transfer of manpower training glients to PSE’
programs jbs under Titles II and VI and the &se of Tit¥e .
. I resources to train PSE icipants. .The' 1976 amend-
ments to Title VI {BJPEA) at emphasized creating jobs -’
‘ for the long-term. low-income unemployed, introduced a '
third manpower design: one that embodies both structural
and countercyclical objectives. In effect, Title VI, ih-
tended as an econoltic responmse to.cyclical unemployment, «
" was, because of Socla; considerations, enlisted.to seive
structural purposes as well. Early indicati¢ns ,are hat”
‘the desired changes in clientele are OCCUrring.

The enactment of Title VI and_ its subsequent expanqion
brqught a large volume of dollars and jobs to prime sygon-
sor jurisdictions. And with these came heightened -interest
and
ly in the PSE programs In the face of the urgentypnd |
politiecally attractive ]Ob eation programs, the b sxp

_-development programs.of Titl 3'1, althgugh larger than )
' before. were relegated to the back burner.
The two PSE programs had different cbjectives.

h T

-

Title

II was enacted as a continuing program targeted at selected

areas experlencing substantial and perdistent unemployment.

tercyclical tool, directed to what was beileved to be a *
temporary downturn in the economy. It was authorized ini-
tially for one year and was applicable to 411 areds. De-
' spite the original diffd¥ences bétween Titles II and VI,
they. became virtually indistinguishable soon after the
programs were implemented. This was due in part to the
rise in the national uanemployment rate that made almost
all localities eligible under Title II. - {‘*‘ .
. .. * ’ ) A~
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ttention of local elected off1c;als in CETA, egpecial--.

. Title VI, on the other hand, was viewed as a general coun-
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o SUMMING UP . .
! . : ) ! Q\qf‘-""' *

. . 2

. i . “ha
!‘he Comu.ttEe g conclusions are based on the detailed
f:l.ndmgs of the study which are presented in the compre-
hensive staff report, CETA; Manpower Programs Under' Local
Cbntrol. ‘That report coveys 8 subjects:
,Resources ‘and Allocat.tons Developmnts in .funding ‘.
.! manpower programs,,distributlonal effects of formula{ '
used to ‘allocate resources; pol:.cy implications of the.
b{.lance of funds among the CETA-titles. .
‘- ,Manpowér planning Evolution of the hanpower plannang -
) - system; role ef planning in the ,CETA decksisn making pro- |, .
© cess; shortcomings in the art of planning fo loyment: >
and tra:.mn,/pro'grams -
a

Administrfation Implement.ation of e
employment and ‘training system: development‘of the insti- R

e tutional infrastructure to adm:.nist.er CETA progfams; role oty

of elected officials: interorganizational rela.t:.onships
and ;urisda.ctmnal pProblems. - N
Delivery of Services Effect of CETA on’ the roles of

thé organiiations that have traditional:fy provided man~ K

. \power gerv:.ces, i.e! employment service, educa,tmna,l ) oot
aqenc:l. s, and" community hased oﬁ:gam.zatmns, changes P
in local systems for delivering manpower,services. S
Program Mix Effect of CETA on the kinds of employt t S - 3
and tralnmg programs provided under Title I; compari oo
with pre-CEYA prodgrams;_shifts in proqram emphas:.s and Lo
guality of seryices. . o~ 3

Public Service Employment Gmwth and character of
public service employment Programs; extent to Which PSE
. funds ereated new jobs or substituted federal for local
© % - resources; implications of PSE programs for manpower
policy. :

Llientele El:.g:.bil:.ty critena for admssion. te CETA - ’
prpgrams;- changes in the characteristics of' CETA partic- 4
ipants compared with pre~CETA manpower programs ind rea- .
gons for the changes; ‘extent to which the CETA clientele
conforms to fongressional gxpectations. * .

Program Qutcomes Results and costs of CBTA pfograms:

comparisons with pre- CF..‘I‘A programs. °
. T
* . * 0.-
- -t - £ .
~ . . " .
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Accomplighments

on the whole, the'study finds that CETA, in terms OF
organization, delivery of service. and ®bcal participaticn,,
is a more effective waysof handling the nation's employ-
meflt and training programs than earlier centralized and
categorical arraggements. The expansion of the PSE pro-
gram from a 300,§20- to a 700,000-job level in 1977 maght
_hot have been possible without the local administrative
n'echanlsms in place.

Resources The allocatlon of resources through formulas
is a more pred:.ctable way of distr:.butmg funds than the

,pre~CETA methods . However, some refinements are necessary
to target funds more precisely to pgople and areas of
greatest need and to ‘measure the unemployment and income
of areas more accurately.

Flanning The process and, substagcer of local planning
for man| r programs has J.mprovéd, although it is still
largely a rowgine for obtaining funding. A large majority

ning councils are passive. But a sig~"
nificant number ardz\guite active and there is substantially
more local participation in decision making than there was
in the pre-cCETA period. "

Adminfstration The administratidn of programs by local
governments, after a shal# start, is improving. There is
closer managgment and accountability. Local staffs are in
a better position to keep track of program operations than
ohg Eelatwel’y small number of Department of Labor regional
office ‘personnel operating from distant locations. These
developments have been accompanied by a substantial growth
in the number of admln:.stratlve personnel among prime

SpQnsors. -

‘Delivery Systems The trend towards the consolidatlon- -

" of systems to deliver manpower services is notéworthy;

about half of the local Prime sponsors studied were taking
steps to streamline intake and placement operations for .

Title I programs to avoid duplication. N '
- ] . "

. ~
Problems and Recommendations .

r, These achievements must be weighed against five majorn
Problems that impair the effectiveness of CETA. These prob-
lems and proposals to correct them are summarized below.

The fill recommendations of the Committee on Evaluation of
Employment and Training Programs appear in Part 2. v




Clientele- Thére has been a‘weakeni::g of the Commitment
*  to the disadvantaged in Title I programs. The principal
reasons for this change include: the broider eligibility
criteria under CETA legislation as compargd with pre~-CETA
. requiréments; the spread of resources into suburban areas
with- lower proportions of disadvantaged persons; and the
: .inclination of program operdators to select applicants most
likely to succeed. The proportion of disadvantaged per-
‘wsons in the PSE programs (Titles II and VI) has been
' - markedly lower than in the Title I programs to develop
. employability. However, the ratio of disadvantaged per-
: sons in Title VI has begun to increasg /as a result of the
tighter eligibility requirements in the 1976 amendments
« to Title VI. The Committee recommends that eligibility’
under all titles be restricted to the low-income popula~
tior (except for some openings in public service employ-
o . ment programs) , allocation formulas be revised to reflect
- the' shift in el;g;b;.l;ty, public service employment pro-
. grams be redes;gned to include a continuing program limited
" o the econom.tcally d:.sadvantaged, and prime sponsors
supervise the client selection process more carefully.-
Quality of Service The program emphasis of Title I
has shifted from activitieg that enhance human capital to
those that basically provide income maintenance. There
are also serious guestions about the quality of skill train-
ing and work experience programs. Recent efforts to con-
‘ duct experimental and demonstration projects to i.mprove
.- the qQuality of skill training and Youth programs are a
. step in the right direction, but not encugh. The Committee
L recommends more thorough and systematic assessmefit of the
content and duration ¢f training programs, experimentation
with enriched work experience models, and closer links witlr
the privatg sector in developing programs that are relevant
to the job market. Combinations ‘of public service employ-
ment and'skill training activities should be encouraged
and more resources deveted to programs to enhance employ~

N

. .

ability under Title I. .
) gohqmm Outcomes = There are various ways of evaluat:ing
the Bucess of a training and employability program—-in-
& cluding increasing proficiency of skills and enhancement
of ability to compete independently im the labor market.
In the final analysis, however, the- primary criterion of
success’ is the extent to which enrollees are able to ob- -
tain suitable long-term employment as a result of their
CETA experience. The Department’ of Labor reporting system -
does not provide information on the duration of employment.
" However, placement ratios--the percentage of terminees who

. .
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nd jobs either through the sponsor's efforts or on their
own=-have been lower in the first three years of CETA than
for comparable pre~CETA’ programs. The Committee recognizes
the special difficulties of placement in a' period of high
unempldyment. There are, however, some steps that Congrgss
and program administrators can take te improve the oppPor-
tunities for enrollees to obtain unsubsidized employment. -
The Committee recommends greater emphasis on job develop-
ment and placement activities and restoration by Congress
of the placement ob;ect;ve in public servzce employment .
programs.
) Substitutioh One of the major shortcomings of the PSE
Program is the/degree to which its job creation objective

-~  Recent amendments to Title VI, limiting most newly hired
participants to special projecots, may tend to constrain
subasti®ution. The Committee recommends renewal of Courter-
cyelical revenue sharing to help hard-pressed commfunities
maintain public services., limiting participants' tenure in

- CETA to one Year, strengthening the auditing and mORitoring
scapabilities ¢f the Department of Labor, and amendiny the
definition of projects to preclude activities that are in-
cremental to regular ongoing services.

Institutional Networks Relations between pr;me SpONSors

+ and other govermment and nongovernment agencies c¢ontinue
to be unsettled. This is particularly true of the associa-
tion between the Employment Service and prime sponsors. In

v* its desire to reform the fragmented manpower structure and
reduce duplication, Congress fashioned a federal-local

.. , System’that parallel® in several respects the existing

federalﬂstate employment service network. The Committee

recommends that studies be conducted of the roles and per-
formance of the Employment Service and OFTA systems: of the
existing relationships between them, and of the advantages
and disadvantages”of alternative coordination arrangements.

Policy Issues

, Several policy isgsues are evident in the CETA-program
and, in one form or another. touch its major problems: the
relationship between national poliey and local practige;
multiple objectives; ambiguous legislation; the balance
among program components:; and the place of-publit service
employment in the overall desIgn of manpower programs.

Oone of the most pPervasive issues is the degree to which

local priorities and practices are consistent with national

*
.
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is subverted by the substitution.of federal for local funds..
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. objectivgs. The issue is apparen%; in .thg structural as

welll as the countercycl:.cal components. of CETA. 1In both

there.1s divergence between Ahe natipnal emphas:.s Apon en-

roll:.ng those most 1n need nd the- tendency of local pro- .

gram opgrators to select participants likely to succeed. \

'In the public service employment programs, national at- -

tentioh is riveted on creating jobs to reduce unemployment

while some local officials view the federhl funds as an -
opportunity to support their regular local budgets or as

a way to avoid higher taxes.“ The congressional response .

to situations in which there aré significant local de-

parturés from national policy has been to legislate ad-
ditional provisions which, in turn,’ Limit -the degree of

local autonomy .
Multiple objectives is another J.ssue that permeates

CETA operations and generates organizational and program- ¥

matic problems. CETA has hecome  a program all seasons,

but in the pursuit of one’set of objectives others ar
sacrlflcedr pftrt:l.cularly if. ghey appear compet:.t:.ve. For

example: emphasis on the-job creation proqram of Title VI

. ; results in a de-emphasis of the employability development

programs of Title I. CETA strives for a high rate of job

placement, yet encourages enrollimg thase most difficult

to pl&ce, many target groups are singled out for cons:.dera-l

tion, but in focusing on some. others are neglected--it is

, unrealistaic to expect prime sponsors to give simultaneous

priority to- veterans. women, the long-term unemployed, .

_ persons’on unemployment insurance (UT} rolls, those not

: eligible for UT, ,and welfare. Jecipients.

7 A third iksue that srg-nificantly affects CETA oper,atlons,

. J.S the amb:.gm.ty of the leg:.slat:.on.. The political ne-
cess:.ty for some amb:.valence to ensure the enactment of
leglslatlon is understandable. Nevertheless, the ambiguity °

+ . Of some CETA provisions kesults in confusion and bureau-

" cratic conflicts, For example, the line between prime
sponsot and federal authority is not clear. The Secretary
‘of Labor is admonished nof to "secomd guess the good faith
. judgment of the pirime sponsor™ but is also directed "to .
addpt administrative, procedures for leooking behind. the ’

.r cert:.ficat:.on of compliance including...spot ghecking.:..“

¥ -In; effect, the legislative h:.stor_\a leaves a large gray area
in wh.tch .the reach of the local authorities contends with
-’ the "grasp of the federal establishment. s
‘ The intent of CETA is also ux}certain with respect to
the choice of agencies to provide manpower-services. Ac-
knob‘ledging the primacy of prime sponsors in a decentral- L.
ized system, CETA places with them the res.pons:LbJ.lJ.ty for -

3 , - " :
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selecting program deliverers. However, pPrime sponsors are

- also told to make full use of existing institutions of

demonstrated effectiveness. Thus, having come down on
both sides of the issue, the legislation leaves it up to
the program administrators to sort things out as best they
can.

The balancing of CETA objectives and the allocation of
resources among CETA programs <is another underlying issue.
The question arises in several contexts. How should
manpower resources be allocated between structural and
countercyclical programs? Do the 1976 amendments to Title
VI bridge the structural and countercyclical objectives?
Within the structural component of CETA, what proportion
of funds should be directed to activities that enhance
hupan capital and what proportion for programs that es-
sentially provide income maintenance?

CETA hds demonstrated the effectiveness of public
service employment as a temporary job creation prodram,
but the tendency to Substitute federal for local resources
limits its usefulness 1in the long run. Congress has. taken

* several steps to address this problem: at issue_ is wheth-

e?those measures--short term proéjects, increaséd use of
nprofit orgamzat:.ons as employing agencies, and enredl-
ment of fow-1ncome persons--will be successful.

With respect to the broader issue of goveﬁfmental
strategies to countek recessions, the question 1s how much
reliance should be placed on creating )gba\in the public
sector compared with such alternatives as tax incentives
in the private sector, extended unemploymebt insurance,’
accelerated public works programs, stepped-up government
purchases, tax cuts, or monetary policies? what consti-
tutes an appropriate policy mix?

pevond CETA, Congress is considering the use of public
sefvice employment as a major elemert.in welfare reform
and full-employment legislatibn. This raises such issues
as the extent to which thg public sector should be used
to create jobs, the limits of state and local governments'
capability to absorb unemployed persons, the degree to
which local governments have become dependentr ot Tederally
funded positions, and the consequences of gu.bsequent with-
drawal ‘of these funds. 7

These are policy issues that need to beTresolved in “the
political process 1ead1nq to reawthorization of CETA. The
Committee favors the reauthorization of CETA and hopes the
findings of the study and recommendations in the pages that
follow will provide a bas:.s for discussmn and decisions
on some of the isgues.

' R
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Part 2 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
—

This chapter presents the recommendations of the Com':u.’t-
tee on Evaluation of Employment and Training ®rograms, which
was established to assess the impact of CETA ‘op manpower
programs. The Committee was concerned not only with- the ,
extent to which the congressional intent was fulfilled: v
but alsc with broader social, economic, and institutional
issues relating to manpower programs.

Government assistance in developing human resources
through employment and training programs is an expression
of social policy directed to persons who lack skills or
are otherwise at a disadvantage in the competitive job
market. Since funds are limited, the central social issue
is whether the CETA allocation formulas, eligibility re-
quirements, and the practices of prime sponsors in select-
ing participants are serving pecple and places with the
greatest needs. «

The institutional issue that concerned the Committee
wag the relationships among the federal, state, and local
levels of government in the administration of CETA. The
heart of the issue is the locus of decision making and ac-
countability: who -dec des among alternative places, prb-
grams, and people? Inherent in this set of relationships
js the question of whether congruence can be achieved be-
tween hational policiqs and local prime sponsor practices.
The decentraljzation of manpower programs has also affected
networks of instjtutions that traditiénelly have provided
training and employment programs. The unsettled relation-
ship between the Employment Service and prime sponsors is
particularly troublesome. The question is whether CETA
has indeed created a better organized system for adminis-
tering manpower projrams, one of the objectives that led
to manpower reform. Another issue is whether the CETA
programs are being used for local political purposes
rather than for improving employability or creating jobs.

15 /
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Finally, the Committee was interested in whether CETA
was achieving its basic economic objectives. Do the,
structurally oriented programs provide the skills, ex-
perience, and services that enable the disadvantaged to
function mdre effectively in a gomplex and imperfect labor
market or have they become a disquised form of iﬁgome
maintenance? Do the countercyclical public service em-
Ployment programs reduce unemployment or substitute fed-
eral for local resources? The Committee was concerned
with the kinds and quality services, the balance of
resources between structural and counterryclical programs,

* and the placement outcomes.” A crucial question is how to

Protect programs to enhance employability during perlods
of high uwnemployment. R

Although based on findings of the study, the rermnenda-
tiens alsc draw on the knowledge and experience of com=
mittee members. In addition, the Committee examined other
sources including materiald from the National Council on
Employment Policy and the Mational Commission on Manpower
Policy. The specific findings and rdcommendations that
follow are grouped in four catagories: allocation of re-
sources; substantive aspects of CETA programs; administra-
tive processes; and institutional relationships.

- "

@

ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES
JIssues

Punds for manpower programs,/v:hi'ch began as a trickle
in the early 1960s, have grown to e a sizable share of
federal and local governmeént budgéts in recent years. The
amounts appropriated and the distribution pattern define
the scope of manpower -programs and set limits on the kinds ,
of activities that can be undertaken. There are four prin-*
cipal issues associated with funding: the level of appro~
priations necessary to deal with manpower problems; the
appropriate balance between subsidized public employment
and other measures, particularly uwnemployment insurance,
to alleviate countercyclical joblessness; the proportion

" of CETE funds that should be devoted to structural objec-

tives vig~a-vis the proportion for countercyclical job
creation; and the suitabjility of the allocation formulas
for the specific objectives of each title.

—
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X Pindings

e Funds for CETA rose from $2.3 billion before CETA.
to $5.7 billion in fiScal 1976 and to more than $8 billion
in both 1977 and 1978, as the CETA public service jobs
program bécame one of the chief cornerstones of economic
stimulus policies. But CETA is only gne of the measures
dealing with cyclical unemployment. In fiscal 1976, nearly
4 times as much was' spent for unemployment insurance as
for CETA, and there were also special appropriations for
local public works and for countercyclical revenue shar—
ing. The amount of funds devoted to manpower training and

- employment compared with alternative approaches for deal-

ing with the economic downturn has been a controversial
issue.!

o CETA originally emphasized huhan capital develop-
ment (Titles I, III, and IV), with a minor job creation
component for areas of substantial unemployment (Title II).
Most of the increases in CETA funds, however, have been
for public service employment (Title VI), signifying a *
shift to countercyclical job creation. Even Title I, which

was iatended\t.% address structural Problems, has been used (

in some areas to support public service jobs for the un-
employed. The enactmant of the Emergency Jobs Frograms
Extension Act and the economic stimmlus appropriation of

, 1977 greatly increased the scale of the PSE programs.lput
also targeted them to the long-term, low-income unemployed
and to welfare recipients. The increasg in funds for na-
tional training programs and the passagé of a youth employ-
ment act in 1977 also represent a return to emphasis on
those unemployed for structural reasons. ’

& Although allocating funds by formula is more pre-
dictable than methods used before CETA, the formulas them-
gelves have had unanticipated results. Under Title I, the
amounts going to major cities, where problems of unemploy-
ment and poverty are concentrated, have declined year by
yedr despite the mitigating effect of a "hold harmless"
adjustment that maintains funds for each area at 90 percent
of the previous year's level. The hold harmlegs adjust-
ment-has not been effective in preventing the erosion of
funds for some areas at a time when inflation is chipping
away at the purchasing power of CETA allotments. _More-

., over, there are serious questions about the formula elements
that are supposed to measure economic hardship. The
formla is weighted by the unemployment factor and does .
not adequately reflect other labor market dysfunctions,

, '- 30
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. ’ ,
such as low labor ‘force participation rates or underem- -
pleyment, that may also be important.
e The NRC study found déficiencies in the Title II
formula, which is designed to channel funds for public
service jobs to areas of substantial unemployment. With

ment rate criterion for Title II aread (6.5 percent) has
been too low through 1977 to 1dentify those areas suffers
ing the most. Using unemployment data for a 3-month
period to qualify areas and to allocate funds results
in inequities due to seasonal and temporary factors. The
allocation formula is based exclusively on the number of
unemployed people and does not give extra weight to areas
with the most severe unemployment, as reflected in un-
usually high unemployment rates.

¢ All of the allocation formulas rely on unemployment
estimates for local areas. Unemployment is estimated from
a combination of unemployment insurance data and the Cen-—
Sus Bureau's monthly survey of the labor force. The other ' .
elemefit in the Title I formula, the number of adults in NN
low-income Yemilies, is also a derived figure. There are ]
serious measurement problems involved in estimating both
unemployment and poverty; both rely on derived technidues
that are not sensitive enough to yield precise estimates
for small geographic areas--in the case of unemployment
figures, as small as neighborhoods with 10,000 population.
A .more serious Question is whether the conventional mea-
sures of unemployment and poverty are appropriate for
jdentifying the kinds of economic hardship and labor mar-
ket dis&dvantage that Title I of CETA was intended to
address. This problem was recognized in CETA itself. The
act’'directed the Secrstary of Labor to develop an annual .
statigtical measure of economic hardship in the nation.
Among the factors to be considered in addition to unemploy-
ment, were: labor force participation, involuntary part- /
time employment, and full-time employment at less <han
poverty wages. The Departmént of Labor has not as yet
eveloped and refined the kind of hardship measure en-
visioned by Congresst This subject is being studied by
the National Commission on Employment and Unemployment
dtatistics established under a 1976 amendment to CETA.

¢ Another question raised by the study related to gpe !
timing of allocations. One of the most pervasive adminis- '
trative problems has been uncertainty of funding. Since \\_r
the economic conditions addressed by Titles I and II tend
to persist from year to year, it would be preferable to
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have a longer funding cycle toeliminate year-to-year
changes. ’
, /i '
Recommendations \ .

1. Wwhile uvnemployment insurance should contipnue to be
the major means of dealing with short-term unempioyment,
the Committee recommends that emphasis be ¢given t¢c more
constructive measures than income maintenance for the
long-term unemployed. ’

The Committee beliewes that training or public service
Fmployment programs should be the primary vehicle for as-
sisting those who have exhausted their unemployment inpsur-
ance‘and other long-term unemployed people. Unemployment
insurance should be used primarily to provide short-term
income support. CETA,. and more particularly its training
programs, are geared toward retraining and employability
development. In that sense,.théy may have more lasting
benefits for persons who have little prospect of return-
ing to previous jobs or who require remedial services.

Congres# should determine the appropriate balance be-
tween the structural and countercyclical objectives of thé
diffqﬂbnt CETA titles. The Committee suggests that, for
gignificant impact, the structural comporents of CETA
(Titles I, III, IV, and VIII) should be supported at a
level equal to 2 percent of the labor force (exclusive of
summer employment programs for youth) and countercyclical
public service employment programs should be supported at
a level equivalent to 25 percent of. the average number of
persons unemployed 15.weeks or longer. In 1975, at the
trough of the recession, the number of people unemployed
for 15 or more weeks averaged 2.5 million. By 1977, it
had fallen to 1.9 million. The structural and counter-
cyclical programs of CETAK would have provided 2.5 million
opportunities, or about one-fifth of the number in need
of employment or training assistance.

2. The formulas for allocating Titles I, II, and VI
and summer funds for youth should be revised. ,

. (a) Congress should discontinue the 90-percent hold
“harmless adjustment under Title I. Instead the mipigum
amount for each area should be pegged at the amount”re-
ceived in 1978, with adjustments whenever the total amount
of Title I funds is changed.
& The hold harmless adjustment (90 percent of prior yeat's
funds) was intended to prevent major disruptions in area

‘. 5322 .
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fund levels, but it has omly delayed them, Most Of the

major cities have received less Title I funds year by year
despite the 90-percent minimum., With more funds available -
for Title I, it is anomalous that any city or other CETA
prime sponsor should now receive less money than it diq in
1974. A hold harmless adjustment based on 100 percent of
thg 1978 Title I#&llotment for each area would end the
dovmward spua]l. in funds for major citles and other spon-
&ors.

(b} The Department of Labor should continye to explore
the development of an index of economic hardship and labor
market disadvantage on a local basis to replace the unem-
ployment and low-income factorstin the Title I formla.

‘l‘he Title I formula-relles _On unemployment estimates;
1t dpes not consider: measures of other labor market dys-
functions--intermittent ernployment, low income, and dis-
couraged jobseekers. An index reflecting a combination of
unemployment and low income may be a“fioré appropriate
measure of economic hardship, if tha'data for small
r asé.can be derived from unemployment and poverty statis-

The index might alsc.be designed to take. into ac~
- «count other relevant factors, such as the duyration of
unemployment and the educational attainment of, the unem-
ployed. f\, study.should be made not only of the feasibility
of an iadex of economic hardship, but also of its distribu-
tional effects, -If the present concept of "adults in- low-
income families" as a proxy forWarious labor market
Problams 1s vetained, the Department of Labor should *
adjusty the figures for regional and urban- rural differ-’
eptials in' living costs.

{c) The 6.5 percent unemployment rate cnterloq-vsed
to idertify areas of substantial unemployment under Title
II should be changed to a rate which is K fixed percentage
above the national unemployment rate. .

The 6.5 percent ufiemployment rate to ‘Qualify for Title
II funds was adopted when the national unemployment rate
,was about 5 percent. when the national rate was more than
"7 percent and practically all prime sponsor areas quali-~
fied for Title II funds, it was obviously inappropriate.

A sliding “trigger” would mote effectively direct funds

to areas with the most severe unemployment. The local
trigger, for example, might be set at an unemployment rate
of gg‘)erce‘nt aboye the national unemployment rate, or 6
percent, whiche is higher.

{d) Aannual, rather than 3-month average, unemployment
figures, should pe used to Qqualify areas of substantial
unempl oymant and to allocate Title II funds.
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A 3-month*eligibility period, prescribed fpr identify-
ing areas of substantial unemployment, is designed for
quick response to sudden changes in unemployment levels.
However, it is not appropriate for Title II, which is
meant for areas with chronic unemployment problems. More-

" over, the 3-month average creates inequities in distribu-
tion of funds due to the influence of temporary and
‘seasonal factors. Areas with volatile unemployment fare

. better than those where unemployment is high but geasonal
flucthations are less sharp.

(e) A uniform method of identifying sub-areas of sub-
stantial unemployment should be adopted. ’

The gecgraphic unit for Title IPF eligibility--an area
of gubstantial unemployment--may be a relatively small
section of a city or county. Sucdh areas are sometimes
gerrymandered: sections with relatively low unemploymant .
rates may become eligible for funds by being combifed with
adjoining high unemployment nelghborhoods The results
are funding-inequities. A uniform method should be adopted
for delineation of areas, based on standard and objective
data, that are not subject to manipulation.

., (£) ' Congress should include a "severity" factor in the
Title II formula to give extra funds to areas of high dn-
employment.

The Title II formula allocates, fypds on the basis of -
the total number of unemployed persdns. It does not dif-,
ferentiate among eligible areas on the basis of severity
of unemployment. For example, if two areas have the sdme
nuber of unemployed but one has an unemployment rate of
10 percent while the other has a rate of 6.5 percent,,
both receive the same allotment although the labor market
conditions are much worse.in the first area. A two-part
formula should be used for Title II, with the secénd part
distributing additional fundg to areas of extremely high
unemployment where prospects of cbtaining jobs are not
favorable. Part of the Title II funds could be distributed
on the basis of the number of unemployed in each eligible
area and part on the basis of the number of unemployed
above 6.5 percent (or whatever rate is used as A criterion
for identifying areas of substantial unempl nt) .

(g} Title VI should be a standby public sgrvice employ-
ment program that becomes operational when the national
unemployment rate reaches a level that s;gn;,f.ies the on-
set of a recession and remains at that leve.l for at least
I 'ponths.

avoid delay in getting a countercyclx{cal public
- servige employment program under way,,Title VI should be

Q : o ¥ 34 /’;I
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retained on a standby basis; actuated automatically by a
national unemployment rate trigger. -The amount of funds
might be graduated, based on the number or proportion {

of unemployed people out of work 15 weeks or longer. .

unemployment rates (less thdn 3 percent) should be excluded.
(h) The Title VI formuld should be revised to-take into
account new eligibility criteria.
The Emergency Jobs Progréhs Extgnsion Act of 1976
changed eligibility requireménts for Title. VI to reserve
new openings. for low-income, long-term unemployed ‘persons
and for welfare recipients. The allocation formula should
Jbe reviewed to see how it cah be made more relevant in
terms of these new eligibility requlrements. - Factors based
on income and/or duration of, unemployment might be 1nc1uded. =
(i} The Department of ‘Labot should revise the formula
for the summer-employment program for youth to include
youth unemployment factors. -
the formula for the summer program for economically
disadvantaged youth is essentially the same as the Title
I formula. It should be made more responsive. subject to
the development of necessary data, to the population to
be served, particularly minority youth in large cities.
The Department of Labor should explore with the Census
Bureau the possibility of deriving area estimates of dis-
advantaged unemployed youth from special national family
income surveys. The 1975 Survey of Income and- Education
prov1des state data on the number of youth in poverty
families which may be used as a basis for deriving esti-
mates, but the informatioq_does not include age or un-

employment status. . =
3. Biennial apportaonmgnt should be used for Tigle I
funding.

$ince Tiele I addresses long-term, intractable problems,
it may be unnecessary to recompute the proportional share
for each area évery year. The share could be established
every 2 years and the amount adjusted each year according
to changes in the Title I appropriations. A longgr cycle
would make planning more meaningful and contribute to
more effective administration.

SUBSTANTIVE ASPECTS OF CETA PROGRAMS
While CETA has shifted the locus of responsibility . for

administering manpower programs, the underlying policy
remains the same--to improve opportunities for individuals

' 35 / B | 2
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faced with chronic'barriers to employment, that is, thase
unemployed for structural reasonsy During periods of
economic sluggishness, manpower policy objectives are ex-
tended to those unemployed for cyclical reasons. ,Although
there is consensus as to these general goals, there is less
agreement on the specific questions of who should be:served,
what assistance shbuld be provided, and what results should
be expected. The Committee Has reviewed these issues.
against the backdrop of the recession. whith enlarged the
demand for services and reduced the potential for success-
ful outcomgf.

Who Should Be Served M

“

Issugs ' . .

The competition for limited resources between those who
wgre the focus-of federal assistance in the 1960s-~the
poor and minorities—-and the rising numbers of lesy dis-
advantaged, cyclically unemployed persons in the 19708.
has emerged as a basic .jissue affecting manpower legas-
lation apd program operations.

Ed ¥ W -

Findings

e The preamble to CETA that identifies persons to be
served--the economically disadvantaged, unemployed, and
underemployed-~is broad and ambiquous. The individual
titles are more specific. Under Title.I, for example,
prime Sponsors are.to serve persons "most in need, }' in=
cluding ldw-income persons and those who have limlted .
English-speaking ability. Title II requires prime Spon=-

Vietham veterans, former manpower trainees, and t
"dignificant segments" of the unemployed pop
are in particular need of assistance. Under thé orlglnai
Title VI, enacted in 1974, preferred copdideration was to
be given to persons who had exhausted

eligibility criteria for entrance-ifito Title VI PSE
programs. Sponsors were free to choose target groups,
based upon their analysis of the local job markets. -

o In addition to the statutory languagE, other factors
have contributed to broadening the client base: * the

~ 36
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allocation formulas, which spread funds into relatively

affluent suburban areas, decisions by’ local officials in .

response to community pressure, and- built-inMincentives

to select thosq most likely to succeed.

e During the first 2 years of CETA, there*was a large

increase in the number of persons served, due to sub-

stantially greater resources, and there were Some sig-

nificant changes in the types of clients.
3 Wwith a large proportion of CETA enrollees in public
sector employment, the characteristics of enrollees .
changed. CETA clients as a whole are relatively older, -
better educated, dhh~ss disadvantaged than those in e T
corresponding manpowek” programs in fiscal 1974. v

Title I training and employability programs continue

to be oriented primarily toward the Young, minorities, and
the economically disadvantaged. However, the proportions
of youth, of persons who have not finished high school,
and of poor persons are smaller than in corresponding
pre-CETA programs. The decline in the proportion of
' clients who have not completed high school is related to

the decline in the proportion of youth.

Participants in PSE programs (Titles II and VI), are
a better educated, less disadvantaged, and less likely to
~ Qome from minority groups than those enrolled in Title I
g . activities. The percentage of AFDC and other public wel-

fare beneficiaries was much lower in PSE than in Title I
programs: 13 percent undex Title II and 18 percent under
Title VI in 1977 compared with 26 percent under Title I.
The percentage of females was also significantly lower:
40 percent for Title II and 36 percent for Title VI com-
tU®red with 48 percent for Title I. While Titles II and
VI were not meant specifically for the disadvantaged
groiips, the difference in the sociceconomic level between'
their partigipants and thoge in Title I raises a question

7 £ socr;igiailcy

5 o I 19?6 extension of Title VI, COngress directed
additional resources to the low-income, long-texym unem-
ployed.. This change, when added to existing programs, may

- result in ‘a three-part system: -employability pzrggrams

largely for the disadvantaged under Title I; employment..

in regular public service activities under Title II and

the original Title VI for those hjgher on the socioeconom

laddef: and a new type of public service employment for thé

low-intome person in special prodects in the pu.blic seq:-

. tor, the new Title VI.. . . s -
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' Recommendations ' '
" - 1. Congress should reconcile the eligibility require- /
ments ampng the various titles of the act.
Under Title I, an enrollee may be any unemployed, under-
empbloyed, or economically disadvantaged person. Title IX
states that enrollees must have been unemployed for 30 days
.« Or more and must live in an area of substantial unemploy- .«
ment. Originally, Title VI required 30 days of unemploy-
ment. The 1976 amendments tq Title VI tightened eligibility
criteria: most new participants under Title VI must be
long~term (15 wéeks or more), low-income unemployed people
or welfare recipients.® Thus eligibility standards for J
Title VI, a countercyclical measure, are more stringent -
than for TitlesI, which-was intended to deal with struc- '
tural u‘nemploymnt.‘ These anomalous requirements should
be reconciled so that the criteria for participation in a
CETA program are related to the type of client to be
served under each of the CETA titles.
The Committee recommends that: <~
= Titles I and II be restr‘il:ed either to the eco-
nomical]:y disadvantaged or to hose ip the low-ingcome
group {including welfare :eclggnts { !
‘= Title VI be limited to (a) economically disadvantaged
or low-income individuals, or (b} the long-term unemployed,
l‘with representation of the unemployed poor (ificluding wel~
are recipients) in proportion to their numbers among all
eligible persons. 2 . +
These eligibility restrictions would not only result
in more consj;stenéy but, more imporeantly. assure, +that
limited resources are spent on those moat in need. Alter-
native (b) would maintain the countercyclical nature of the
PSE program, permit some flexibility in selecting appli-
cants for PSE openings, but still ensure that the unemployed
poor participate in the Program, . -
2. Copgress should establish a limited number of client
groups to be ¢given priority under Titles I, II, and VI.
The act at present identifies a number of groups for
congideration within eligible categories: those "most jn
» need, " including low-income personsg ahd persons of limited
English-speaking ability in TitIé I; vietnam-era veterans,
forder manpower trainees, and the disadvantaged long-term
unemployed (Titles II and VI); and unemployed pergons who
have exhausted UI benefits, persons not eligible for UI,
persons unemployed for 15 or more weeks; and welfare re-
cipients (Title VI). Moreover, sponsors are to serve
equitably the "significant segments" of the unemployed

Q ) . 38 - :
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population in PSE programs. This patchwork system of
priorities needs to be recongciled. The attainment of one
objective is often made at the expense of others. The
problaqlarises in particular between Vietnam veterans
the low-income population since veterans do not nec
sarily fall in the low-income sategorys A similar prob-
lem exists in trying to reconcile the pfiorities between
persons who have exhausted UI or those not eligible for
UI with the income criterion. Thé Committee believes
that the family income criterion should take precedence.
3. PpPrime sponsors should exercise more contrgl over

né

-~

set forth'in the act are observed.

Sglection of participants for public service employ-
ment is typically left to employing agencies, which tend
to choose those whom they consider the _most qualified
from among the applicants referrdd rather than thgse most
in need. Moreover, sponzars exercise Iittle control over
itle Sponsors should

the selectidn process of programs,

" tighten control over intake and selection systems either

by direct operation of manpower centers or, where other
agencies do the selection, by requiring that applicants
be pvated by a point system related to the eligibility and
preference criteria in the act. ’

El

Title I Program Mix

Issues
Two major types of program changes were anticipated withy
the decategorization of Title I. The distribution of
funds among ‘major progfams was expected to change as
sponsors began tq adapt categorical programs to'the spe-
cific needs of their clients and their labor markets.
And it was expected that the elimination of categori
restraints would generate ideas that would refashion pro—
gram design. The issue is the extent to which local pro-
gram changes have been made and the implication.of such
changes for c¢lients. ‘

a8
Findings

‘e Department of Labor (DOL) reports indicate a }ela-'
tive shift from programs that stress preparation for
econowic self-sufficiency to those providing temporary

) .
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euﬁoymen Although the absolute amount spent for class-
room and the-job training has risen under CETA. the pro-.
portion of Title I funds spent for these activitiqs *declined
from 60 percent in fiscal 1974 to 42 percent in fiscal 1976
and 30 percent in 1977. There have been relative increases
in public sector employment and in manpower services to—
participants--including s'lss;ssment, counseling, and sup~--
portive services. More than 80. percent of combined expendi-
tyres under Titles I, II, and VI in fiscal 1976 were for
work experience or public service jobs. -

e Although the balance among program% has changed, there
has been 1little change in basic program design. Sponsors
were intlined to continue the kinds of programs they in-
herited, Few of the sponsors had the necessary axpertise
to improve existing models. Moreover, during the first 2
vears of CETA both the Department of Labor and the Sponsoks

" were occupied with administrative matters and pressures .

arising from the recession.

® There are indications that the quality of Title I ser-
Vices has been diluted. Some Sponsors pursued stratedies
"involving low-cost, short-duration courses, and began to
emphasigze direct placement g_f persons who are read} for gobs.

.

Recommendations ., Y -
e

The typa and guality of training programs should be
upgraded and made more relevant to demands of the labor
market.

.Approval of plahs for training should rest' upon euidence
of specific ‘standards for skill acquigition that are rele-
vant to ocCupational requirements and that contnbute to a
significant improvement in the employability of enrollees.
Ingofar as practicable, traiging should be dirgcted to oc-
cupations that offer stable employment. ’

.DOL regional offices and primg; spongors *should emphasize
greater involveitent oOf private employers in the training
pProcess in order te tailor 3ki)l training to the demand
for workers. - They &hould foster employer/union adyisory
groups to contribute to the design, implementatlond®and
evaluation of classroom training in specific occupations .
as well as to agkist in the placement of trainees. Greater:
efforts should be made to develop on-the-jok training pro-
gramg and apprenticeship openings in the &ate gsector.

2. The Repartment of Labor -should emphasize more
strongly substantive manpower programs that contribute
to the enhancement of human capital. -

\ .
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Title I resources should be fogcused more heavily on
education and skill traimmg for clients who need assis-'
tance to become readily employable. A higher proportion

’ of Title I funds should be devoted to classroom and on-~
the-job trainjng and a smaller proportion to wdtk ex~
perience (unless accompanied by substantive basic education
and skills training) and to 3gb market services -that Yesult
in short-term employment in secondary labor markets.
3, The Department of Labor should do more to encoura&e
sponsors to develop creative program approaches. . [
The Department recently set aside funds for skill train-
ing and improvement projects and has encouraged eXperi- )
. mentation with new approaches under the Youth Employment
and Training Act of 1977. Continued emphasis sghould be.
given to such.experimepts and to the development of models
. for both youth and adults that combine work experience
with training to improve the skills and employability of
clients. - For example, work and training projects leading
to occupational-credentials should be developed in coopera-
o tion with community colleges. Combining work experience
in the public or privaté sector with. formal training might
be considered as a meansg of enrichim; work experience and
making it more relevant to the job market. The Department
should also encourage innovation by offering incentive |,
funds or by subsidizing some of th'i risk: State manpower
services funds might also be_gsed to foster naw approaches.
v s S LN .

- . ~

. Progrsm Results . )

Issues” N : S Lo
1

The 'prime measure of CETA's effectiveness is the eftént
to which persons completing manpower programs are success~
ful in obtaining andsretaining jobs both in the short and
long term. The. MRC study considered ‘only the short-range
effacts, although it is recognized that enhancement of
employability and long-term earnings potential are im-
portant 1:abj,e<:t:.ves;.5 The issue i5 whether CETA progran&
are effective in obtaining undubsidized employment for
. ) barticipantg'afte}' temir;ation. -

. .
1

Findings |,

¢ In fiscal 1976, 0.5 million of the 1,7 million per=
sons who- terminated from Title I, II, and VI programs
. foupd employdent (see table below) . And even despite some
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tendency to enroll those most likely to succged, the ratio
¢ of persons who obtained jobs to the number ho'terminated
was lower than for corresponding pre- CETA traiking and
public gervice employment programs: Lower placement ratios
are'partly due to generally looser labor market conditions,
but other factors, including placement strategy and de-
emphasis on transition of Title IT and Title VI participants
to uns-ubsidlzéd employment may be equally significant. .
Placement rates rose from 29 percent in 1976 to 35 percent
in fiscal 1977.. ‘

M i9m

" Number
(10 thousands)  Percent

2,361 -
1470 - 100
510 35 .
70 s
310 -0

120 . 8

" FY 1976

. . Number
s e (i thousands)  Percent

Enrolied n Tuis 1, ¥ and VI 2482 -
t Terminated 1677 * 100
Entcred employmént 486 29
Direct piacemelﬂs" W7 3
_Indirect placemenlsb 261
" Obtained employment 109
Other postirve terminations® | 648 * 533, 36,
Nonpositive terminationsd 543 428 29

SOURCE- Compuled from Emplo)'mnl and Tramwng &dmmb‘mtwn, U.5, Depariment .
of Labor dats.
NOTE. Derails may not add (o (otuls due to rounding
Tindwiduals placed after receiving only intake, assessment, and/or 10b referral service .
. I3’lr|.|'1witlnals placed after parucipation in (raming, employment, or sUppoT tive services.
“Entered armad forces of enrolled In school of in other manpower prograins
d131d not obisin employment. enter armed fofces, or entoll in' school of in Ofher man-
- power prdgrams

I 6

¢ Aboutwone-half of those who enngé;/employment went
through a CETA training g¢ourse or other substantive activ-
ity (indirect placements); the resgt were placed dfrectly,
. without participating in a pro ’%m¢ or they found jobs on-

thefr own.

Job opportfnities ‘were better for white than .

. for nonwhite persons.

Per

ns with a high” school or post

high school eddcation those who weke not economically
disadvahtaged appearegjtn have better job opportunities.
i@ BAbout one-third of the terminations were “"nonposi-
tive," that is, CETA participants who djd not enter ‘em-
ployment or return te 'school; this high percenfgge is . .
indigative of underlying problems either in’ sélectibn of .
enrollees or in program activities. ) '
e Little reliable information is avaiiable at this
time as to the quality of placeménts, job dnration, or
long~term earnings gains. Informatioh on the noneconomic
bepe £t &5 of CETA in terms of the human resource develop-
nt is no better. Finally, lltt{é is know apout possible
tive efchts of the CETA experlence. -
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Heeommenﬂatlonéiqﬁ// . -

1. Placement of participants in unsubsidized em-
Ployment should be recognized as the pr;marg objective
and should receive more attention at all levels of CETA
-administration,

Although the possibilities for enrollees to obtain jobs
are }lmited in & loose labor market, the study finds that )
the decline an placement ratios compared with pre-CETA
programs is in part related to less effective job develop-
ment efforts under CETA. Assignment of more resources to
jok ‘development and staff training in this function should
improve the employment prospects of enrollees. However,

" increased job placement rates should not be accomplished
through placements in low-wage, tempor@xy jobs; the goal
should be placements in long-term, stable employment.

The -original CETA legislation emphasized the need to .
find openings for PSE program participants in regular .
unsubsidi employment, but Congress explicitly downgraded
this objective in an effort to‘hasten the implementation )
of the program. A 1974 CETA amendment stipulated that
placement should not be required as a conditien for re-
ceiving funds, but considered a goal. and that waivers
would be permitted when the goal was,infeasible. It is
‘recémrended that Congress restore the transition objective
for Titles IN and VvI. Quotas or other administrat mea-
sures should used to spur efforts to pléce participants
in nonsubsidiz jobs. For example, employing agencies
should be required to fill a specified percentage of their
regular vacancies. with CETA employees. \

Moreover, Congress should limit the duration'of employ- .
ment of any participant tosone year.  Under the -Emergency
Jobs Programs Extension Act, projects are limited to a
yYear, but a participant may be kept on the rolls indefi- '

- nitaely. Limiting tenure would create pressure to find un-— -
subgidized jobs. Sponsors shorld be urged te use either
Title II or Title:VI administrative funds or Title I funds
for auxiliary training that will enable participants to
qualify foy-unsubsidized employment.’

2. Researsh should be undertaken to assess thd eco-
nomic and nopecsnomic effects of CETA. ’ -

. The national Ibngitudinal study sponsctred by the De-~:
partment of Labor is expected to provide insights into -
the effect of CETA on subsequent earmdings of participants.
' However, sponsors should alse conduct follow-up studies

[ _on terminated participants to ascertain the kinds of ‘em-

ployment obtained, earningd, stability of emplolment, and

~
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N 31 ¢
relationship of jobs to training or experience in CETA
programs. Special efforts should be made to determine
the reasons for terminations to obtain clues on how to
improve program design and effectiveness.

Research should be undertaken to measure the off-
setting savings of CETA‘programs in welfare and unemploy-
ment insurance payments and tax revenues from earnings,

. ag well as the noneconomic effects of CETA in terms of
improving morale, family stability, etc. Possible counter-
productive aspects of CETA, such as disincentives to seek
nonsubs idized employment, development of poor work habits

. in CETA programs, and any negative effects of CETA on the
guality of public service should also be explored. Further
research is needed on 'the effect of targeting, project re-

"quirements, and limited duration of projects on the ef-
fect{yeness of PSE in meeting gconomic objectives. .

Public Service Employment

" .

. Issues .
-
&+

The objective of Title It in the orig:Lal TA-legisla-

* tion was to provide federally subsidized puﬁi;c sector jobs =«
in-areas of substantial unemployment. |With the gnset of .
the recession, Congress enacted Title ¥I, which rovidad
for public servicdlemployment programs{in all areas and au-
thorized -a 6-fold‘increase in resourcef. Two of the large
issues associated with public service ‘employment programs
are substitution, the use of CETA funds to support jobs
that would otherwise be financed from{ocal resources, and
the targeting of public seryice employment to specific

client groups. Other matters of concern are the relation- 3
ship between the Title II and Title VI programs, the use- .
* . fulness of PSE activities, and the placement of partilipants »

« in unsubsidized jobs. s ; .

Findfngs { =~ 7 1 :
. . .
; + ¥ wWith the authorization of Title VI, the focus as well
f as the scale of PSE programs changfd,radicaily. Although

* .  Cqpgress intended that Titles II and VI have different ob-
jectives, the differences betweén the two in terms of geo~
“graphic covarage, eligibility, and target groups Were soon
vhadured, Host areag gualified “for both programs, and

K

J participants were oftan_agiEEE:: from one title to the other, .
B A i ) .
Q ! 44 ; . )
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e Most PSE jobs were in public works, transportation,
parks and recreation, law enforcement, education, and so-
cial services. It was the opinion of most respondents that
PSE workers were engaged in useful public service activities.
In fiscal 1976, Title IT and Title VI employees r&:rgsented
2.3 percent of all state and local government employees.

(By early 1978, with the expansion under the economic stim-
« ulus program, Title II and VI accointed for over 5 percent
of all state and local employees.) In some areas the per-
centage was much higher, and sponsors were becoming de-
pendent on CETA employees to provide essential services.
* @ The common objective of Titles IT and VI is to re-
duce unemployment by creating public sector jobs that would
< not otherwise have existed. Experience under the Emergency
" Employment Act and other federal grant programs indicated
x that there is a strong incentive for local governments to
substitute federal for local funds. <Congress sought to
Prevent substitution by réguiring sponsors to maintain the
level of public service employment they would have, had
without CETA. \ L

This study dlassified prime sponsors ac‘éording to the
extent of job creation with Title II and Title VI funds
from July 1974 to October 1975. The clagsifications were
based on observations of local figld associates, trends .

.in local government employment, prfiscal posgition of the
‘principal governmental units, pArceptions of local offi-
cials as to the objectives of CETA public service employ- '
ment programs, types of positions held by participants,
extent to which nonprofit agencies were the employing units,
and oveért instances of maintenance-of-effort viclations.

Based on this information, 14 of the 24 local prime

., sponsors were found to have had substantial 'job creation
in the first 6 quarters of CETA, 5 had moderate job gains,
and 5 had little gain. Most of the areas with substantial
gains were small- or medium-sized areas with moderate or -
little fiscal pressure. lLarger urban arsas were difficult
to classify because they may have used some CETA positions
to prevent cutbacks in employment.

& Based on an econometric model, the net job creation
ratio nationally was estimated to have ranged from 0.82 in
the second quartet after the program Began to 0.54 after
10 quarters, averaging 0.65. That is, for every 100 CETA
positions, 65 represented positions that would not other-
wise have existed, and 35 may have been substituted for ’
regular jobs. Economists have noted, however, that even
where substitution occours, federal grants for public service
employment, like other federal grants, are likely to have

F
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' stimulative effects on local economies eithér through public
or private spending. A selective PSE program has the added
advantage of being able to address structural problkems by
targeting assistance to specific groups.

e Congress addressed substitution in the 1976 CETA
amendments by requiring that new enrollees above the num-
ber necessary to sustain existing levels of PSE employment

» Must be 'in limited durdtion projects and that most new PSE
enrollees must have been unemployed for 15 weeks or more
and must be from low-income or welfare families. By limit-
ing the expansion of PSE to special projects outside of

. reqular governmental functions, it was anticipated that

* substitution would be held down. Indeed, the original pDOL

. interpretation of the statute did preclude projects that
were meérely incremental to ongoing governmental actjvities.
But in the face of prime sponsor opposition and in the
interest of speedy implementation of the enlarged PSE pro-
gram, projects were dEfined very loosely in the final DOL
regulations.

*

+

Recommendations .
4 ! A

1. The Committee recommends a three-part public service
employment program aimed at both structural and counter-
cyclical bbjectives. 4

Publlp.serv1ce employment programs can embrace several
objectives: opening employment oppbrtunities for the dis-
advantaged, providing additional assistange to chronically
depressed: axeas, and combating cyclical unemployment. A
design incorporating these objectives should include: .

= A ¢ontinuing PSE prodram gestricted to the low-income,
long-term unemployed and welfare recipients. This program
should include a built-in training component to increase
the empYoyability of participants whiMe giving them an op-
portunity #o acquire use¢ful* experience.

o - Supplemental €funds fqQr areas of substantial unem—
Ployment, also limited to those unemployed for structural
reasons. .

- Countercyclical funds that would trigger on automa-
ticallysag -the national unemployment rate rises. The
countercyclical component could either be targeted to the

. disadvantaged or partially targeted, for example, by
setting aside an amount for the disadvantaged in propor-
tion to their nymber among the eligible group in the prime
gponsor's area.

. o 7 46
ERIC . B

s .
-}

=




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“
34

’

9n akl three of the above, areas with low unemployment
rates should be excluded on the grounds that the unemployed
there have a better opportunity to be absorbed in the pri-'
vate Sector in areas with a favorable labor market. The
advantage of the above three—part formulation is that it
establishes the principle that the government has a re-
sponsibility to create jobs in the public sector, as an
alternative to welfare, for the hard-to-employ. It also
retains the principle that special efforts are needed tg
stimulate theNeconomy in areas of high unemployment.®

2, <ongress and the Department of Labor should ensure
that, Title IT and Title VI funds aig.used for net job
creatlion. ¥

Several methods are recommended:

~ Conhgress should continue to provide count.ercyc_lical
revenue sharing funds as needed to sustain the regular
public service work force. Title 1I of the Public Works-
Employment Act of 1976 authorized funds for state and
local government$ to maintain public services and prevent
layoffs despite fiscal diffic ies. Congress should
extend this legislation in so ofm beyond the present
termination date of September 1 if the economy has not
recovered sufficiently by then. is will indirectly help
to avoid substitution by giwing hard-pressed local govern-

ments alternatiwve support.

- The 1ikelihood of substitdtion would bé reduced by
establishing ugeful projects outside the reqular activities
of, local government. But the Department of Labor should
rev:.se its regulations to preclude projects that are mere-
1y  an extension of existing services. The development of
such projects may be hindered by lack of equipment and
supplies,. particularly in jurisdictions that are hard
pressed financially. Sponsors ghould, therefore, attempt
to’ develop projects linked with économic development ok
other subsidized programs to obtain the necessary capil:al

-from other sources. b

- The Department of Labor should continue to require
that a proportion of all Title VI project funds be used,
for jobs in the private nonprofit sector as an additiona,l
means of creating new employment opportunities.

- Congress should amend CETA to permit the setting of
quatas on rehired staff, This would permit the Department
of Labor to restrict the percentage of laid-off local
public service employees rehired under CETA. It would
tend to constrain overt substitution and would allow other
unemployed people to have the same opportunity as former
local government employees to fill CETA,openings.

. : 4
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- The Department of Labor review and auditing capabil-
ity should be strengthened te assure compliance with
maintenance-of-effort rules. General Accounting Office
reports indicate that detailed studies of local government
tax efforts and employment patterns are necessary to as-
certain the extent of substitution. DOL auditing should
be intensified to make the systematic reviews that are
needed. A spegific percentage of PSE funds should be ear-
marked for auditing and monitoring.

« The DOL should set up a task force to review and
establish methods to deal with maintenance-of-effort prob-
lems. The task.force should:# develop methods for %denti-
fying direct and in?;zggt substitution; devise means of

‘ensuring compliance/of ‘program agents, nonprofit insti-

tutions, and subjurisdidtions of prime sponsor areas;
examine the relationshid between the capacity of local *
governments to expand their work force in productive
activities and the substitution Problem; and explore the
relationghip between length of stay of participants and
substitution.

The task force should consiger other administrative

"means of ehsuring that local governments maintain normal

hiring as a condition for obtaining PSE participants. One
propesal would be to establish a ratio of CETAR enmployees
to regular employees for each prime spo! (or for each
employing agency within a sponsor's jur ion} and re-
quire the sponsor to maintain the same in hiring
replacements. - 4

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSES

When the management of mappower programs was decentral-
ized, it was assumed that local officials would develop
a comprehensive plan in consultation with local advisory
groups and would be able to put together a program tailor-
made for'the local labor mar This section deals with
the planning, administratio d organization of a local
delivery system. The centr question is how well did
local officials, most of sbom had 1ittle or no experience
with manpower activiti ssume and carry out these new
responsibilities durjng tHe first 2 years of CETA.

‘.
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Planning
L

Issues

Decentralization was expected Lo result in planning for
the distribution and use of federal resources that would
be more responsive to community needs than was the case
under the earlier centralized, gategorical manpower sys-
tem. The issue is whether the goncepts of planning are
being applied or whether planning 1s merely a ritual for
obtaining federal grants,

Pindings -

:In fiscal 1976, prime spon‘sor planning was in transi~
tion from a purely mechanical exercise to a useful strate-
gic process. On the whole, sponsors were better able to
analyze their needs and to prepare planning documents
than in fiscal ‘1975, the first year of CETA, but weak-
nesses remain. Some &re rooted in federal practices, such
as precccupation with procedure instead of program sub-
stance. Other problems, such as perfunctorys attentioh to
the plannintg process, are local in charactex. ’

e Decentralization has not yet resulted in a clear
perception of the nature of local planning; few local
sponsors have developed long-range goals as a framwork
for year~to-year planning. There is still a need .to im—
prove management informatioh systems to provide a basis
for analysis, to upyrade planning skills, and to develop
effective evaluation téchniques.

¢ Planning for Titles II and VI is not integrally re-
lated to that for Title I; nor do plans adequately take
into consideration other related programs in the community.

¢ Few gponsors have involved private industry effec-
tively in the planning process. Yet links to the private
sector are vital to the central objective of CETA--employ-
ment in nonsubsidized jobs,

¢ Balance-of-gtate sponsors, consortia, and large . «
counties that eicompass sinaller units of government tend
to decentralize planning responsibility. W¥When the sub-
units are small, opportunities for job placement may be
limited. Fragmented planning may alsc lead to unnecessary
duplication in training facilities and other manpowek
services. : :

&+
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basis wherever it is feasible to do so.

Recommendations !

1. Local plans should be made more comprehensive by
integrating planning for PTitles.I,_LJ, and VI, and by -
incorporating. information on re.lated prog ms in the
commnity. .

Department of Labor reg:.onal offices should dissemiriate
information on CETA national programs {(Title III) and other
manpower programs to local sponsors so they have a more
comprehensive picture of activities in their areas. Spon-
sors should obtain information on other federal programs
that are available to local governments (community develop-
ment, housing, health, law enforcement, social services,
etc.) to assist in linking CETA with programs that could
provide related services or employment opportunities.

State and local eleected officials should establish mech-
anisms to coordinate planning for these related activities.
The Department of Labor should provide planning gra.nts for
experimental models of coordinated planning. J

Most planning undef CETA is for small geographic .
Even in consortia and“balance of states, thiére is.a ten-—
dency to decentralize and fragment plans. The Department .
of Labor should encourage planning on a labor market are

This woul,d"prog
a broader analysis of occupational demand and training
opportunities within commting range. In consortia and,
balance of states, consideration should be given to mu1t1‘~

L]

county planning to make the plans more comprehens:.ve. v .

2. The Department of Labor should require evidence of
participation of private employers in Title. T plann;ng as -
a condition for approval of Title I programs.

It is important that private empldyers be drawn into
the planning process at an early stage to ensure that
training programs are relevant to occupational demand and
to advise on specific elements of skill training programs.
Private employers can be particularly helpful in planning
for on-the-job training. Since almost all CETA partici~ -
pants must eventually find employment in the private sec-
tor, local planners shounld also consult pnvate employers
about job development. ’

.

-

Local Management .

Issues 3

- . N . s

Decentralizatjon conferred on state and local gévem-
ments the responsibility for managing a complex array of

2
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manpower programs. .The capability of local governments’',
to handle these.programs eff1c1ant1y a central element
in assessiag the CETA block- grant approach. Of particular

cincern® are management problems in counties, consortia. o

and balance of stateg, where sponsors must deal with other ~
subunits of government. The extent, to which administration
of public service employment is 1ntbqrated with Title I
progrq?s presents another management issue.

Findings
* .

Prlor to CETA. employment “and tralnlng Programs were
managed by the Manpower Administration directly or through
state employment service and education agencies. One of
the most notable achievements of CETA has been the success-

« ful transfer of this responsibility to state and local units

of government, most of which had only minimal prior con-
tact with manpower programs. Now, for the first time, the
administration of manpower programs is an accepted respon-
sihility of local government.

e The first year of CETA was spent in setting up the
administrative machinery for planning, budgeting, Super-
vising contracts, reporting, and establishing fiscal con-
trol. Considerable progress was made in the second year;
some expertlse was developed and many of the problems of
integrating manpower programs into the structure of "local
government were resolved. However, local staffs still
lack technical knowledge of the substance of manpower
programs, a serious weakness that also applies to federal
staff assigned to supervise local programs,

e The framers of CETA contemplated a close relation=
ship between PSE programs and the employability develop-
ment activities of Title I. Titlea II and VI require that
former manpower trainees be given consideration for PSE
slots. The NRC study found that administrative units
handling[?SE are indeed generally lodged in the same or-
ganizational office that handles Title I, but functional
coordination is usually minimal. Planning, grant manage- -
ment, subcﬁhtracting, and supervision are handled sepa-
rately, and there is liftle interchange among clients.

® Consortia and balance-of-state areas must grapple
with administrative problems inherent in jeint ventures.
Delegation of responsibilities to constituent jurisdic-
tiong often means less control by the sponsor and frag-
mentation of administration. Balance-of-state SpPOnsors
administering programs over broad geographic areas have

a1 ~
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. unique problems, especially where adnﬂistqative sub-
structdres are lacking. Councils of government and other
mlti-county structures that are now administering CETA
were initially Planning organizations without e rience
in program management. There is still a need ffsedevelo -
ing administrative capability in subareas of balance

states. ﬂﬂ~£

* Recgmendations

1. The Department of Labor should encourage integration
of public service employment and training programs.
The planning, administration, and evaluation of Title
I, II, and VI programs should be coordinatéd. Bringing
these programs closer together should make it possible to
integrate the procedures for s€lecting participants, to
eXpose clients to a broad range of program options, to
arrange combinations of training and employment, and to
improve the effactiveness &f job developwent and placement.
2, ™Martagement studies should be jndertaken to explore
- administrative problems that occur Zmong overlapping
A jurisdictions. .

- More information is needed on administrative relation-
ships between sponsors and subunits in counties, consortia,
and balance of states. The Department of Labor should ini-
tiate studies of administrative problems such as the ef-
fects of administrative layers on processes, divided
accountability, and the trade-offs between centralized
and decentralized contracting and supervision of opera-
tiong. Problems of. fragmented administration and the
effects of using planning organizations to administer pro-
grams in balance of states also need further exploration.

Management Data

Issues -

In implementing CETA, the Employment and Training Ad-
ministration restructured its reporting system to unify
the data systems of numerous separite programs, While
this resulted in integrated reporting, it does raise
several questions: Does the new system serye the program
and information needs at all levels of government--local
as well as national? Does it provide Congress and policy
makers with information necessary to determine whether

-
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CETA's objectives have been met? 1Is it regponsive to
informatio¢n needs arising from the Emergency Jobs Programs
Extension Act? : L S

Findings .
- - +
The study finds that the data system does not provide
adequate information for national policy purposes or for
local management.
- ® One-of the most serious gaps in the data system
that limits its usefulness for program evaluation at the
national and local levels is the lack of an accurate count
of individuals enrolled. A participant may be counted
more than dnce if he or she is transferred among programs
o terminates and re-enrolls. Another problem gesults
' from aggregation of data for youth and adults, which makes
it difficult to assess program Fesults since the expected
* and actual outcomes for youth are quite differgnt from
those for adults. In addition, the CETA data system has
not yet been expanded to cover the new target groups that
have been added by the CETA amendments.
¢ There are also gaps in the iInformation needed for Y
pPlanning. Data ¢n the number and characteristics of per-
gons in need of dssistance, occupations in demand, and altey~-
native services in the community are generally unavailable
in sufficidnt geographic detail or on a durrent basis.
¢ Some sponsors have gone beyond the DOL data require-
ments and have established local management information
systems flexible enough to generate” information for local:
pProgram planning and evaluation. For the most part.: how-
ever, ‘sponsors do not have satisfactory systems for evalu- )
ating the performapce of subcontractors or for asséssing
the relative costs and effectiveness of program activities.'
As a consequence the data system cannot adequately serve
the needs of the sponsors themselves. .
¢ Information about public service employment programs
is sparse, particularly with respedt to occupations and
earnings, activity of the employing unit, duration of em- )
* + ployment, and the number of former public service workers
rehired under 'CETA.

4

R&mndations .
" F

w 1. !The Department of Labor should establish a ;:ask
force of federal and local)personnel to design a’more
useful data base for planning, management, and evaluation.
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The task force should consider revisions in data -
elements and processing to:

Differentiate data for youth and adults The high in=-
cidence of youths in many CETA programs.tends to obscure

,information about services to adults, particularly their
placement rates.

Relate data to the requirements of the act, For pro-
gram control and accountability to Congress, e reporting
system should include service and outcome a on taryet
groups listed in the act--those who have exhausted UI
benefits, persons not eligible for UI, those unemployed
for 15 weeks or more, the long-term low-income unemployed.,
former mappower trainees, etc. )

Refine'daia elements Data items that need to Be de-,
fined more clearly and validated to be ‘useful include the
count of participants, the identification of the economi-
cally disadvantaged, the labor force status of partici-
pants prior to entry in the program, and “direct" versus
“indirect” Placements. ; .

Develop evaluation data Local management information

' systems require, at a minimum, outcome data by type of

ERIC
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program ind by program operator, information on targeting,
costs by service components, and more flexibility in cress
tabulation of program and targeting data.

Develop better follow—up data 'Fur evaluation purposes,
the data system should furnish more information on post-
program labor force experience--retention in jobs, dura-
tion of employment, earnings, and whether employment is in
a training-related otcupation. *

These suggestions may increase the reporting workload,
but offsekting savings could be achleved by other means,
such as a regional computerized system with coded entries
from individual record cards. This couwld reduce process-
ing time, provide needed flexibility, and fret local staff
for validation of reports and for analysis of data,

Alternative approaches to the present reporting system
that might be considered are: periodic surveys of a na-
tionally representative sample of sponsors to Sbtain more
detailed information, special reports from all sponsors
“on a less frequent basis than the ‘normal quarterly cycle
covering gelected items not in the regular reporting sys-
tem, or expansion of the longitudinal survey being con-
ducted for the Department of Labor to include specific
items that could be extracted quigkly and fed back to
sponsors and tlde nAtional office.

2. The Department of Labor and state governments shouid
assist prime sponpsors in installing management znformatzqn
systems.

¥




Efforts of the Department of Labor to improve manage-
ment information systems should be increased. Exchange
. of infesmmtion among sponsors and assistance from special-
g ists trained in operatlons regearch would strengthen local
information and evaluation Systems. Such excha-n‘ées would™
be an approprilate activity for state govgrnments to under-
take with the state manpower services fumd. The states
could arrange® for consultants, training of local staffs,
or for a central management informatison system'to serve
all pri‘me sponsors within the state.
Technical assistance is especially necessary to make
the evaluation process more comprehensive. B8roadly con-
ceived, evaluation should deal with program results in
relation to needs and the relative effectiveness of alter-
I native program strategies and various deliverers of service.
«* 3. Methods suring the gquality of programs should
be studied. . iy
One of the most serious gaps is the lack of information
the quality of the services offered under Title I of
CETA. National and state techpical staff should explore
methods of systematically measiring the quality of train-
0,' ing and work experience programs. This would include
. assessing curriculum, the duration of courses, proficiency
. standards, and the adequacy of the eguipment for -skill
. training, as well, as the traim.ng and supervision compo- .
nents of youth work experience programs. [(See also P 2‘7) g

L3

s The Delivery System
mr - Issue - . - . i
. R h-. Y
The fragmented nature of the del.wery system was one of,
the .most heavil criticized aspects of pre-CETA mnpower
programs., One %u ose of cE'I'J\ was to bring ut a better
integration of varijous programs for trainind and employ-
ment and a closer coordination agencies providing
- those services., At.issue is the extent to which local
delivery systems are being made more rational and whether
this results in better gervice to glients. :

- Pindings '

Y
.

-~ The NRC study noted a trend toward congolidation of
services td enhance employability. Of the local sponsors
surveyed, about 33 percent have adopt.ed a col!lprehensive
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delivery system for Title I programs--one ip“}hich intake
18 coordinated, a wide range of services ig available ‘ac-
cording to indiwidual need, aﬁﬁ each client is followed
. through a sequence of activ:.t:.ds from initial asseSsment.
to traini and eventually to placement. Forty percent
retained & categorical delivery system and “the Femaining .
Sponsors in the study sample had mixed systems.
: Ina numbergof places manpower centers atre being es-
tablished as a-focal poant for bringing clients and ser- .
vicas together. There has also baen some movement toward
centralized_gxit activities, particularly job development .
and placement The trend toward a comprehensive system
“ 1s more evident in smaller areas than in large cities and «
consortia, which tend to uge established program deliverers.
"Although there is a trend toward comprehensive delivery .
of employability sexvices {Title 1), there is little in- ,
dication that PSE programs are being integrated with them.

L1
- L)

Recommendat ions. __— . *_\
. LY N % - Y

l. Prime sponsors should arrange for ccﬁnbinations of

training and public service emplogment programs leading

to career opportunities. -
Participants in structurally oriented programs shouyld 6

have access to public service jobs, particularly thos

" that offer carder potential, Title IT or Title VI opgn-

ings could proq_ide useful e¢xperience r clients trained

initjpally under Title I. Thig negl d goncept of CETA.

shoul¥-be implemented. Congress shi provide *additiohal-

+ Title_ I funds specifically to encolrage combinations with \
* PSE. training, ¥ ¢
+ 2. The Department of Labdr should arrange'for rasearch"& .

' to determine how client convenience and quality of ser-
vices are related to various T.J.tle I delivery patterns,
Studies should analyze the cllent flow and availab:.l:.ty
. N of program opt.lons under comprehensive, mixed. and catet 1
gorical systems. Centralized versus decer_ltralizeh ar-
rangements for service in balance-of-state programs should
be compared, Delivery models should be developed tha
expose clients to a spec'trum of services and ensure cgn-
tinuity of responsibility as clients move fron\l) intake to .
placement. . . *

5 T
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Continuing Research and Evaluation

J N

Issues

The growth and complexity of CETA makes it increasingly

import:snt to agsess the degree to which the purposes of
the le

iglation are met. The act provides for research and

evaluation activity and the passage of the Youth Employment

and Training A¢t adds w significant new experimental and

demonstration dimension.- At issue is the need fo¥ greater

in-house and independent research and evaluation capabil-

«itids to provide to Cqngress and government agencies int

*

. Recommendations - -

formation necessary for the development of national policy
and to provide experimental models for local prodgrams.

- X .

P‘:i.mﬁngs .

The NRC study, as well as other research activity, has
‘identified numeroussproblems requiring further exploration
experimentation’; and evaiuation. There is a clear need
for further study of the content and gquality of training -
and work experience programs, the relevance of CETA pro-

to job market demands, the'participation of the
private sector in employme#nt and training, substitution
of federal for local, funds in PSE programs, alternative
patterns for delivery of manpower services, intergovern=
mental roles, the Emplbyment: ServiceACETA relationship,
linkages-between CETA and other manpwfll.: Programs, and,
in particular, the effécts of CETA on clients. ° .

" ‘ - - !
‘1’ Congress should provide for a continuous reskarch,

//evaluation; and demonstratjon program both within govern-

ERIC.

ment agencieg and by outside, in ndent research organ=
izations. Approximately 1 percent oX CEPA funds should

Fl

*
-
-1
2
£

be esarmarked for this purpose. v ‘

The Commiftee is awarejof the valuable research .activ-
ities of thq Départment off Labor, lphe National Commission
for' Manpower\ Policy, and the Natiomal Commission on Em=
ployment and ‘Ugemployment Statistics. State and local
governments and Private nonprofit‘research organfzatibqs

have "also undertaken useful studies, However, the magni-(,

tude and complexities of the problems associated with
CETA programs in a changing economic environment are so

ks
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‘ should be underwritten by Congress. The Committee beligﬁes

‘approximately 5 pertent of the federal education budget

. institutions to deliver services, subject to giving due

“effectiveness." i

+ local*determination and.a recognition of the need for .,

- T
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great that a-more systematic and comprehensive program

that this would be a wise investment that would pay divi
dends in contribufions to national policy and improvemen
of local programs. An allotment of 1 percent of federal
appropriations for this purpose would not be excessive,
considering that much of the money would be used for
payment of allowances in experimental and demonstration
programs. In elementary and Secondary education research,

is devoted to research {this does not include allowances
for student support}.
INSTITUTIONAL RELATIONSHIPS K!

The original CETA legislation enacted ndt so much a new
program as a new set of relationships. A system of checks
and balances among federal, state, and local unitg of " .
government was designedl to permit local flexibility within .
a framework of national objectives. Sponsor autonomy was
to be balanced by federal oversight. States were made
responsible for conducting programs in the balance-of-
state areas and for providing assistance to all sponsors
within a state. Within the sponsor's jur iction, di-
verse elements in the commnity were to participate in -
the decision-making process. S5ponsors were free to choose

consideration to established programs of “demonstrated ..

]

The Federal Role

ﬂ .
Issues - - i

The relationship between federal and local units of
governmeit lies at the heart of decentralization. .CETA
represents an uneasy compromise between a copmitment to
federal Qvers:.ght in the furtherance of natiothal objec-.
tives. i‘he act ambiguous in defining the federal role.
It leaves the BSunds of the federal presence to,be worked
out in the intgraction between the Department.of* I..abo;

and' prime sponsors. , .o 4
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}Findings o ,

¢ CETA assigns to the Department of Labor responsi~
bility for making sure that the requirements of the legis-
lation’ ar2-met, but at the same time it cautions the DOL
not to second-guess decisions of local officials on pro-
gram. Since the original act, Congress has added sevegal
categorical programs--public -service employment,” summer
activities fqr youth, and vouth employment demons tratich
projects--that tend to circumscribe local autonomy, but
the basic federal-local relationship has not been clarified.

e The Department of Labor has outlined four ‘functions
for itself in addition to allocation of funds: establ:.sh-
ment of /national objectives, priorities,{and stand
provision of technical assistance; review *and approval of
plans; and assessment of prime sgonsor performance against
plans. During the first vear there was a general feeling
of uncertainty in federal-local relations, reflecting the
gray area.between local autonomy and federal oversight.

. Federal involvement increased the second year as & con-
sequence of the demands of new legislation and the aware- .,
ness of weaknesses in program implementation. 4

.& UDOL regional-office review of prime sponsgor plans’
has focused largely on procedure. Assessments emphasized
meeting gqals in plans,*the rate at which funds were spent,
administrative costs, fipancial management, and reporting.
Regional office staff intervened from time to time in such

Program matters as placement policies and maintenance-of-
effort and rehire problems, but not on a regular basis.

¢ Tension between regional offices and sponsors”cen-

. tered around repeated requests for modifying plans, lack
of uniformity in interpreting regulations. irregular ang
unpredictable .funding, and the use of rlg:.d performance
standards. Sponsors felt that the per formance standards’

nded to-constrain the kinds of programs and services
they could choose. 4nd placed a premium on low-cost strat—
egles. They also resented DOL.pressure to use the employ-
ment service agencies.

. -

\em\mmenda;icms R .
. \ py

The Department of Labor should interpret natzonal
“'poXities and issue annual statements of priorities for
prime sponsor guidance.

The Department of Labor has responsibility to mterpret
%he objectives ol\f the act. In addition, it should have

v 4 . +
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explicit authority to set national geals and priorities.
These could be issued in an annual statement of current
objectlves and prlorit;es prior to the planning cycle.
The statement should deal with such matters as rypes of -
clientele to be served, mix of programs, and p‘%terns of
delivery. To achieve harmony of local programs with na-
tional policies, the regional offices of the Department of
Labor should‘then interpret evolving national  cbjectives
and goals in the context of lotal social and economic con-
ditions. The purpose is not to repla;e local with national
goals bug to prov;de addltional and broader perspective to
local pla

2. Fede:al oversight should emphasize program coptept
and quality in addition to placement goals and other
gquantitative meaffires. -

Program agssessment should be broadened 4o encompass
the content and quality of work experience and training
programs. nical assistance has tended to ‘focus on
procedurs, but it is equally impoxtant to help local staff
gain an, understanding of the substantive aspects o§ train-
ing and employment programs so that they can supervise and
monitor the performance ‘of program contractors. Reglonql
office' should have a core of trained specxal;sts to
agsist field representatives in working with sponsecrs.

3. The Department of Labor should promdte intergovern-

* mental cooperation to assist local B¥ponsors.

The. Department of Labor should reinforce present inter~
agency aqreements or establish new ones with agencies "that
have manpower-related responsibilities (the Departments of
Hedlth, Education, and Welfaré and of Housing and” Urban
Development and the Economic Deueldpment inistration
of the Department of Commerce) to foSter cooperation at
the local level, Concerted action can improve the quality’
and relevance of lgcal training and open up new possibxl-
ities for unsubsidized jobs. . *

. , The State Role .

Is sues ’ . -
'CETA .has given state governments multiple responsibil-
ities. 1In aﬂdltion to gponsoring balance-of-state programs,
they are responsible for maintaining a manpower services °

council, administering the state manpower services fund
and the state vocational education fund, and aoofdinating

<60
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L]
the serviced of state agencies with local prime sponsors.
State manpowér services councils (SMSCs) are charged with
reviewing local plans and monitoring local programs. There
are questions, however, as to whether the state role is
properly defined in the~legislation, -as well as to whetheg®
the current role is being carried cut effectively.

B -

Fandings .

& During the first year of CETA, the NRC survey found

that SMSCs had virtually ne impact on local manpower pro-
grams. Some councils were not organized in time to review
plans, and there was little monltoring of local activxtles?
In the second year, plan review was still perfunctory

there was some monitoring, but for the most part SMS(E
still had little influence on local programs.

& Although there were some attempts at the gtate level
to ccordlnate the services of various agencieg with CETA,
most states did not systematically establish such arrapge-
ments. L)

& Thi act intended that the state manpower services
fund (4 pe t'of the Title I appropriation each year)
would enahle ktates to provide services to areas and

that these fyhds are being used mainly for miscellaneous .
projects rather than for supportive services to Iocal
SpOnsSors, such as labor market information and program
evaluat;on.

r H

Recommendations

1. cCongress should strengthen the coordinating re-
sponsibilities.'of the State Manpower Services Councils,

Congress should give the SMSCs responsibility for the
comprehensive state manpower plan, increase their authority
and resporisibility for coordinating manpower-related ac-
tivities at the state level, and end their responsibility
to monitor local programs. .

. A SMSC ts too unwieldy an organization to meonitor local

.programs. Moreover, in a federal-local sysStem, state

monitoring is redundant, especially since the state's
authority to influence local programs is minimal. SMSCs
should continue to raview local plans with a view to iden-
tifying areas in which the state can be helpful to local
Sponsors.

e
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The state may be most helpful in coordinating state
social services, vocational education, employment servides,
and economic development activities with the CETA pPrograms.
The governor is in an advantageous position to accoemplish
this coordination through the use of the state grant funds,

‘authority over-state governmental units, and f.hs overall

influence of the officae,

2. State manpower services grants should be used pri-
marily to support activities beneficial to all prime
sponsors.,

In addition to funding projects, the state should use
ita manpower services funds for activities that .assist
local sponsors and Promote coordination. The state could
use the fund to provide current data on labor supply and |
demand for sponsor planning, to establish residentia
training facilities beyond the capability of indiwi
sponsors, to organize statewide on-the-job training p
grams with major employers, or to arrange with universities
or research organizations to provide technical &ssistance
to local Bponsors in installing management infogmation .
and avaluation systems. . ’

u

hY

* Local Planning c;ouhcils
Igsuas '

In an effort to ensure community participation’in de-"

_cislons affecting local programa, Congress mandated the . v

establishment 5fiIpcal advisory councils. Membership was
to include those who delivered manpower services, thoes.
who received them, and others who might be directly af-
fectead by the quality and gubstance of programs Gffered,

It wis présumed that suppliers and consumers d opsrate
as a'gheck on each other and that members of the genera;\

.public would exercise a moderating influencey Under the

recént extension of Title VI, the purview of the planning’
councils was extended to include review of public seivwice
employmsnt projscts At issue is whetfer advisory coum-

‘cils ‘have played "the active role contenmplated by the

legislation.

-

} !‘irlings _ .

® The advisory councils in the first ¥ of CETA fell
short of fulfilling the leglalative intent. \There was a~

62 . .
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* quickening of interest in manpower planning on the part of |

Q
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local officials, but the community was not drawn into the

decision-making prqcess to any gignificant extent. Lack

of time was partly responsible; councils were being estab-

lished as Title I decisions were being made. By the second

year, about a third of the planning councils in the NRC

sample were rated as having a significant influence in

Title I planning, usually through a subcommittes structure.
e Influence on the councils-from the various sectors

of the community has been uneven; client groups and private

employers have had the least weight. Securing adequate

" participation by employers has been difficult although that

link is critical for effective planning. Community organ-
izatigns, as program operators, have interests that do not
always coincide with those of the client groups whom they
respresent. -

e Conflict of interest continues to be a problem where
program operators participate in decisions affecting con-
tract awards. To avoid such conflicts, some prime spon-
sors exclude service deliverers from Council membership
although pérmitting them to form a technical council to
advise the CETA administrator. Others permit service
deliverers to be members of planning councils but do not
allow them to wvote on renewal of their own contracts.

W
v
-

Recommendations oty

.

1. The prime sponscrs, with the support of the De- -
partment of Labor. should increase the effectiveness and
independence of local planning councils.

If plannipg councils are to be ¢ffective their members
need to be well informed and capable of taking independent
positions. Prime sponsors should assign staff to ensure
that the council is fully informed. Councils should be:
drawn intd the élanning process for Titles II and VI and
for vouth programs, as well as Eor Title I. {(The act 4

-

.calls for separate local councils for youth employment.)

DOL regiohal offices and prime sponsors should arrange

for periodic -training of council members. Councils should
actively participate in the evaluation process through
special subcommnittees or other means.

The legislation should require that all Title I pro- |
gram proposals be subject to council consideration and
recommendations.., Prime sponsor decisions that are con-
trary to council recommendations should be explained in

wiiting. .
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2. Service dellverers that are members,of planning or
technical councils should be prohibited from voting on
contracts.
The participation of service dellverers is dgsirable
to keep councils informed of issues and practical problems.
in service delivery, but- their ‘presence may lead to con-
.~ flicts of interest. Present regqulations do not Permit
them to vote on their own 00ntr§cts, but do permit then{
to vote on other contracts. It is recommended that ser-
vice- deliverers work with planning councils, but not vote .
on any contract decisions.
3. 'The Department of Labor should encourage prime
Sponsors to broaden council representation and public
: awareness of CETA.
The DOL should foster increased representation and
participation of employerg, client, representatives, and
P _citizen groups on local councils and in related planning’ .
and monitoring activities.

Realignment of servich Deliverers

Issues .

i’ The ambiguity of CETA with respect to the geléction of
‘local qiganlzatlons to provide manpower programs and
gervices has been a source of concern. Respecting the
decentralizatlon objective, CETA gave prime sponsors the
option of using existing program deliverers or selecting -~
new ones. Yet in deference to established institutions, .
CETA stipulated that existing agencies of demonstrated
effectiveness must be considered to the extent feasible.
The issue .is how to reconcile these two principles and,
more importartly, whether the organizations selected are
the best available to serve the needs of clients, par-
ticularly mihority groups and the poor, formerly served

. by ethnic-oriented, comminity-based organizations.

The employment Service-prime sponsor relationship is
particularily troublesome. In its effort to eliminate
duplication among manpower programs, Congress created,
through CETA, a federal-local manpower system that paral-

. lels in many respects the Wagner-Peyser network of local
employment service offices. At issue is the structuring
- of a relationship between the two systems that identifies >
{or merges) the separate roles of each and uses the .
-~ strengths of each. v

L 64 ‘, ’
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Findings

The selection of service deliverers has been accompanied
by a struggle over turf. Pre-CETA agencies sought to re-
tain their influence and their funding; others sought entry
into the system.

& Congress expected that prime sponsors would choosa
the best program deliverers. However, with new responsi-
bilities facing them, there was neither the tife nor the
capability to assess the relative performance of competing
agencies in the firxst year. Decisions were based largely
on general impressions, political considerations, agency
influence, and cost. Initially, existing program deliver-
ers were continued, although in many cases their activities
were changed to fit sponscrs’ plans. ’

N e One of the most striking and unexpected results of “
decentralization is the appearance of prime sponsors as
direct deliverers of services.* Within the NRC sémple, 17
of 24 local sponsors were directly qperating some programs.
This development has far reaching implications for—ekg
relationship between the prime sponsor and other agencies
providing manpower servicgh,and needs further study. -

o Community based organizations such as the {Opportun-
ities Industrialization Centers (OIC), Jobs for Progress
(SER), and the Urban League have been receiving more funds
than previously, but their roles and their autonomy have
diminished. The rise of these kinds of community organigza-
tions in the 1960s was part of the "Great Society” thrust
to ensure attention and service to minorities. They are
now concerned about whether the service and attention they
were able to gain for their constituencies will ebntinue
under the decentralized CETA system.

& Under CETA, the proportion of funds going to public
educational institutions has been sustaimed, but their in-
fluence has declined. Sponsors are using larger numbers of
training agencies and have shifted to the use of individual
referrals of enrollees to established skill training pro-
grame rather than organizing classes of CETA participants. ..

e The Employment Service {(ES), which had a leading *
role undexr the Manpower Development and Training Act and
other pre~CETA programs, lost its key position as well as
funds and staff in the first year of CETA. Its responsi=-
bilities in many areas, particularly larye metropolitan
cities, were taken over by prime sponsors or other agencies.
These losseés were attributed by sponscors to cost considera-
tions, effectiveness, and degree of rapport with the dig-
advantaged. There was some recovery in the second’ year as

ERIC - 65
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the Employment Service was fised more extensively in im-
plementing the Title .II and VI programs.

The Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act and the ex-
pansion of PSE programs resulted in a larger_role for the
ES. The impact was felt in séveral ways. First. the
legislation specified UI beneficiaries and welfare clients
as people eligible for Title VI programs, This fostered
the use of the E$ in developing pools of applicants since
these groups are already registered in local ES offices.

In addition, the policy of the DOL to relieve prime spon-—
sord of responsibility for enrolling ineligible partigi-
pants, provided the eligibility determination is made by .
the ES, encouraged the use of that agency. Finally the
large and rapid expansion of PSE programs led sponsors -,
to rely more heavily on the Es.

Recommendations

1. Objective standards should be established by prime
sponsors for ratlng program deliverers.

Sponsors now have sufficient experience to enable them
to assess "demonstrated effectiveness" in selecting pro-
gram operators. 'The criteria for selecting Title I con-
tractors should be stipulated and the ratings of competing
organizations should be ‘available to the planning councild.

2, .Several alternatives for structuring ES/CEEA
responsibilities should be considered.

Earmarked funds for E5 One alternative is,to earmark
a proportion of Title I CETA fundg for.state ES agencies
to be used to Provide services tjip:imensponsors. This
wonld parallel the existing 5 pe; ent fund for state
vocational education agencies. oyment service
and prime sponsors wuldzﬁtia nancial agreements

stipulating the services tg be provided.
"Laissez faire® Unde is approach, |each sponsor and
ES local office would work out their marrangements,
based on local needs, oapabilities, and relationships.
The present effort of the DOL to experiment with different
types of ES/CETA relationships is a step in this direction.
A two-part system This alternative would differentiate
between job-ready clients and those needing services to
develop employability. The employment service would be
responsible for the job-ready and CETA would concentrate
on supplying developmental services and PSE programs. .
Employment Service as.presumptive deliverer CETA °

could be amended to reintroduce the employment service
’
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as the exclusive deliverer of all manpowef functions
stipulated in the Wagner-Peyser Act. These services
could be provided to the prime spohsor fithout cost if
Provision were made to defray the ES cost.

Merger The most fupdamental (add the most difficult)
resolution would combine the Wagner-Peyser and the CETA
systems through legislation and create a single "super”
manpower system. This alternative would require a re-
examination of the state role in the manpower system and
the restructuring of federal-state-local relationships.

Congress should mandaté an indeperident study that would

the ES and CETA organizations, assess existing ES/CETA
relations, and explore the merits and problems associated'_’/
with each of the_alternatives. Basic legislative changes
should be based upon the findings of such a report.

SUMMARY,_, ) . .

buring the four years since CETA became operational,
employment and training programs. haye become 1nstitution-
alized as an integral part of "local and state government ,
activities and structures., Federally funded manpower
programs, previously administered by the federal establish-
ment, are now the responsibility of local units of govern— - “
mept and are conducted under the direction of state and
local officials.

The WRC study has focused both on the processes and the
product of manpower programs. It has found that local con- *
trol of.programs has resulted in tightgr program manage-,
ment, greater accountability, and more rational delivery .
systems. Local manpower planning, though still weak, 'is.
more meaningful than in the pre-CETA period, and grass
roots participation in the planning process is greater.
Howaever the shift of program control scrambled the rela-
tionships among government jurisdictions and among the
local institutions that deliver manpower. services. The
role of the Employment Service was particwlaxly affected.

The study identified several major areas of concern.
including: the choice of participants to be served, the
processes for providingmeervices, the kind and quality of
programs, and their outcomes in terms of the adjustment
of clients to the labor market. There are also serious
questions as to the extent of new job creation under pub- -
lic service employment programs--now the bulk of manpower
activities.

.
.
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The recommendations of the Committee on Evaluation of
Employment and Training Programs ar directed” to these
issues and are summarized below under two categories:
processes and institutional aspects of CETA, ahd program
substance and outcomes. s

Processes and Institutional Aspects of CETA

- Revise forpulas for allocating Title I, II, VI, and
summer youth employment funds sp that resources.:are djs-

“tributed among areas on the basis of the specific groups

to be served under each title.

- Integrate Title I, II, and VI plans and incorporate
information on related programs in thé community.

- Bequire evidence of private sector participation in
Title I planning as*a condition for the approval Sf plans.

- Ifegease the effectiveness and independence of local
advisory councils; strengthen the coordinating authority
of State Manpower Services Councils and ellminﬁfe their
monitoring responsibilities.

- Establish a federal=-local task force to design a
more useful data base for planning, management, qu evalu-
ation; provide assistance to prime $ponsors, ih developing
management information gystems.

- Conduct research to illuminate such issues as: the
Employment Service/CETA relationship, linkages betweén
CETA and other manpower pPrograms, and, the effectiveness

]

of various systems for delivering client services,

Jrogram Substance and Outcomes

= Rely on unemployment insurance as‘the midjor meéns of
dealang with ghort-term unempleymeni. but rely on training
and public service employment programs as the primary veL‘
hicles for assisting the long-term unemployed.
+ * = Restrict Titles I and II to personi'who are econom-
ically digadvantaged or members of low-income families.
Limit Title VI ¥o the same groups or, alternatively, to
the long*term unemployed, with representation of the .
economically disadvantaged in proportion to their numbers
among all eligible persons.

- Stress greater cantrol by pr;ne sponsors over client
select;on to assure that the prloritles in the act are .-
observed. .

r
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. 1. See, for example, U.S. Congress, Cohgressional Budget

" 6 e

- Gi rierity to Title I programs that enhance human .
capital oyer those that are primarily income maintenance :
programs. .

~ Glve greatgr emphasis, at all levels of admiristrd-
tion? on upgrading the program content and quality of
training programs.

- Grehter emphasis should be given to job development
and placement of program participapts in unsubgidized
employment, with more follow-up to determmezwhether CETA
participants are able to obtain stable employment-

- Integrate PSE and employability development programs
to improve”the effectiveness of both training and place-
.ment outcomes. »
- Redesign the PSE program to pmv:.de a three-partr

system aimed at both structural and countercyclical
objectives: (a) continuing program for low=income, long=
term unemployed and welfare recipients; (b) supplemental
_funds for areas of substantial and chronic umemployment,
also limited to those “unemployed for structural reasons, .
and; (c) gountercylical program triggered automatical‘ly

by changes in the national unemployment rate. . -

- Constrain the substitution of PSE funds for local
resourceés by: {a) providing countercyclical revenue shar— N
ing fuhd to sustain the regular work force of state and
local govermments: (b)s limit PSE projects to -fhose that ~
are cutside of the regular activities of local goternment:

{c} require that a proportion of all Title VI pro:;ects, be.
used for jobs in the, private nonprofit sector; (d) amend
CETA to permit limitations on rehires, and;.{e} strengthen
‘the DOL review and auditing capabilities. ' '

X ‘ Lo .
NOTES -~ 7 .

-

Offlcef— Temporary Measures to-Stimulate Emplogment--
An Evaluation of Some Alternatives, Prepardd by Nancy ' *+=
§. Barrett and George lden, Washington, BC.: Con-
gressional Budget Office; September- 1975; "Inflatiom- -
and Unemployment," Economic Report of. the President
‘1978, Washington, D.C.: 'U.S. Government Printing '
Office, 1978, Ch. 4; National Commission for Manpower

. Policy, "Commissioned Papers,” Volume IIl of Job

. Creation Through Rublic Service Employmerit, An Interim

Report to thé Congress, Washington, D.C.: National’
Commission for Manpower Policy, 1978. Coe M
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The National Commission on Employment and Unemployment
Statistics is studying various alternatives.

Progress and Problems in AlMocating Funds under Title
I and II--Comprehénsive Employment and Training Act,
General Accounting Office, Jan. 1977. .
Economically disadvantaged persons are de%ined as
members of families whose annual incong is ].es'ﬁ’than
the poverty criteria--$5800" for an an famtly of 4

©in 1976, A low-income person is on ose family in-

comé ig less than 70 percent of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics lower income family budget-rabout $6700

fof a family of 4 in'1976. : .

A longitudinal study conducted by the Census Bureau
and by~Westat. Inc. for the Department of Labor will
have information on the long-r‘ange effect on the earn-
ings potential of enrollees. ” . -7
Por a sumary of the recommendatioms of the Nation
Commission For Manpower Policy on job creation in (¥he
public sector, see Appendix C in Nationa} Reseakch
Council, CETA: JManpower Programs,Under local Centrol,
Prepared by William Mirengoff and Lester Rindler,
Comnittee on Evaluatidn of Employment and Training
Programs, Washingt~n, D.C.: National Academy of
Sciences, 1978. C :
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MANPOWER ACRONYMS
) Legislation : R |
“ .
: ) hFDC Ad to Families with Dependent Children
CETA Comprehemsive Employlnent and Training Act of
1973 R
~“ EEA Emergendy Employment Act of 1971
. = EJPEA Emergency Jobs Programs Ext¢nsion 2 of 1976
EJUAA - Emergency Jobs dnd- Unemploy'ment Assista.nce Act”
> of 1974
: E6A . ' Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
- - MDTA Manpower bevelopment and .Training Act of 1962°
PWEA Public Works Employment Act of 1976 b
PWEDA Public ?orks and Economic Development Act of
1965 .
YEDPA Youth Bmployment and Demionstration Projects
Act of 1977

4 -

-
3

Planr;.ing Syetems -

-

*

Antillary Manpower Planning Board (pre-C:ETA}.‘

AMPB |
T - BOS/MPC Balance of State Manpower Planning Council
CAMPS . Cooperative Area Manpower Planning System
{pre-CETA} *
MAPC Manpower Area Planning Council (pre-CETh),r\ .
- MPC Iocal Manpower Pla.nning Council
: SMPC wState Manpowet Planning Council (pre-CETA) v
SMSC  State Manpower Services Council =
- L] ;'
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. . Programs
CEP Concentrated Emploviment Program
FSB Federal Supplemental Benefits {extended UI)
JOBS + Job Opportunities in the Business Secter -~
. s . National Alliance of Businessmen
Jop Jobs Optional Program (MDTA-OJT) ..
. ONYE Neighborhood Youth Corps:* . ‘s
oJT " On-the-Job Training
PEP " Public Employment Program (EEA)
PSC *  Ppublic Service Careers Program {mcludes New ° .
, Careers) ~
'\PSE Publid Service Employment (CETA or EEA)
SUA | Special Unemployment Assistance Program _
Ul ., - Unemployment Insurance P
WE *  Work Experience )
WIN Work Incentive Progiam (for wvelfare rgcipients)

* »

Organizations and Agencies °

¢ BoS. '

SESa

UIS «

UL L
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-Balance of State, o -

* Communi'ty Action Agency LT ’

Community Based Organizations i

Council of Governments w v

Community Services Administration. - v

U.S. Department of Health, Education.and
Welfare

U.S. Department of Labor

Employment_Service {state agency) - \

Employment and TPraining Administration (DOL}
{formerly Manpower Administretlon)

N&nproflt QOrganization - . -
Office of Economic Opportunity (now Community
* Services Administrat:.on) .o

Opportun1t1e5 Industrial ization.Center

Services, Emplayment, Redevelopment {also Jobs
for Progress)

Sta’tﬁ Employment Secunty Agency {includes ES,

Ui, and WIN)
-Unémployment Ingurance Service (state agency)
Urban League K

Vocational Education Agency {state or local) '
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