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

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




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

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

Research Council established the Comemtiee on Bvaluation of Employ-

ment and Training Programs in 1974,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* Department of Labor and by other sources.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L}

3

Fl

CETA ommwrz":/ )

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

It

STRATEOIC "OBJEC TIVES : s
%

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

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

+

\ .
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—

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

deceftralized, nor completely decategorized. .

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

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

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

CETA has w0 major program objectives. The origmal legislation

continued the structural objectives of earlier manpower programs—to

. improve. through remedial traming and employment strategies, the

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

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

. areas of chrontc and substantial unemployment. Amendments added a

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

,

Meeting Structural Objectives

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

b w
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Meetng Countercycheal Objectives 1V

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ba!ancmg Mu!npie Objectives

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

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

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

P under Title I1. - .
i Y .

.

L}

SUMMING UP

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

v

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

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

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

areas more accerately. - -
r

Planning o ’ -

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

-

Administration

——

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

Delivery Systems T

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

*

v %

PROBLEMS AND RECOMMENDATIONS' .

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

* ) *
’

) s

Ay
Wt

4




1 : - g [
h ‘ ‘
. B 1
* P .

-

10 - CETA umiJOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL, CONTROL

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

Clientele . s

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

Qﬂafrty of Service . - ’

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

r. ¢




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

Substuution .
1] L]

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

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

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

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

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

Insututional *Networks

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

. by :%r /__\‘_yﬂ\)

. POLICY 'lsiéﬁ Az L

]

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

-
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14 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

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

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

-

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

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

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

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

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

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

* increased cmphasis on the placement of CETa participants:

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

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

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

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

~
?

3
5

\

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

‘the CETA formulas? -

*MANPOWET T

4. How h%fundmg process affected the admimistration of

A

TRENDS IN MANPOWER FUNDS

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

social climatdl

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ExpendHures for Selecied Programs
{millions of dellars) s

LY 1966 'Y 1972

T¥pe of Program Percent Increase

Llassroom traimpeg {MDTA

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

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

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

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

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

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

opt) T . a .

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

funding sources into block grants, trarsfernng control and accountabili-

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

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

than 1974 appropriations for comparable traiung, work expenence, and

public service employment programs. Congress, however, authorized

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

-

CHANGING EMPHASIS IN CETA

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

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

Summer emplo¥Yment . R

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

TOTAL 550 670 750 2,154 1.036

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

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

' Sy

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

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

Conservation Corps, has further categorized manpower programs.

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

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

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

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

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

r
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22 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

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

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

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

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

funds was for structural programs.

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

L

~ -
. gm |
STRATEGIES FOR DEALING I UNEMPLOYMENT

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

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

traiming or other services the unemployed with special difficultees, the

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

<

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

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

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

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

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

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

-

-

'

Annual Average Uncrﬁ‘ployment {thousands)

. . .

Expenditutes (millions of dollars)

Bepartment of Labor

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

bssfé nd CETA Title V..

S :

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

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

-

LY
. . Percent Increase

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

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

¥ -

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

DISTRIBUTION OF PENDS

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

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

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

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

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

' L

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

-

1

PRIME SPONSORS -

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

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

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

bl

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

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

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

)

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

3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

%
Title Vi .

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

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

unemployment may quahfy for publc wotks f its unemployment rate 1s & pereent or more
for { year An ared may qualfy fur other types of assistance if 1 has unemploymeni rabes of
50 percent above the nauonal average for 3 years, 75 percent above the pauonal average
for 2 years. of 100 percent above the national average for | year Under the Emergency
Employment Acl a two-part formula was adopted. Fufty percent of Section 6 fands for
areas of substantal unemployment were distnibuled on the basis ol wia) unemployment 1a
quahfying areas, with 50 percent! based on unemployment above the 6-percent fevel.
131).5.'General Aecounung Office, Progress and Problems in Alfocanng Funds.
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- TABLE 4 CETA Prime Sponsors Under Title |
) and Eligible Applicants Under Title II, Fiscal 1976

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

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

\‘

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

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

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

Title 111 ' X

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

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

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

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

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

ERIC ‘

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

T

DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECTS ~

e

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

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

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

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

“ T:del . ~ K X

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o,

w

’

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

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

S Depactment of Labor

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

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

L] . *

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

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

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

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

k_ ] . F.Y .

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

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

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

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

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

-

L4

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

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

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

versus 17 million).

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

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

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

.t

Jo

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

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

-
b

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

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

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

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

“ ’ L
ERIC™  + v -
L B . - N, . -
\-" . .

e




E

Q

- [ Pl
. ’ 6 . . _
- . » ‘ s
4 L ! » . .
Resources agd Allocations: - _ 37
) TABLE %, CETA Title | Allocsuions, Major Cities.
Fiscal 1975-1977 (thousands of dollars) .
< Major Qiies . FY 1975 ° FY 19716°  FY 1977,
New York £3.067 6,760 . 61.844 J
; Chicago - 36937 33.243 29919
Los Angeles . 22.}9] 21115 It 24,349
Philadelphia 13,932 . 12.538 . 13.321
Devon P 15,960 . 1442 4 15656
Houston 8,830 7.947 8.044
Dailas 4,282 3.854 T 4285
»Washington, D C 15492 £3.942 '« 12548
indianapolis 4.568 4224 4727 .
, San Francisco 8.002 3.201 " 7.790 .
Boston - 8178 900 » 3695 )
St Lours 7E50 . (6435 < 5
SOULRLE Employmen and Training Agmnisttahion,
L $ Department of Labar » - :
N Y

a

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

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

. L3

Summer Programs Jor Youth -

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

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

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

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

method for allotting summer employment funds, the Dlepartment of

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

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

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

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

RIC ‘ :

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

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

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

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

A (see Table 9} P

A + LI T
+ . [ . -
Fl ¥ B

. Titte I and Tidle V! \ v

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

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

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

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

-

Trpe of Number of Tule 1l Tule V1

Sponsot Unemployed Allocation ¥ Allocation

Gy N 19 19 *

County 20 19 m

Consortiom 33 33 32

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

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

- ¥

4

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

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

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

¥

4
MEASURES OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND POVERTY

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

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

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

-
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.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

er unemployment rate for a 3-month peniod.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and Educapun fuf the year 197 Theswe esimales were disaggregated to pnmc SpuRnsor .
. levglshy using fixed ratics based on the 1970 census of poputation
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housmg assistance, child instruction, and noncash social services, Yet
these in-kind transfers are becoming a very sigmficant component of
family income.?*

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

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

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

SUMMARY

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

, ] - ]

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

accomphshment. There 15 more widespread distnbution_ of funds than

other prublems. Lo i -

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

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

r
.
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46 CETA MANPOWER PROGRAMS UNDER LOCAL CONTROL

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

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

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

' +
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Manpower
Planning

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

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

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

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

needs. \ *F

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

Ths chapter on planning focuses on three pivotal questlons ‘

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

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

[ . .

-~
-

L hd .y

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

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

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

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

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

the* process of develop:ng these pldns. (Uhder lhe Emergency }obs -
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Programs Extension Act of [976. planning councl!s have a more
tmportant role. they must review project applicanons.)

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

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

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

" extended un the early 1970s; € AMps stself was restructured to include a
mare broadly based memh&nshlp and t provide for three levels of ‘
plannmg a state-