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P;‘eface

1

This study is the latest in a series on the Comprehensive Employment and

Training Act of 1973 (CETA) by the Committee on'-Evaluation of -
Employment _and_Training Programs, whxch .was established by the -

National Research Council in 1974 to assws the social, economic, and
polmcal effects of that legislation.

'CETA combined a score of separate manpower programs designed to
enhance the emiployability of disadvantaged persons shat had sprung up in
the 1960s, and shifted responsibility for their management from federal to
local and state officials. The act was a demonstration of the new federalism
and the block grant approach in federal-local relationships.

CETA was hardly launched when it was overtaken by the recession of
1974. Congress responded:- by adding a countercyclical public service
employment program (Title VI) to CETA, which authorized-the creation of
jobs for the unemployed in state and local governments. With public
concern centered on rising unemployment, Title VI soon eclipsed the
original structural programs of CETA. To monitor the effects of this new
development, the committee’s mqmry was broadened to encompass the
public service employment program.

The committee has issued six earlier reports on its assessment of CETA.

These studies have found that employment and training programs were -

being managed more effectively through decentralization; funds were
allocated t‘pbre objectively and there was greater community participation
in planning than in pré-CETA days. On the other hand, there have been
problems: the proportion of disadvantaged people in public service jobs

xvii
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-short-duration projects. ! g{ :
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was lower than in other components of CETA, the job-entry rate of CETA.
participants has been lowér than for comparable pre-CETA programs, and
public service job creation has béen.diluted as sope local governments
tended to substitute CETA funds for local resources in supporting public i
scrvncc jobs. ‘) : |
To focus the PSE program nore spccnﬁcally on those most in need and to i
constrain job substitutiorf, Congress passed the Emergency Jobs Programs.
Extension Act of 1976 (EJPEA), which limited new PSE jobs to the low-
income unemployed and required that these positions be established in

This study analyzes the extent 'to which targetin objcctlves of the : |
Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act have been &chieved and the |
effectiveness of limited duration projects in providing useful public"
services. Taking the congressional objectives as given, the committee
limited the scope of its evaluation to implementation .of the act by federal
and local officials. DL

The study deals with the administration and program of EJPEA and with
the ‘consequences of doubling the size of public scrvnce employment
.programs _ in a very short period. It examines whether jobs created are
positions that would not otherwise exist, but does not assess the extent of
substitution. This subject was explored more exhaustively in a previous

. report and has also been studied by other research organizations. Nor does

the study examine participants’ employment experience after thcy leave a
program; this will be examined in a subsequent study.

A preliminary report on the present study, “Expanding Public Service
Employment Under CETA: Preliminary Assessment,” was issued in July
1978. It showed that the Department of Labor’s goal of adding over
400,000 unemployed people to CETA publi¢ service employment under the
Economic Stimulus Appropriations Act of 1977 was accomplished-in 9
months. However, these results were achieved at the expense of some of
the program redirection that EJPEA had sought. Persons hired from among
the eligible applicants were still frequently not those most in need, and the
work prcjects, -although useful, were in many instances extensions of
ongoing services rather than discrete new activities, and thus were
susceptible to substitution.

This study analyzes in more detail the effects of EJPEA and includes the
committee recommendations (Chapter 2). While this volume was being
written, CETA was reauthorized for 4 years (PL 95-524) and amended in
several significant respects. The report takes cognizance of theWges

- and attempts to appraise what their effects will be.

As in the earlier studies, the major source of.data was a survey
conducted through a network of field research associates in 28 areas. The
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sample was drawn fromn the universe of 450 prime sponsors and stratified

by type of sponsar (six cities, nine counties, nine congortia;, and four states)

and by population-size and. extent of unemployment. The committee

consulted government and nongovernment officials and used information

from U.S. Department of Labor reports and other squrces. Members of the

committee brought to the task their own considerable backgrounds in,
\manpowcr programs,

The committee is grateful to the field rmscarch -associates who,
representing the disciplines of economxcs, public admmlstratlon, educa-
tion, and sociology, analyzed developments in the sample areas. The
committes also wishes to thank the prime sponsors, members of planning
councils, officials of community based organizations, unions, employment
service agencies, and the elected officials who provided information for thc
field survey.

Thls study is part of the progr;m of the Assembly of Behavioral and
Sotial Sciences of the National Research Council. William Mirengoff, who
originated the project, is the study director. He is assisted by Lester
Rindler, Harry Greenspan, and Scott Seablom. Phyllls Groom McCreary
served as editor throughout the report writing. Marian Miller, Ingrid
Larsen, Diane Goldman, *and Susan Kendall furnished the support
services. .

. The authors wish to z_aclmowlcdgc the assistance of the staff of the
national and regional Employment and Training Administration of the
Department of Labor who participated in committee meetings, provided
program and statistical materials, and cooperated in arranging for the field
study. The authors particularly wish to thank Seymour Brandwein,
Director, Office of Program Evaluation, Employment and Tgaining
Administration, who contributed to the formulation of the study objectives
and provided technical advice.

I wish to express my appreciation, as well as that of the authors, to the

members of the Committee on Evaluation of Employment ahd Training .

Programs, who guided the project and patiently reviewed successive drafts
of the report. Their contribution was particularly valuable in identifying
major policy jssues and formulating recommendations.

PHILIP J. RUTLEDGE, Chairman

Committee on Evaluation of Employment
and Training Programs .
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. Public service employment (PSE) programs, once a minor aspect of the
manpower.systems, are now the dominant element of manpower policy. In
. terms of fu:_ding;PSE is now the major eomponent of the Comprehensive
Employmcut and Training Act (CETA), thé block grant _program that
transferred management of manpower programs to local government. In
PSE programs, federal funds are used to hire uncmploycd and underem- ¢
ployed- persons for tcmporary jobs in state and-local governmeits and | in
pnvatc nonprofit orgamzatlons such: as social service agencies. PSE
programs are intended Yo be used in .two ways: (a) to,enhance ‘the
employabllxty and job skills of those who face structural barriers in the
_ labor market and (b) to act as a countercychcal measure for expanding
employment opportunities for the cyclically unemployed. Howcvcr, in o
periods of low unemployment, the focus of manpower programs tends to
Jbe on the structural problcms of the labor force, and public service jobs
programs have a minor role in manpower policy. At the trough of the
business cycle, PSE becomesoa significant part of the countercyclical
%  strategy and tends to ovcrshadow the structural ‘aspccts of employment
and training programs.
"The Emergency. Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1976. (EIPEA) tried to
wed these objectives. It limited eligibility for most new public service t

1This cHapter presents the synopsis of the study prepared by the Committee oa Evaluation of
*.Employment and Training Programs. .

. _ i
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employment positions to the long-term, low-income unemployed, those

N who generally face some kinds of barriers in the labor market. It attempted

to meet the countercyclical objectives by requiring that new positions be in
short-duration projects, distinct .from the regular activities .of local
governments, so as to ensure that they 'would constitute newly created

_jobs. .

This legislation was tested under unusually difficult condition$. An
unpiecedented buildup in. eitollment in the public service jobs programs
was initiated in May 1977—about the time when the Youth Employment
and Demonstration, Projects Act was pdssed apd new programs for -
veterans and for improving the quality of job tfaining- were launched.
Prime sponsors (thg local governments that administer the programs) were
under exceptional pressuré to cope with them all simultaneously. .

The major concerns of the Committee on Evaluation of Employment.
and Training Programs in studyirj the implemenlation of EJPEA and the
expansion of .the program were whether the pub ic sefvice employment -
‘program, as mddified, was indeed reaching persons most in need of labor
market assistance and whether the short-term project approach’ provided '\
useful public services. The comnittee also explored a number of related :
questions: What has been the effect: of EJPEA on federal-<local relation-
ships? How has the expansion of Psk, affected institutional roles,. -
particularly the relationship between the network of public employment
service offices and the CETA system? And, finally, how were the EJPEA
objectives of employing low-income and long-term unemployed workers

affected by thc_ovcrridihg,prioi'ity given to the rapid PsE buildup?

BACKGROUND

During the 1960s, three work experience programs in the public sector
sought to improve the employability of-the-participants. The-Neighbor- "\ —
hood Youth Corps (NYC), Operation Mainstream, and the Public Service -
Career$ program were all structurally oriented programs in a.period of
rconomic expansion, low unemployment. The NYC sought to prepare
disadvantaged youth for ployment: by. providing some job experience
(mainly in schools), orientation to the workplace, and' the discipline of
working under supervision. Operation Mainstream provided suppliemental

income and useful community improvement activities for low-income

older- workers, primarily in rural areas. Of particula interest was the

- small-scale Public Service Careers program, which opened up opportuni-

ties in public employmént for minorities and other disadvantaged persons.
With the decline in economic activity in the early 1970s, public sechc

\‘ . 3
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Overview . | 3

cmplpyn'xcnt programs were .adopted as a countercyclical measure—to
provide temporary employment for the jobless quickly and to stimulaté-the
lagging economy. The Emergency Employment Act of 1971 (EEA),
* enacted when the unemployment rate was 6 percent, authorized a 2-year
program (known as the Publlc Employment Program, or PEP), to create
jobs in state and local governments throughout the country, with an added
t for areas of substantial ariemployment.
en the Comprchcnslvc Employment and Training Act was under
consideration in late 1973, the unemployment rate had subsided to less
than 5 percent and the authorization for pEP had expired. The proposed
inclusion of a public service cmploymcnt title caused-more controversy
than any other issue during the drafting of CETA. As finally enacted, the
- legislation retained.a modest publi¢ service employment program (Title
II), but onlyTor areas of substantial unemployment, and its emphasis was
on thc creation of temporary jobs ‘leading to unsubsidized employment.
A ycar later, with unemployment above 8. percent, Congress added a
universal 1-year countercyclical public service employment program (Title
VD) to CETA. The nation’s manpower! policy now addressed both the
structural and cyclical problems of the labor market.
As public service employment cxpanded, two major problems surfaced.
Partxcxpants in PSE were decidedly less disadvantaged than those enrolled
_in. cmployablllty development programs under Title I and there were
growmg signs that, to meet local priorities, some local governments were
substituting CETA workers for government employees who normally were
supported from state and local taxes—a practice mcompatlblcawnh the
legislative objectjve of expanding employment opportumtus The adminis-
tration and Congress were concerned that the program had drifted away
from its primary goals. The Emergency Jobs Programs £xtcnsxon Act of
1976 sought to remed; thls )

. 'I‘o dlrcct the program more specifically to the disadvantaged, new
" hires above existing (sustainment) levels, plus ‘half of those hired as
. replacements, were to be long-term, low-income unemployed or welfare
recipients. Prime- sponsors were to make,special efforts to hire four
categories of eligible pcrsonun ‘proportion to th ‘gxr numbers in the eligible
population—AEDC recipients, persons receiving“unemployment compensa-
tion ‘for 15 or more weeks, those who had exhausted their unemployment
insurance, and others out of work for 15 or more weeks.
o To deter substitution, most of the new hires were to be employed in
short-@ranon projects outside regular ongoing government services. Also,
\ fime  sponsors  were cncouraged to contract with private ‘onprofit
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organizations as well as government agencies to operate PSE projects on
the expectation that these organizations wouild'fund new activities.

The redesign of Title VI under EJPEA assumed much greater significance
as the new Carter administration made expansion of the PSE programs an
important part of its economic stimulus strategy.

»
t

THE BALANCE SHEET -
. _ . ”
ACCOMPLISHMENTS ‘\ N - ;
. — xq\"
Some of the goals of EJPEA and the economic stimulus expansion have, to
varying degrees, been realized. - X e
B L ]

o The CETA system respondéd to the demands of vhe PSE buildup. The
goal of adding 425,000 enrollees in 9 months was achieved, albeit at a
considerable price. The Department of Labor acted speedily to establish
regulations and procedures. Local sponsors adjusted local CETA 'orgariza-
tions to the more ‘complex administrative requirements for developing
projects and selecting enrollees. <o .

o In the limited-term projects, the proportion of‘fmcmploycd enrollees
who were welfare recipients or had income below poverty levels rose,
compared with those previously enrolled in Title VI. (However, in gther
PSE programs,- the proportion of minorities and persons with” low
educational attainment—groups often considered disadvantaged—de-
clined.) '

¢ A majority of projects cstab?]ti‘shcd under EJBEA were in activities the}
would not have been funded in the absence of CETA. Further, the greater
use of private nonprofit organizations as employing agencies and emphasis
on hiring the disadvantaged tended to decrease the likelihood of
substitution. + 1

o As the law rcquigccf, projects did provide public services that w-re
useful. Government projects were most commonly found in public works,

parks and recreation; projects conducted by nonprofit agencies were

usually social service activities. \
« Project enrollees were found to perform their duties as we]l as regular
employees in similar positions. c i
« As a consequence of working together to recruit eligible candidates
for ‘the PSE buildup, relationships between CETA and the employment
service became more harmonious and productivg in many jurisdictions.

C R
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SHORTFALLS .

-

However, the implementation of EJPEA Was not without its defects.

_« The targeting objective of EJPEA was compromlscd by a number of
factors. The procedures for ﬁndmg and hiring PSE pamclpants did not ..
ehsure that eligible persons most in nczd would be selected. The legislative
requirement that reasonable efforts be made to hire specific groups (AFDC *
recipients, long-term unemployment insurance benefic.aries, unemploy-
* ment insurance exhaustees, and other long-term unenployed) in accor-
dance with their proportion in the population c.zlglblc tor-projects was not
. met. In particular, the share of AFDC recipients hired was far below their
proportion in the eligible population.
A significant proportion of ineligible participants were enrolled,
reflecting loose procedures for verifying eligibility of psg participants, and
it was uncertain as to who was to be liable for improper enrollment.
. o The increase in the proportion of economically dlsadvantagcd pcrsons
- in Title VI projects was largely offset by reductions in the proportion of
other disadvantaged in Title II programs—-mu\ontus and persons with
less than a high school education. \
o Contrary to the original intent of the legislation, about 40 percent of '
the: Title VI project positions were for extensions,or maintenance of -~ R
regular government activities. This, plus. other characteristics of the ‘ &
P projects, such as their duration, jncreased their susceptibility to substitu-
tion.
o The EJPEA requirement that the planning councils review and
%ecommend projects to be funded was not fulfilled. It proved |mpossxblc
for councils to review the 85,000 proposals in the time available;"except in
a perfunctory fashion. Moreover, the review of projects diverted time and
effort from the comprehensive planning for all local CETA programs—the
main purpose of these local advisory councils.
The basic objectives of UPEA—dlrectmg the program more to persons
who have been least successful in the.job market and -restraining
substitution—were only partially achieved. They were compromised to
some extent because of the pressure from the Department of Labor for
rapid expansion and the tendency of local;ties to adapt federal programs to
local objectives. In the interest of speed and of ensuring local cooperation] © -
the definition of projects was watered down and the criteria for eligibility
was liberalized. The push for larger enrollments in a short time precluded
» careful attention to screening PSE candidates.
Operating within the tyranny of time and other constraints, EJPEA was
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CETA Public Service Employment Legislative Changes, 1973 Through 1978 tL A o
Date Act Title Major Provisions N »
N . ,
. December28, 1973 Comprehensive . - Provides-funds to prime sponsors and Indian reservations to hire the |
Employment and Training unemployed and underemployed in areas of substantial une mployment
. Acof1973 (ASUS) for puiblic service jobs. Funds are allocated based on the 4 °,
PL 93-203 number of unemployed in each ASU. An ASU is an area or section\of “
. an area with unemployment rates of 6.5 percent or more-for k! ]
consecutive moaths. Unemployed applicants must be jobless for 30
- days. « - . . .

December 31, 1974 Emergency Jobe and vi Authorizes public service jobs for lhc'upcmploycd and undcrcwploycd

Unemployment as & countercyclical measure. Funds are allocated among all prime
wnce Act of 1974 ), sponsors and Indian reservations based on the number of unemployed,
PL93-567 N~ &2 ynemployedin éxcess of a 4.5 percent rate, and the unemployed in
Q ASUs. Special eligibility rules apply to areas of 7 percent or more '
E MC i . unemployment rates. :
« ' ’ . L e
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Emergency Jobs Progrﬁ“n’n
Extension Act of 1976
PL94-444 .

Corﬁpreheimivc ¢
Empiginent und Training
Act Amendments of 1978
PL 95-524 "\

vi

o

Vi

D

Vi

Funds for an expanded Title VI program to be ir. short-duration

projects, New participants {6r project jobs and halfof these hired for . .

replagéments to be long-term, low-income unemployed or welfare
* recipients. . ZI
Establishes a public service employment prograra for economically
disadvantagsd persons. Funds-allocated to all prime sponsots based on
the number of unemployed, unemployed in excess of a 4.5 percent rate, .
unemployad in ASUs, and number of adulis in .ow-income families. * )

Provides tenfporary puhlic service jobs whefi the nationat rate of
unemployment is i excess of 4 percent. Funde, ullocated to all pii
sponsors based on the number of unemployed, unemployed in excess of
4 4.5 percen{ rate, dnd unemployed ih ASUs. Half of funds allotted 16 be
used for short-term projects. .

All applicants st be long-term, low-income unemployed or welfare
recipients, but the standards for duration of anemployment and income
differ between Titles 11D and VI. Average vage sst at $7,200" (compared
with $7,800 previously), maximum at $10,000. A portion of allotment

*  reserved {or training. Dutation of public se rvice jobs for each participant
limited to 18 months,

I3
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partially successful in achieving what Congress had intended—increased
enrollment of the poor in public service employment projects and
devéloping projects in activities that otherwise would not have been
sgpportcd with lodal funds. ) .

SUMMARY OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS

In formulating its recommendations, the Committee on Evaluation ‘of
Employment and Training Programs fook as its. point of depasture the
stipulated objectives of EJPEA-—(a) to direct public service employment
programs to groups that, in the opinion of Congrcss,\vete most in need
and (b) to improve the countercyclical impact of pse by constraining
Isubstitution. ‘The committee also took into account provisions of the 1978
act that reauthorized CETA for 4 years. To some ¢xtent, as in its emphasis
on targeting, training, and transition, that act anticipated several of the
recommendations flowing from this study. In those cases, the committee”
considered whether the legislated respanse was appropriate and how the
new provisions were-to be administered.

Above all, the recommendations propose more cffective targeting of the *
PSE progtama-to persons most in need within the cligible population and
to areas that have the largest number in need. Second, the committee
believes that the project mode has had some effect in checking substitution
and recommiends that projects be used more extensively than contemplated
by the reauthorization act. . T,

Yitle IID of the reauthorization act stresses the importance of the
transition of participants into unsubsidized jobs and provides for employa-
bility development services to support this objective. THe committee
believes that Title VI enrollees should be treated ftig same way. While Title
V1 is a countercyclical program, the ultimate objectivesof enhancing
employability and self-sufficiency of enfollees remains central.

Major committee recommendations are summarized below. They are
discussed more fully in Chapier 2, along with study findings and the issues
that called forth the recommendations.

-

\. Targeting. The Jist of target groups that the reauthorization act
requires ke given consideration is tdo long to be effective. Congress should
sharply lijnit the number of groups to receive preference under Title IID,
the strucpural component of CETA. These might include persons with low
educatiofal ‘attginment as well as public assistance beneficiaries and-
disabled and Vietnam-era veterans, who are already listed in the act. The
Department of Labor should offér incentives to encourage selection of
participants from these preference groups, and sponsors should use a

h
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rating system to select those most in need and to give special weight to '
target groups. ’

2. Allocations. To achieve better distribution of Title VI funds to
geographic arcas that have the - largwt number ih-need, consideration
should be given to including a factor in the Title VI formula that would -
measure a combination of income and duration of employment. Prime
sponsor Junsdxctxons with unemployment rates of less than 4 percent
should not receive any funds, except for pockets of substantxal unemploy-
ment withini their boundaries.

3. Title VI Projects. A number of commxttec recommendations deal
with better use of projects to control substitution, enhancing the usefylness
of pSE activities and the process of developing projects.

» (a) More than 50 percent of Title VI.funds.should be authorized
for prOJect activities and limits should be placed on ‘the renewal of projects
in order to control substitution more effectively; (b) a substaritial portion.
of Title VI funds should be used for ngmprofit- organizations; (c) thé'
definition of projects should'be tightened fo emphasize new activities and;
() audmng to detect maintenance of effort violations should/be initensified.

o To serve participants more effectively, ;Title VI projects skould
combine training with public service jobs thst’furnish markctab]c skills .
and experience. Greater stress should aced on transition of public .
sérvice employment enrollees to unsubsidized jobs. } '

o To ease the administrative bufden of developing and reviewing
large numbers of Txtlc VI project proposals, those projects that would
enroil fewer than thgee participants should not be treated as projects but as
individual applicatiins under regular PSE programs. The permissible
administrative costs for Title IID and Title VI should be increased to
allow for stcppcd-up eligibility verification and monitoring.

4. Wage Limits. To improve the method of ad_mstmg the limit on the

"public service ‘employment wage level for each prime sponsor area, the
Department of Labor should refine its techhiques to establish wage
standards suitable for high as well as low Wwage areas.

5. Federal Administration. Appropriations and allocations of funds
should be made far enough in advance to allow sufficient lead time and
more orderly administration. Monitoring of eligibility and maintenance of
effortby the DOL should be expanded and intensified.

6. Local Administration. To ensure that those most in need are chosen
and that special groups are -served, equitably, prime sponsors *should
exercise more control over the selection of participants. Prime sponsors
should maintain an active file of eligible applicants for public service
employment and,other CETA pragrams.

7. Linkages. The poL should promote closer integration ,°f public’

’
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service employment with employability dcvélogmcm programs in order to
serve participants more effectively. Cooperatwc arrangements between
CETA and other human resdusce_and economic development agencies
should be developed to make better use of joint resources.

UNRESOLVED ISSUES
During the 7 years since the passage of the Emérgency Employment Act of

1971, the nation has become incréasingly committed to public service jobs .
programs as an instrument of economic and social policy. However, -

several unresolved issues cloud these programs and new ones arise as the
scale of pubhc seryice jobs programs is expanded. Among those that
require attention are: (2),the appropriate limits of public service jobs
programs for public policy purposes, () the divergent interests of national
and local governments, (c) multiple programi objectives, (d) the utility of
PSE as a means of employability. dcchOpmcnt, and (c) the incentive
structure of PSE.

-

LIMITS OF PSE

The growth of public service jobs programs under CETA testifies to their
growing importance as an instrument of national policy. The $5,7 billion
spent for CETA PSE. m fiscal 1978 represented 40 percent of the outlay by
all federal agcncm for employment and training programs. In 1978, 1 of
every 20 persons in state and local governments was supported with CETA
funds; in some instances the ratio was as high as | to 6. As PSE programs
become institutionalized, they may be accompanied by a shift of part of the
burden for Supporting public services from the local to. the federal level.
PSE is also proposed as a central element in policies for combating
recessions, for economic development, achieving full employment, training

“of the structprally unemployed, and, recently, welfare reform.

. Theissue is whether CETA PSE sh6uld become a program for all seasons.
Can state and local government employment, which account for only one-
eighth of total employment, be expected to carry the full Burden of
providing temporary and useful employment for the unemployed and

economically disadvantaged? The question is particularly pertinent now,

when the.growth of sfate and local government employment-is slowing,
and when the fiscal pressures still plaguing fmany jurisdictions make it
difficult for them to meet even essential payrolls, and there may be futther
cutbacks due to taxpayer revolts,

A related question is the appropriate roles of the- public and private
sectors in expanding employment for the disadvantaged. On-the-job

.
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training opportunities in the private sector are being stressed under the
CETA Muthonzatxon act, but the potential of private sector initiatives will
not be known until more experience is’gained.

PSE AND EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT

The concept behind Title IiD, namely that combinations of training and
public service employment may provide the kinds of skilis and experience
that will lead-to placement in unsubsidized employment, appears to be
sound. The issue is whether the kinds of activities customarily found in
CETA public service jobs programs, heavxly concentrated in public works

“and parks development and maintenance, will indeed provxdc the skills

and experience that are transferable to the private sector where most of the
participant$ will ultimately seek employment. Experience to date under
CETA does not provide a basis for predicting success, since there has been
very little training of PSE participants. ’

WAGES AND INCENTIVES

The CETA reauthorization act lowered the permissible average wage for
prime sponsor areas and restricted wage supplementation by local
governments. The intent was to encourage participants to seek unsubsi-
dized employment by making CETA positions less attractive than alterna-
tives. However, ‘the change has additional implications. Besides limiting
the types and quality of work projects, the change could affect the
incentives for welfare, unemploymcnt insurance,or other transfer payment
recipients to participate in PSE programs. This would adversely affect the
results of the targeting objectives of the act.

NATIONAL VERSUS LOCAL INTERESTS

The underlying premise of a decentralized system for administering the
PSE program is that the national objective of reducing unemployment by
creating jobs for the disadvantaged in the public sector is congruent with
local government objectives and priorities. While this may in part be true,
there are significant divergences. CETA is in fact a blend of national and

‘local aspirations implemented by an array of federal, state, and local

institutions.

o Congress establishes national policy and objectives. .
o The poL interprets ‘the legislation, prescribes procedures for its
implementation, and oversees its operation.

RIC ~ “
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&

4
o State and local units'of government execute the program.

Each partner in this triad, however, is motivated by its own particular °,
interests and attempts to shape the program to_these -interests. To the
degree that objectives diverge; the original thrust of therogram may be
diluted as implementation filters through departm mtcrprctatxon and
local adaptation. For example, congressional emphasis is upon scrvmg
those most in need;-but local governments, understandably, generally seek
to enroll the most qualified persons available, For its part, the carly
concern of the DOL was-with speedy implementation of CETA.

“Local deviation from national objectives invites restrictive legislation
and compliance activities which: place additional strains upon the program
and divert energies and resources from .accomplishmert of substantive
goals. This issue is hkcly to continue since the concept of decentralization
implies an element of diversity,

MULTIPLE GOALS

The issue of multiple objectives is related to the problem- of diverging
interests. The interests of numetous natipnal policy shapers; and local
program operators are reflected in the profusion of CETA PSE goals.
However, multiple goals may be inevitable in a program involving several
institutions and the wide span of CETA objectives can be a source of broad
constituency support. )

PSE does abound with objectives, many of them competitive or

~ conflicting, and the pursuit of one may preclude the attainment of another.

Central among the PSE purposes are job creation (control of substitution)
for the disadvantaged (targeting) and subsequent employment of program
participants in unsubsidized jobs (transition). To maximize job creation
and_constrair substitution, EJPEA maridated the use of special projects
outside the regular pattern of state and local government employment. But
precisely because they are not in the mainstream of government employ-
ment, transition from these jobs to regular public sector jobs may be more
difficult. ’

EJPEA also aimed at increasing the share of disadvantaged persons
participating in PSE programs. This too may have adversely affected
transition, since employing agencies tend to follow their usual selection
practice of hiring the most highly qualified applicants available.

This is not to suggest that the problems are insurmountable. But it does
call for greater clarity in the legislation and 4 high degree of refinement in
program operations. Both may further erode local flexibility.

In effect, CETA PSE establishéd a host of deities to whom the local
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sponsors must pay homage. However, offerings to one may offend others.
And since all cannot be placated simuitaneously, the sponsor is always in
difficulty. A hierarchy that clearly xdcntxﬁw the primary deities would bc
most useful.

In fact CETA itself has developed internal inconsistencies. The most
notable is the vagueness in delineating federal and local responsibility.
EJPEA and the CETA reauthorization have beclouded this issue by rutonng
more and mor€ Eontrol tqfedcral officials.




‘Findings and o
‘Recommendations {

»

This chapter presents the recommendations of the Committee on
Evaluation of Employment and Training Programs. In developing its
recommendations, the committee was, guided by several broad consider-
ations: the underlying objective of manpower development: policy—to
assist those faced with structural -barriers in the labor market; the original
objectives of CETA—maintaining an orderly and flexible delivery system
with local accountability; and the countercyclical objectives of public
service employment programs—to provide temporary jobs for the unem-
ployed leading toward unsubsidized employment. The major consider-
ations were the objectives of EIPEA—redirecting CETA public service .
employment to the goal of assisting those who have the most dltﬁculty in
the labor market and restricting substitution.

The committee’s study dealt mainly with substantwc aspects, ‘of the
public service empléyment programs, but also with the mstltutlonal
aspects—changes in administration and processes stemming from amend--
ments to the act. Its findings-include the effect of ErpEA on the kinds of
persons selected for PSE programs and the kinds of projects developed and
implemented. Most of the data were gathered during the buildup of public
service employment in late 1977 and early 1978 before sponsors had faced
the -task of finding unsubsidized employment for the newly cnrolled
participants. -

EJPEA was, in a lmuted way, a forerunner of some of the fcatum
incorporated in the CETA reauthorization act of 1978, which changed the
structure and requirements of PSE. .Thc reauthorization act extended CETA

14
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for 4 years and established two separate public service employment
programs: Title IID, a permanent program combined with training for the
structurally unemployed, and Title VI for cyclical unemployment. A
second major feature limits eligibility in all titles to the low-income, long-
term unemploycd The statute requires that half of countercyclical puplic
jobs “be in short-duration projects, a carrydver from EJPEA. These
provisions, along with a number of other modifications—such as defining .
projects to permit expansnon of existing services, lowering the average . oo
wage that could be paid:to PSE participants, extending project duration
from 12 to 18 months, and limiting the tenure of individuals in public
service jobs—reflect judgments on the part of Congress and the adminis-
tration on experience with EJPEA. In developing its recommendations, the
committee was mindful of the actions taken under the reauthorization act.
The °findings and recommendations, which are grouped in three .
categories, are discussed in relation both to the conclusions of the study ‘
and to changes incorporated in the CETA ‘reauthorization. These categories
are participants, projects, and administrative and institutional roles.

PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS ' .

o Tightening eligibility criteria under the Emergency Jobs Programs S,
Extension Act had the predictable effect of shrinking the size of the .
population potentially eligible fof most new /PSE__positions——-from 20.2 )

million persons previously eligible to 4.4 million eligible for PSE projects
under EJPEA, as.shown in Table 1.! Project patticipants had to be members

of welfare families or low-income persons unemployed for 15 weeks or
more. While prime sponsors had to chovse enrollees for projects from a
more disadvantaged pool of applicants—paorer, less educated, and more
“likely to be nonwhite than those eligible before EYPEA—there were still
more than 10 persons eligible for every position available. Selection was

left to local officials. .

REACHING THOSE MOST IN NEED .

The net result’of (a) a smaller and more disadvantaged eligible population;
(b) provisions requiring selection in proportion to numbers in the eligible
population of AFDC recipients, unemployment insurance beneficiaries,

'Under EJPEA, new enrollees for Title VI pugiic service project positions and for half of the
vacancies tn the regular Title VI positions were to be drawn from the low-income, long-term
unemployed, estimated to number 4.4 million. Enrollees for the otner half of the Title VI

——— vacancies and-for_Title Il were drawn from an unemployed and underemployed population,
estimated at 20.2 million.

) Q ‘ ‘~2 \;
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R TABLE 1 Persons Eligible for CETA Public Service Employment Programs and Partlclpants Before and After the
Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act
. A Potentially .
a . Eligible Participants .
. Eligibility . “Population -
Requirements «(millions) Date Number
Before EJPEA . .
Title 11 ) A Unemployed 30 days or more; or 20.2 “June 1976 74,000
underemployed .
Title V1 Same as'l"tlc‘ll above 202 - June1976 ° 171,000
After EJPEA (Qciober 1976) RN —
Title Il Same as Title 11, above 20.2 March 1978 129,000
Title V1 Projects . Unemployed 15 weeks or more and 44 March 1978 347,000
" member of low-income family;, AFDC ,
tecipients .
T'tlc V1 Sustainment
- Half of new dnrollees for regular Tnlc Vi Same as-Title VI Projects 4.4 ¢ March 1978 82,000
. positions
- Half of new enrollees for regular Title Vi Same as Title I, above 20.2 March<1978 184,000
positions and participants carried over T . .
from before October 1976 ' ) -
JQ. .1; 4




Findings and Recommendations i 17

uncmployfncnt insurance e¢xhaustees, and other low-income persons

jobless for 15 weeks or longer; (c) Department of Labor requirements for

determining and verifying cligibility, and (d) selection practices of prime

sponsors and employing agencm was a.mixture of changes in charactcns-
- lics of psE enrollees.

. Thos; hired for projects reflected the more stringent requirements—a
larger proportion were poor, welfare recipients, and unemployed than
those previously enrolled in PSE programs. However, ‘the proportion of
disadvantaged persons hired for project pasitions was significantly smaller

- than their proportion in the eligible population. While 93 percent of the
eligible population had incomes below the poverty level; only 73 percent of
those enrolled in pSE projects.were in this- category. Similarly, the
proportions of persons with les$ than a hlgh school education, welfare
recipients, and women were lower than their propomons in the eligible
population. The least disadvantaged came off best in the recruitment and
hiring process. ‘

"o The impact of the new eligibility requirements on regular Title Vi
“sustainment” positions was more limited because they applied to only
half of new hires. There were some gains in the proportions of enrollees
who were economically disadvantaged or were welfare recipients, but
. other changes were relatively small.

o EJPEA. eligibility requirements applied only to Title Vi, and not to
Title II (PSE for areas of substantial unemployment). However, both
programs were handled by the same sponsors and there are ‘indications
that EJPEA had an.indirect effect on the selection of Title II enrollees.
Labor Dcpartmcnt data show a decline in the proporiion of minorities and
persons with low educational attainment in Title 1I programs, suggesting
that sponsors might have selected less disadvantaged persons for Title Il
positions and more dlsadvantagcd applicants for Title VI.

e EJPEA reqiired that prime sponsors hire AFDC recipients, unemploy-
ment insurance beneficiaries, unemployment insurance exhaustees, and the
long-term unemployed ih pr0port|on to their numbers in the chgnblc
population. Prime sponsors, in cooperation with employment service
offices, established pools of eligibles from these four groups, but most had
no mechanism to ensure proportionate selection and some were unaware
of this requirement. Equitable allocation -of openings among various
groups has not occurred. Problems in obtaining necessary data, the
difficulty of matching applicants with openings, and the complexity of too
many competing target groups are responsible, according to local officials. «
The proportion of ARDC recipients and Ul beneficiaries hired was far below
their proportion either in the applicant pools or in the eligible population.

o
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o Recruitment for projects was influenced by prime sponsor policies in
developing and approving projects. In half of the areas studied, sponsors

~advised project operators to design projects compatible with the skills of
‘the long-term unemployed. In the remaining areas, the development of

projects, and hence recruitment, tended to be demand-oriented-=the

_ activities to be performed were identified first, and the selection of qualified

applicants followed:

The effect of EIPEA cligibility requirements was thus confined to certain

‘segments of the PSE program and -was diluted by offsetting changes in

other PSE .programs. The policies of the Department -of Labor on -
ferification of eligibility and the selection and hiring practices of prime
sponsors had as much to do with changes in the characteristics of enrollees
as the eligibility requirements did. Once projects were approved, employ-
ing agencies tended to choose the best qualified applicants from among
those eligible, rather than those most.in need.

The targeting objectives of EJPEA were frustrated by several other’
developments. Chief among these was the unrelenting pressure on prime
spansors to meet hiring schedules. Not only was there no time to ensure
that less qualified persons would have equal access to positions, there was
not enough time to adequately verify eligibility.

Short-term, low-paying project jobs had limited appeal for persons on
welfare or for unemployment insurance recipients. The low participation
rate of the persons who needed labor market assistance most was also
attributed to the sex stereotyping of positions and reluctance to refer or

hire female applicants, merit system standards that tend to favor persons

with more education, and the widespread practice of preselecting qualified
candidates. -

Recommendations

Higher enrollment of persons most in need can be achieved by changing
the eligibility requirements in the act or by tightening selection processes,
or both. The CETA reauthorization act took the former approach It
established a special title (IID) to provide pse jobs for the hard-core
unemployed, using the tighter eligibility criteria introduced by EJPEA for
project positions. Title VI, reserved for countercyclical public service
employment, was also limited to the low-income, long-term unemployed
and welfare recipients, but the criteria were loosened. Establishing a
structural pSE program and restricting eligibility for countercyclical
programs will help, but experience under EJPEA suggests that it is also
necessary to tighten the selection processes.
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The major targeting impediment is the tendency to hire the most
qualified from among the eligible population. In order to direct the PSE
program more closely to' those most in need and to ensure equitable
consideration of priority groups, the committee recommends that (1)
‘Congress specify a smaller number of target groups, (2) the DoL offgr
incentives to encourage the selection of Title 11D participants from these
groups, (3) the DOL encourage sponsors to select participants objectively
by using a rating system, and (4) the DOL require prime sponsors to
establish job search orientation and training for PSE applicants to
encourage and assist those who are able to do so to find unsubsidized
employment. These recommendations are discussed i the following
secticns.

Priority -Groups The four low-income groups specified in EJPEA. for
equitable treatment (AFDC and UI beneficiaries, UI exhaustees, and long-
term unemployed) were overlaid on existing provisions of the act. The
Department of Labor also set a goal for hiring veterans (35 percent of new
hires), which took precedence over other requirements. But the legislation
did not mandate equitable allocation of jobs among the four groups
identified in EJPEA, and the hasty enrollment buildup precluded a careful
balancing of the interests of each of thee with the many other client
categories listed in the legislation and with the priorities established by

local prime sponsors. ¢ - )

The CETA reauthorization act of 1978 changed the targeting rules. The
act states that public service jobs are intended for those who need labor
market assistance and that consideration must be given to Vietnam-era
veterans and public welfare recipients. But it added, by reference to Title
111, a host of additional groups—offenders, persons of limited English
language proficiency, handicapped persons, women, single parents, dis-
placed homemakers, youth, older workers, and persons with limited
education. And sponsors must still give equitable treatment to locally
identified significant segments of the eligible population.

Too many priorities means no priorities. Identifying so many groups for
special emphasis weakens the targeting thrust of the legislation and
burdens prime sponsors with competing priorities. It is”an unworkable
requirement, particularly in the light of multiple-eligibility requirements
for other titles of CETA . It is too broad to have any practical effect in
limiting enrollment to the most disadvantaged (see chart p. 20-21).

To ensure that those most in need are moved to the head of the queue
and to be more effective in targeting to selected preference groups, the
committee recommends that the act.be amended to give priority to a smaller
number of categories in Title IID. Since that title is intended for the

L.
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CETA — Changes in Eligibility and Targeting for Public Service Employntent, 1973-1978 ¢
Date Act Titla Eligibility . -Targeling
Dec. 28, Comprehensive Il 1. Unemployed 30 days or 1. Consideration for most severely !
1973 Employtent and Ateas of more or underemployed. disadvantaged in terms of length of *
«Training Act of Substantial . . « unemployment and prospects of obtaining a
.93 Unemployment Job: Vietnam veterans; and former
PL 93-203 . ' manpower trainees. Equitable treatment for
- ’ significant segments of the uncmploycd .
, ! population.
Dec. 31, Emerngéncy Jobs vl 2. Unemployed 30 days or 2. Thesameasin 1, above. Also preferred
1974 and Unemployment Countercyclical more 6r undere mployed. , 'consideration for: the unemployed who .
Assistance Act of public service For areas of excessively . have exhausted Ul benefits; unemployed .
1974 cmployment high unemployment (7 not eligible for Ul (except new entrants);
PL 93-567 ’ percent or more), + persons unemployed 15 or more weeks,
unemployed 1§ instead of ' recently separated veterans (within last4
30 days., . }'ears)
O, 1, Enjergency-Jobs | VI 3. For half of vacanciesin 3 ‘2"' half of vacancies in regular positions
1976 * Programs Countereydlical regular positions above " aboveune 1976 levels:the sameasin 2,
Extension Act of public service © Junel976 level:thesame ~ - qbove
1976 employment ssin 2, above.
PL 94-444 4. Forthe remaining half of 4. For the remaining half of regular vacancies
‘ regular vacancies and for . and for new project positions: the same s in
. new project positions: (2) 2, abovc In addition, equitablé allocation of
member of low-income Jobs among: members of low-income . *
family, and (b) cither families who received unemployment
received unemployment insurance for 15 or more weeks, were not
»  insurance for 15 or more cligible for Ul but wege unemployed 15 or *
3 ) weeks, was not eligible for more weeks, exhausted Ul entitiement, or

Ul but was unemployed for  * were AFDC recipients: (lgw-income .

Y
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Oct. 27, Comprehensive
1978 Employmentand
Training Act
Amendments of
1978
PL 95-524

Iz

11y}

Public service
employment for
the
economically
disadvantaged

V1 1y
Countercyclicat
public service
employment

15 or more weeks,
exhausted Ul entitlement,
vt was an AFDC recipient.
(Low-incame defined as
family income of less than
70 percent of the BLS
lower level family budget.)

. Unemployed 15 weeksand

member of low-income
family; or member of
family receivieg AFDC or
SSl. (Low-income defined
as family income of less
than 70 percent of the BLS
family budget) "~

. Unemployed 10 of last 12

weeks, and unemployed at
time of determination; and

" an AFDC or SS! recipient

oramember of alow-
income family. (Low-
incomeisdefinedas a
family income ofless than
100 percent of the BLS
lower level family budget.)

defined as family ifcome of less than 70,
peroent of the BLS lower level family
budget.) .

. Intended for most severely disadvantaged

in terms of length of unemployment and
prospecta of obtaining a job. Consideration lo
be given 10: Vietnam-¢ra veterans; public
assistance recipients; groups facing labor
market disadvantages, identified as: offenders,
persons of limited English language
proficiency; handicapped, women, single
parents, displaced homemakers, youth, older
workers, persons facking educational
credentials, and others named by the Secretary
of Labor. Equitable treatment for significant
segments of the unemployed population:

. The same asin 5, above.
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structurally unemployed, targeting is more relevant than in the counter-
cyclical Title VI._In addition to disabled and Vietnam-era veterans and to
public assistance receplents. who are specifically mentioned in the reauthori-
zation act, the committee recommends that Title IID preference be given to
persons of low educational attajiment.

Vietndn-vra and disabled/veterans are ineluded because of overriding
‘national policies. Consideration for public assistance recipients is consis-
tent with policies to provide a positive alternative to transfer payments and
to use CETA as an instrument of welfare reform. Priority for persons of low
education is justified because that group traditionally has the poorest
prospects for obtaining suitable jobs. Preference for these four categories of
applicants should not foreclosé selection of persons from other vulnerable
groups and locally determined sngmhcant segments. :

.Objective Rating of AppIicants To ensure that p’c;sons hired are not only
eligible but are the most in need and represent target groups proportion-
/ ately, some prime sponsors have devised objective methods of rating
applicants. In San Joaquin applicants are given “eligibility points” for.
factors such as length of unemployment, veteran "status, educational
attainment, and previous income. Applicants with the highest scores are
placed first. This has proved a useful control'over the referral and selection
process and can be used 10 balance the proportions of eligible groups. The
committee urges the Department of Labor to promote the usg of rating
- systems for selecting PSE candidates in an objective and equitable manner.

Incentive System  The DOL should also consider using discretionary funds
Jfor incentives to achieve targeting. Incentives could be basetl on achieve-
ment of flexible norrs, whiclr would take into consideration local
circumstances and be arrived at individually in consultation with prime
sponsors. For example, if the goal is to hire persons with low educational
attainment, discretionary funds could be used to reimburse sponsors for
part of the cost of hiring such persons above the agseed-upor norm. This

- would énable sponsors to meet federal objectives without diminishing
attention to other groups of applicants.

Jol; Search As another method of ensuring that those with the least™ -
prospects of obtaining employment are hired, the poL should urge prime .
sporsors (or, by delegation, the employment service or other agency) to offer

* job search training to all enrollees prior to employment in PSE. If all those
selected for public service employment were given job search training,
those with the best qualifications may be able to find suitable unsubsidized

S \ \ -
S . .
1v o




Findings and Recommendations 23

jobs directly, leaving the CETA openings for those experiencing more labor
market problems.

The widespread practice of preselecting candidates by the employing
agencies, which usually results in hiring of the best qualified applicants and
is also susceptible to nepotism and political favoritism, should be
climinated. The use of an independent agency, not subject to local political
pressures, to make referrals based on an objective rating system, would
restrain this practice. Employing agencies that"dd not accept persons
referred to them could be denigd participants.

ENFORCING ELIGIBILITY RULES

Whatever effect the strict EJPEA eligibility rules might have had on
improving targeting was reduced by the sizable proportion of ineligibles in

. public service employment programs. Difficulties in determining family
income, self-certification by applicants, loose methods of verification, and,
more important, the rdsh to erroll participants and failure to assign
accountability for mispayments, all contributed to ineligibility. If eligibility
was certified by the employment service, neither the prime sponsor nor the
employment service was liable for repayment of CETA PSE funds paid to
participants found to be ineligible. This policy encouraged the use of the
employment service in the program, but it was not without its price. A
Department of Labor audit in selected aréas found that 12 percent of those
hired under the new eligibility rules were ineligible; other sources indicate
even highcf rates of ineligikility.

Recommendations

The reauthorization agt gives the Department of Labor more authority to

enforce eligibility . files. Prime sponsors are clearly accountable for

misspent funds if they fail to comply with the act. The DOL regulations

interpret compliance to mean maintaining a record of the applicants’

employment, welfare, family income, hanticap, veteran, and school status,

and other pertinent data; a review of the applicant record for completeness

and internal consistency; and a follow-up check on a statistically

significant sample of participants to verify data furnished by them. More 1
\
|
|

thorough verification would, or course, entail more time and higher
administrative costs. The committee recommends an appropriate increase in
permissible administrative costs for verification of eligibility and program
monitoring. This investment would pay off in effectiveness in reaching
target populations. )

. Efforts to control eligibility and tighten the selection process should be

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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high on the agenda of the independent monitoring unit to be established by '
cach prime sponsor under the CETA reauthorization act. The poL should -

- develop a strategy to strengthen the 1nte‘§nty of the program by training
the regional office staff to recognize program weaknesses and by assisting
prime sponsor staff in the use of objective methods of selecting participants
and other measures to prevent program abuses. Under CETA reauthoriza-
tion, the auditing and comphance function of the DOL ‘is considerably
strengthened. The committee assumes that monitoring of eligibility
processes will be one of the responsibilities of program monitors.

-~

-

REVISING ALLOCATION FORMULAS

The committee believes that the. allocation formulas d6 not adequately
reflect the targeting objectives of the act. Although eligibility is lilited to
the low-income unemployed population, the Title VI allocation 0
has no income element. In an earlier report the committee recommend
that the Title VI formula be revised to take into account new eligibility
requirements under EJPEA (National Research Council, 1978a, p. 22).
Revision is even more crucial now, since the reauthorization act changes
PSE eligibility standards*for Titie IID and Title VI by combining income
with unemployment. The Title VI formula under.the reauthorization act
continues to distribute funds solely on the basis of unemployment; the
Title IID formula includes a family income factor as well (adults in low-
income families}.

A

Regommendations

The committee Fecommends that consideration be given to developing a
measure that combines duravion of unemployment and low income (sce
National Commission on Employment and Unemployment Statistics,
1279). While there are difficulties in developing a measure with sufficient
geographic detail, which can be updated from year to year, such a factor
would more accurately channel funds to urban and rural areas where those
most in need are concentrated. The income factor should be standardized
for rural-urban and for regional differences; the factor used in the Title
IID formula (adults in low-income families) does not have these
adjustments. .

Consideration might also be given to adjusting for differentials in wage
levels in the public service employment formulas. An allo{ment of
$100,000 may support 20 positions in a low-wage arca but only 10 in a
high-wage area. An allocation of positions rather than dollars might
distribute resources more equitably.

«'
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Onc of the weaknesses of the Title VI allocation formula is that it
permits distribution of resources to areas with tight labor markets or even
labor shortages. In fiscal 1979 some 20 areas with unemployment rates
below 4 percent received over $50 million in Title VI allotments. These
include cities and suburban counties with unemployment rates as low as 2
percent. Judging by recent lower unemployment rates,*more than 100
prime sponsor areas would probably have rates below 4 percent in the
fiscal 1980 allocation. The committee recommends that Congress revise the
Title VI formula ¢o exclude prime sponsor areas with unemployment rates
of less than 4 percent from receiving Title VI funds except for any part of
the allotment based on unemployment in subareas or pockets of substantial
unemployment within their jurisdiction. Trimming out areas with low
unemployment is consistent with the countercyclical objectives of Title VI
and avoids competition with the private sector for tight labor resources.
Moreover, governments 1n areas with low unemployment are more likely
to have adequate tax resources And are better able to provide essential
services than depressed areas.

PROJECTS

EJPEA mandated the use of projects to provide new countercyclical jobs
with the expectation that projects would be useful short-term activities
outside the scope of regular public service employment. Whether the
activities created are useful public services and whether the kinds of
activities are likely to provide training and experience for participants
leading to unsubsidized employment are significant issues for policymak-
ere.

RESTRICTING SUBSTITUTION

The major reason for the project approach was to ensure that CETA public ~
service employment would not replace locally funded public employment
positions. An earlier study concluded that in the first 10 calendar quarters
of the CETA public service jobs program substitution averaged 35 percent
(National Research Council, 1978b, p. 179).

The present study does not deal directly with the question of
substitution. However, some of the findings incidental to the study have a
bearing on the subject. Field research associates, analyzing the kinds of
activities being performed, the fiscal and budgetary situation of the prime
sponsor, and the use of nonprofit agencies, found that, in most areas, CETA
projects did generate jobs that otherwise would.not have existed. However,

[JaN

nJ -




206 CETA: ASSESSMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS .

‘a loose definition of projects and the prospect of recycling projects limit
their effectiveness. .

Recommendations ' :

Projects would be more effective in constraining substitution if they were
defined more tightly, limited to a short time span, and operated to a
substantial degree by nonprofit agencies.

Project Scale and Definition In implementing EJPEA, the project
definition was diluted to make it easier for prime sponsors to meet urgent
hiring goals. As finally issued, the DOL regulations permit projects that are
extensions of ongoing local activities rather than require new activities.
While the change allows a broader range of activities, it also increases the
probability of substitution. More than 40 percent of the project jobs
studied appeared to be either maintenance or extensions of activities
normally funded from local tax sources, and presumably more susceptible
to substitution than activities clearly outside the mainstream of local’
government services. The original intent of constraining substitution by a _
narrow definition of projects was weakened, if not abandoned, in the rush
to build up PSE enrollments. |

While retaining the project approach, the CETA reauthorization act
weakened its influence by providing that only half of the Title VI funds be
used for projects, whereas under EJPEA all new Title VI participants for
positions above the sustainment level were employed in projects. More-
over, the new legislation waters down the project definition so that almost
any kind of activity can be construed as a “project.”

Projects have disadvantages as well as advantages. They are more likely
to create jobs outside regular public service and more flexible in handling
large numbers of enrollees than regular PSE activitles, but there is a trade-
off in terms of the usefulness of work, prospects for transition to’
unsubsidized employment, and heavier administrative workload. On
balance, 'the committee believes that a higher proportion. of new PSE
positions should be reserved for projects. The committee recommends that
the act be amended 1o raise the proportion of Title VI project positions to ,
some ratio higher than 50 percent. '

In any case, projects should be defined, either in the act or in Department
of Labor regulations, so as to emphasw. profects that clearly represent new
activities and deemphasize those that are extensions or maintenance of
ongoing services. Since Title IID and part of Title VI enrollees are available
for regular, nonproject PSE, projects should be reserved largely for new
activities. :
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Duration EJPEA limited ‘projects to 12 months on the premise that thc
activities undertaken would less likely be substituted for regular ongoing
public service$ if they had time constramts However, since recycling of
projects was permitted, and most sponsors expected that projects would be
renewed, the 12-month rule was bclleved to be only partially effective as a
deterrent to substitution:

The CETA reauthorization act extends the project limit to 18 months and
permits' renewal for another 18 months, further weakening the project
approach A 36-month limit encourages the expectatxon that the project
may continue indefinitely and therefore may result in deferring possible
financipg, of the activity from local resources. The committee recommends
that only under very exceptional ¢ :umstances should a projecy be permitted

o continue beyond 18. months, and under no circumstafices beyond 36

months, Eighteen months is also the limit for an individual’s participation
in pSE under the reauthorization act, Ending projects after 18 months and
developing new ones will make for heavier adniinistrative workloads and

-may result in dropping worthwhile projects, but this may be an ‘acceptable

price for deterring substitution. ‘Moreovef, it may serve the interests of
sponsors who are leery ‘of creating an expectation that services will
continue when thc PSE program is rcduced or terminated.

Use of Nonprofit Organizations The conference report accompanying
EJPEA urged the DOL to contract with nonprofit agencies for a substantial
proportion of projects. The expectation was that these agencies would fund
new activities. As a result of por prodding, 30 percent-of project funds

. were allotted by*local and state sponsors to a variety of commumty-based
. and other nonprofit organizations.

Local officials surveyed by field research associates viewed nonprofits as
more likely than government agcncncs to create jobs that would not
otherwise exist. They also Observed that nonprofit projects frequently
provided services to the low-income population. On the other hand,
nonprofit organizations frequently %ave difficulty in supervising pt'O_]CCt
participants and administering programs. Monitoring many small projects
o:c%atcd by diverse private agencm created administrative problems for
prime sponsors. )

The CETA reauthorization act does not urge the-use of nonprofit
organizations for projects, but it does list community-based organizations,
community development groups, and other private nonprofit organizations
as potential project applicants, along with governmental agencies. More-
over, the lower average wage permitted under the reauthorization act may
tend to encourage use of nonprofit agencies, since their wage scales are not
fixed as rigidly as government salaries. The committee agrees with the DoL
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position urging prime sponsor and program agents to provide a substantial
proportion of project ﬁmds to nonprofit agencies. However, the DOL and
sponsors should closely supemse the use of these funds in view- of the
limited administrative experience of many nonprofit orgamzatxons

Direct Contro of Substitution The CF.TA reauthonzauon act has new
controls and /enforcement procedurcs for dealmg w1th substitution and
other pro abuses, including wtablxshmg prime sponsor monitoring
units and assigning responsibility to the prime sponsor for any violations of
its subcontractors. However, DoL ovérsight of maintenance of effort is still
weak. With a general lack of understanding of how to identify substitution,
there is a tendency simply to respond to complaints.

The committee favors intensified auditing and other administrative
measures to ensure that local governments maintain existing levels of effort
and use PSE 20 increase the number of jobs over what otherwise would exist.

Some direct adininistrative measures that might be considered by auditors

in monitoring cases include (a) determining the base fundmg level of local
government units that use CETA positions, allowing for cost of living
increases, and auditing to see if the base level plus increments are being
maintained; and (b) establishing a ratio of CETA employees to regular
employees for a prime sponsor (or for an employing agency within a pnme
sponsor Junsdlctxon) and monitoring to easure that the ratio is not
exceeacd in hiring replacements. While these are not definitive measures-of
substitution, they do identify situations that need further examination.

In addition, the poL should study ways of identifying and dealing with
more subtle forms of substitution such as failure to budget for needed
increases in staff in anticipation of the availability of CETA workers. The
commuttee recommends that the DOL establish uniform definitions and
concepts of the various kinds of subsiitution and authorize a study for
developing professional standards and methods of analysis and auditing.
With public service employment likely to become a permanent feature of
manpower programs, it would appear to be cost-effective to invest in
developing and installing systematic methods of dealing with this probim_ .

QUALITY OF PROJECTS

*" One of the issues in public service employment is the quality of the jobs.

The committee study found that nearly all Title VI projects do provide
useful public service, although the quality of projects’ was somewhat
affected by short deadlines: One-third were considered high priority
services.

Although project activities were considered useful, the programs gave

16
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scant attention to.training and experience that would help workers prepare
for'unsubsidized jobs in the public or private sector. Attcntxon was on the
-.more immediate goal of rapid hiring.

Most of the jobs in government agcncm involved blue-collar or
unskilled labor, More than half of project employees were cngaged in
pubhc works and parks and recreation activities, and approxlmatcly 40
percent of the positions were for laborers. Projects in nonprofit orgamza-
tions, ‘on the other hand, were heavily conccntrated in social services and
improvement of low-income housing. These palled for relatively high
proportions of professional and skilled workers.

Much of the public works and parks activity was outdoor cleanup and
maintenance. This kind of work had little ‘counterpart in the competitive
job market. Moreover, these jobs were customarily filled by men, which
limited opportunities for AFDC recipients and other wou)en The commit-
tee sees a need for designing prOJects that will provide the participants with
the kind of experience that will improve their Opportumtxw for employ-
ment in unsubsidized jobs. . .

Recommendations

The CETA reauthorization act recognized that project jobs frequently do
not contribute to employability development. Because PSE enrollees are to
be drawn increasingly from the long-term unemployed and from low-
income an¢ welfare households, the act requires that the sponsor must
assess tlkc employability of each participant, and provide employment
counseling, training, or other services wherever -necessary. Ten percent of
the Title VI allctted funds in ﬁscg. 1979 and 5 percent thereafter must be
used for this purpose.’

The committee recommends that the prime sponsors develop. PSE projects
that combine employability services and training with PSE to provide skills
and experience transferable to public or private employment. This requires
sufficient lead time for the planning, review, and selection of projects that
meet these aims. Hurried implementation should not take precedence over
careful preparation, execution, and momtormg of projects. The committee
also recommends that the 10 percent of allotied funds received for-training
\ under Title VI be continued. The reauthorization act provides for only 5
percent fot years subsequent to fiscal 1979.

Transition Potential Placement rates in PSE pmgrams have been relatiye-
ly low. In fiscal 1978, only 31 percent of those who terminated from Tltl&»
VI entered jobs, compared with 38 percent of Title II terminees and 45
percent for those leaving Title I. The amount of emphasis to be placed on
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transition to unsubsidized jobs is fuzzy in the CETA reauthorization act.
Although the purpose of Title IID is to. enable participants to move into
nonsubsidized employment, the intent’ of Title VI is merely “to provide
temporary employment during periods of high uncmploymcnt ” The
difference is apparently intentional. The Senate version of Title VI stressed
transition but'the House version did not—and the House prevailed.

The commnt(tcc study found that the neglect of transition in Title VI
projects was due to the Department of Labor emphasis on rapid hiring ag
well as to the lack of emphasis in the legislation itself. Practices related:to
the absorption of participants into regular public service jobs or transfer
into private employment were deferred until the end of the project cycle.

The framers of the CETA reauthorization act provided that some of the
Title VI as well as Title I administrative funds could be used for training
or counseling to prepare participants for transition based o7 an assessment

..of each participant’s employability. Restricting the duration of tenure to

18 months may create a greater sense of urgency for transition efforts, but
the targeting provisions may make it hatder to find suitable nonsubsidized
jobs for a more disadvantaged clientele.

The committee believes that neither the .act nor the Department of
Labor regulations convey to prime sponsors a serious commitment to this
objective, particularly for Title VI. The committee recommends that

greater emphasis be placed on job search and pk;?r{:ent Jor Title VI and.

Title IID participants. At a minimum prime sponsgrs snould be required to
develop employability plans for each Titl{c VI as well as each Title I1ID
participant. Arrangements should be made for coordinated efforts with
employment service agencies for job search and referral to suitable
openings before tcrmin\t.ion of the client’s PSE enrollment. *

PROCESSING PROJECTS .

About 85,000 projects were reviewed by local oﬁictals, planning staﬂ‘s, and
councils in the first 6-months of the ¥Sg buildup. The average prOJcct had
six enrollees; 23 percent had only one. This generated  an enormous
workload for CETA staff and planning councils as well as incredsed
responsibility for supervision. and monitoring. Where program agents or
subjurisdictions were involved there were several additional layers of
clearance.

Recommendations / .

Administration df the project approach is far more complex than that of
other public service employment programs. The commmee recommends
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that only projects employing three or more persons be funded in order to
reduce the development und review workload. Smaller projects should be
handled” as individual positions under regular PSE programs. This would
eliminate 40 percent of the projects but would have only a small effect on
the number of project participants. -

Thie cutback in allowable administrative costs to 10 percent for Title VI
in fiscal 1979 (which returns to 15 percent thereafter) could cause
problems for areas for which the expenditure level, divided between the
prime sportsor and project operators, might restrict the kinds of projects
that could be undertaken. Nonprofit.project operators who could not
afford to pay for supervision and overhead for a small number of enrollees
would be particularly affected. However, since average administrative
costs have not exceeded 8 percent in the past and since extra funds are
provided for training, the committee recommends that the administrative
cost limit in the act remain unchanged except for an additional allowance
for verification of eligibles and for monitoring, as previously discussed.
Exceptions could be made administratively for hardship cases as long as
the average remains below statutory limits. -

The role of the planning council in project Teview needs to be reassessed.
In the rapid buildup of projects under the economic expansion, project
review was often perfunctory. Nonetheless, the principle of grass roots
participation is sound. With a more orderly program and with fewer new
projects, council review can be meaningful, and it is a worthwhile check on
the kinds of projects developed. The CETA reauthorization act does not
specifically require approval of each project by local planning councils,
and the DoL regulations call for only review and comment. The committee
recommends a more positive role for the planning coyncil. At a minimum
the council should be responsible for recommending guidelines and criteria
Jor choosing projects.

"SE WAGE RATES

The wage provisions for PSE were not changed by the 1976 revision of
CETA. PSE jobs were required to pay the “prevailing wage” for similar
work in-the same agency. Wages from CETA fugds could average no more
than $7,800 for the country as a whole, and the maximum CETA wage was
set at $10,000. However, local agericies could supplement CETA wages by
any,arﬁ'ount from their own funds. In 1977, the median wage for project
jobs was under $7,700, including supplementation.

The wage provisions did not hinder the PSE expansion in most areas.
Half of the areas reported an ample supply of applicants with a wide range
of skills willing to take project jobs at $10,000 or less. But a quarter of the
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areas found it was difficult to hire supervisors and others with special
skills. Same sponsors supplemented CETA- wages to fill positions calling for

more skilled workers. Others, Yo stay within wage limits, developed jobs

for less skilled persons. : S

The 1978 reauthorization lowered the average wage that could be paid
and' limited supplementation. This change reflected uneasiness over the
fact that many PSE participants whose wages were supplemented by local
governments were earning more than their counterparts in private
industry—a development inconsistent with the objective of providing ‘
emergency jobs for the low-income unemployed. The reauthorization act ‘
reduced the allowable average wayge from $7,800 to $7,200 in 1979 and
limited supplementation of Title VI wages to 10 percent of the maximum
wage for each area (no supplementation is permitted for Title IX).
Flexibility was provided for high-wage areas, by allowing the maximum
CETA wage to go as much as 20 percent above $10,000. Both the $7,200
average .and the maximum. are adjusted for each prime sponsor by the
relation of area wages to the national average. The wage adjustments were
originally based on unemployment insurance employer reports and did not
necessarily reflect differentials in government wages

Lower wages are intended to have three effects: (a) to discourage
. applications from persons who have alternative employment opportunities,
thus focusing on those who are more disadvantaged; (b) to make
substitutionilessilikely; and (c) to discourage participants from remaining
in CETA positions if they have opportunities for unsubsidized employment.
However, there may be several difficulties. Sponsors with high prevailing
wages may find it hard to locate positions in which low wage PSE workers
may be used. This may lead to greater use of nonprofit organizations
where the prevailing wage problem is less severe. Morcover, targeted
clientele groups such as public assistance.and unemployment insurance
recipients may have less incentive to accept PSE jobs. Wage restraints will
be reflected in the kinds of projects and activities that can be undértaken.
There may be a shift to projects that are viewed as having less utility than
those presently undertaken.

The lower average PSE wage and the limit on supplementation could
have their sharpest effects in northern and western cities where starting
wages for many unskilled government jobsimay exceed the CETA average, o
and some even exceed the CETA maximum despite the regional wage

differentials pcrm}gpd.




- Findings and Recommendations o 33

Recommendations
]

The committee believes that the wage structure introduced under the CETA
reauthorization act, which also provides for annual adjustments related to
the Consumer Price Index, is consistent with the targeting, maintenance of
effort, and transition objectives of the legislation. However, the technique
used for adjusting the average and the maximum wage among argps does
not allow a wide enough range of permissible wages to adcommodate high
wage areas. The committee recommends that the DOL continue to refine the
geographic wage adjustment techniques to establish wage standards related
to the needs of high- as well as low-wage areas. This can be done by using
public sector as well as private industry wages as a basis for arriving at
specific arca wage differentials and by using rates for discrete cities or
counties or SMSAs, whichever is higher. The committee also recommends
that the effects of wages on-program operations be monitored closely so
that Congress can be alerted to the impact of a lower wage on the
program.

ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT
PROGRAMS

FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION

Between January 1977, when President Carter announced the economic
stimulus package, and May 1977, when the dppropriations act was passed,
the Department of Labor took a number of steps to prepare for a rapid
buildup of enrollment. It established national employment goals and
required local sponsors to set up hiring schedules. It instructed prime
sponsors and locdl employment service offices to cooperate in identifying
and screening Title VI applicants eligible under the new rules established
by ESPEA. It directed sponsors to develop a list of projects for funding
under Title VI and urged them to involve private nonproﬁt organizations
as well as local government agencies.

In its haste to build up enrollments to meet the economic stimulus goals,
the Department of Labor modified the program design. Regulations
drafted after the enactment of EJPEA in October 1976 were revised several
times before issuance in May 1977. The definitions of projects and
eligibility standards were relaxed. Most important, the Department of
Labor absolved sponsors from liability for ineligible participants if they
made appropriate arrangements with employment service offices for
verification of the unemployment, welfare, and family income status of
enrollees.
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Under continuous pressure from the department, hiring goals-were met,
but with some sacrifice of other objectives. The emphasis was on “body
counts,” not on who was enrolled, nor the quality of projects. Job
development and placcmcnt received scant attention. The hlstory of
manpower programs is replete with similar examples of trading short-term
goals for long-term program objectives.

Recommendations '

The 4-year extension of CETA, through fiscal 1982 under the rcauthizriza-
tion act, offers an opportunity for more stable administration. The
committee recommends that appropriation and allocation of funds be made
Jar enough in advance to allow sufficient lead time for planning,
development, and commumcauon of procedures, technical assistance, and
training of “staffl at all levels of government. The act does permit
appropriations a year in advance for all titles of CETA to afford adequate
nétice, but this special procedure has only been used for the Economic
Stirnulus Appropriations Act. Utilizing this 2-year provision for Title [ID
funds would contribute to more orderly management. Title VI appropria-
tions, intended to be tied to unemployment levels, would of necessity
continue to be made annually.

The CETA reauthorization act continues the trend back toward greater
federal control. The original principle of local control over decategorized
programs has; been deemphasized, with each amendment adding special
programs for special purposes, ¢.g., public service employment and youth
employment / programs. Under the reauthorization act, several more
categorical Programs were introduced, including skill upgrading and a
separate titl¢ (Title VII) for private sector initiatives.

State and local governments are becoming brokers, handling carmarked
federal funds This  places a greater burden on the federal establishment for
technical assnstance and guidance. However, regional offices are not always
able to provide the kind of help needed in such technical areas as
management information systems, accounting procedures, and job match-
ing sysi¢ms. The committee sees a need for more specialized technical
assistance with emphasis on improvement of systems as well as on program
content. Where necessary, outside consultants should be used for highly
tcchméal nonrecurring acnvmw, such as training in new systems.

lhf committee stresses the importance of separating federal monitoring
Sunctions from technical assistance. Under present regional office proce-
dures, both of these functions are performed by the same federal officials.

/ 9%
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This introduces a{ compliance relationship that could impair the

effectiveness of the:regional office representative in providing technical:

assistance.

f
LOCAL ADMINISTRATION .

Administrative processes for public service employment projects are more
- complex than those for nonproject PSE programs. Staffing, contract
supervision, dealing with merit systems and retirement funds, maintaining
pools of eligibles, and developing suitable projects were some of the

difficult areas. And the expansion of the project program coincided-with ,

youth legislation and other new initiatives. Increasingly, CETA is becoming
a patchwork of categorical programs with different eligibility rcquxrc-
ments.

There are signs that the size of the CETA organization is approaching
that of older human resources institutions such as the c?nploymcnt service,
uncmploymcnt insurance service, and welfare agcnclps The CETA staff
engaged in adniinistrative and management functions in local areas and
states has grown sharply from 20,000 to 33,000 between 1976 and 1978,
and the ratio of administrative to total PSE expenditures nearly doubled
from 3.7 to 7.2 percent between fiscal 1976 and fiscal 1978. The 33,000
positions do not include employees engaged in providing direct services or
PSE enrollees assigned to administrative positions.

The CETA reauthorization act intended to streamline the grant apphca-
tion system and reduce the frequency of submission of plans. This may cut
down paperwork. On the other hand, the legislation introduced new
programs with detailed specifications.

In planning the PSE buildup, the Department of Labor urged prime
sponsor and employment service agencies to screen AFDC recipients,
unemployment insurance beneficiaries, Ul exhaustees, and other low-
income, long-term unemployed and establish a pool of eligibles that could
be drawn upon to fill the new PSE slots. This mechanism was useful
initially, but pools proved to be difficult to maintain because of divided
responsibility, communication gaps, and the changing status of pool
memibers. In addition, many applicants did not enter through the pool.

Recommendations

Nevertheless, the committee believes that*each prime sponsor should

maintain its own active file of eligible applicants for psg and other CETA

programs as a means of applying objective criteria in selection and referral
E
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of applicants. Applicants could be ranked by a wcxghtmg system that takes
into account target groups and priorities xdentxﬁed in the act .as well as
those determined locally (sec page 22). The filé itself, continuously
updated, could be & source of data for detcnmmng thc propomons of
' various groups in the eligible labor force.

RELATIONS WITH EMPLOYMENT SERVICE.AND OTHER INSTITUTIONS

Under EJPEA, there were incentives for both prime sponsors and the
employment service to cooperate in determining -eligibili ty”For $ponsors,
there was immunity for mispayments to ineligibles, while th’e\cmploymcnt
service received placement credit for referrals to PSE slots. Ncar]y all
sponsors entered into agreements with the cmploymcnt 'service for
verifying eligibility. The importance of this to the employment service
system is reflected in placement data. In fiscal 1978, one-cighth of the
individuals placed by the employment service agencies were PSE referrals.

Working togethér had mixed results, however. There was often
duplication in verifying eligibility, and the applicant pool system started to
fall apart as soon as hiring goals were reached. On the whole, however,

relationships improved; there is more agreement that the employment

service has a limited role in intake for PSE as well as for Title I programs.
There is clearly a potential for greater cooperation in job search prior to
assignment of enrollees to public service employment (see p. 22) and in
placement activities on termination. of enrollment. However, the existence
of two national manpower systems with an undefined relationship
continues to be troublesome. The CETA reauthorization act requires only
that employment security agencies be informed of PSE openings so that
they can notify unemployment insurance recipients and other applicants.
poL regulations require a written agreement with state employment

‘security agencies. In a previous report, the committee recommended that

an independent study be conducted of the employment service—CETA
relationship as a basis for conclusions on the appropriate accommodatlon
of the two manpower.systems.

The current. study noted the lack of linkage between CETA and othcr
agencices in the community that could provide supportive services for
participants. The mam concern of sponsors was to get participants on
board, not to provide them with support services. The pote;nnal,lcvcragc of
statnonmg PSE participants in nonprofit agencies in exchangc for rccxprocal
services is not being used mainly because of administrative difficulties in
trying to establish cooperative arrangements among agencies with various
eligibility rules and procedures. At a minimum' th%rc should be more

:
l
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coordination among the CETA programs themselves. The committee
recommends that the DOL more actively promote cooperative arrangements
among CETA titles and between CETA and other agencies and that local
elected officials use their authority to bring related human resources
programs closer together. PSE should be viewed as a component of a broad
effort to enhance the employability of the disadvantaged and to improve
opportunities. .

[
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Departmenf
of Labor
. Implementation

The Emergency Jobs Program Extension Act of 1976, followed by the
Economic Stimulus Appropriations Act of 1977, changed the substance
and the scale of the temporary public service employment programs under
CeTA. The major PSE program, Title VI, which was originally designed as
a countercyclical measure, was revised to limit eligibility for most new jobs
to the low-income, long-term unemployed ang to require that new public
service jobs be in short-duration projects rather than in regular public
services. Implementing these major changes while expanding the program
required forceful administrative measures at federal and logal levels. T}iis
chapter reviews the steps taken by the Department of Labor to carry out
the major program changes and to double the size of the PSE programs. It
alsc describes the problems encountered in trying to accomplish both
objectives very quickly.

EARLY PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of December 1973 was
enacted as a block grant program to decentralize manpower programs and
to give local officials flexibility in choosing programs and services for their
areas. The public service employment component of #TA (Title IT) was a
minor element (one-sixth of total funds appropriated in the first year)
limited to areas of substantial unemployment (6.5 percent). The $400
million authorized under Title II for fiscal 1975 was enough to support a
program of only 50,000 enrollees.

38
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As unemployment rose, public service employment became a more
important element of manpower policy. In December 1974 Congress
passed the Emergency Jobs and Unemployment Assistance Act (EJUAA),
which established Title VI, a program to create jobs in the public sector for :
the unemployed. Two-and-a-half billion dollars was authorized to support
300,000 positions for 1 year. Unlike Title II, Title VI was not limited to
areas of substantial unemployment; most prime sponsor areas were
experiencing high unemployment, and the two programs were virtually

-~ indistinguishable.

With the implementation of Title VI, psE grew from 53,000 enrollees in
September 1974 tc 370,000 by carly 1976 (Table 2).! psE participants made
up a significant proportion of state and local government employment,
rising from less than 1 percent in December 1974 to 2.7 percent a year and
a half later.2 Under the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act the
proportion was to reach close to 6 percent by the end of fiscal 1978, as
shown in Table 3.

In Congress and -in the administration, however, there was growing
disillusionment about the effectiveness of the temporary employment
program as a countercyclical measure. First, the tendency of local
governments to substitute federal for local funds partly offset the effect of
job creation. One study found substitution averaging 35 percent in the first
10 quarters, from June 1974 through December 1976 (National Research
Council, 1978b, pp. 178-80).3 Second, adults in PSE programs were
generally white men, of prime working age, better educated and less
disadvantaged than those in the employability development programs of
Title I. Third, the lack of emphasis on transition of enrollees to
unsubsidized jobs resulted in a poor placement record. In 1976, when
EJPEA was passed, fewer than one in four of the individuals who
terminated from PSE programs entered unsubsidized employment; the
ratio in Title I programs was one in three.?

"The 53,000 includes some carryover enrollees under the Emergency Employment Act (PEP

program). In June 1974 Congress appropriated $250 million to continue the PEP program for

about 9 months into fiscal 1975.

Ingludes CETA positions contracted to nonprofit organizations, estimated to have been about

15 percent in fiscal 1977 and 30 percent in projects after the expansion.

3Sec also National Commission for Employment Policy (1978a). The latter study, based on
" observations in selected areas, concluded that the displacement rate in July 1977, 2 months

after the beginning of the expansion under the Economic Stimulus Appropriations Act of

1977, was 18 percent.

“The job entry rate for Title VI, as reported by the Department of Labor, rose from 27

percent in fiscal 1976 to 34 percent in fiscal 1977 afier EIPEA went into effect and to 31

percent 1n fiscal 1978. Rates for Title Il were. 17 percent in fiscal 1976, 18 percent in fiscal

1977, and 38 percent in fiscal 1978.
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TABLE2 Public Service Employment Participants Under the Emergency Employment Act and CETA Compared with
the Number of Upemployed, September 1971-June 1978 (thousands)

Unemployed (seas. adj.)

PSE Participants
Year 0-13 15 Weeks Unemployment PSE as Percent of
and Month? Weeks or More Total Rate (peroent) Participants® Unemployed
\ .
1971 September 3,858 1,238 5,096 6.0 12 0.2~
December 3,831 1,286 5117 6.0 83 1.6
1972 March 3,702 1,223 4,925 5.8 136 2.8
June 3,131 1,131 4,861 5.6 169 3.5
September 3,718 1,123 4,841 5.6 154 3.2
December 3,430 999 4,429 5.1 138 3.1
1973 March 3,434 877 4,311 4.9 131 30
June 3,526 763 4,289 48 118 2.8
September 3,507 770 4,277 4.8 106 2.5
December 3,590 754 4,344 4.9 84 1.9
1974 March 3,757 834 4,59) 5.0 61 1.3
June 3,953 903 4,856 5.3 43 0.9
September 4,347 1,001 5,348 5.9 53 1.0
December 5,213 1,326 6,539 ¢ 1.2 103 1.6




/41975 March
June
Septernber
Decémber

1976 March
June
September
December

1977 March
June
September

* December

1978 March

June

14

5.145
5.319

5,181

4.878
4,532
4978
5.186
5.141
5,084
5,126
4.936
4.565
1,685
4.523

2,053
2717
2,884
2,931
2,412
2,236
2272
2,462
2,008
1.788
1.834
1.797
1,463
1.231

7,198
8,096
8,065
1.809
6.944
1,214
7.458
1,603
7,092
6914
6,770
6.362
6,148
5.754

8.6 294 38
8.7 n 3.8 : ) '

8.5 32 a.1

8.2 353 : as

16 : 369 53

2.5 EPY 4.5

11 305 a.l

1.8 284 "33

7.4 318 a5 .
7 376 5.4 -
6.8 553 8.2

6.4 637 100

6.2 739 120

5.7 722 12.6

SOURCE: Bureau of Labor Statistics and Employment and Training Administration, U.S. bcpanmcnt of Labor.

“ CETA became effective in July 1974; the Emergency Jobs and Unem
grams Extension Act in October 1976, and the Economic Stimulus AP
® Inciudes participants under Titles I, 11, and VI of CETA and under the

ployment Assistance Act of 1974 in January 1975, the Emergency Jobs Pro-
prupriations Act in May 1977, .
Emergenty Employment Act.

-
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TABLE3 CETA Public Service Employment Participants asa Proportion
of Total State and Local Government Employment

State and Local CETA Public
Goverment Service Employment
. Employment® Participents? Percent

Month and Year (thousands) (thousands) . of Total
December 1974 11,677 103 09 -
June 1975 11,934 ar 26
June 1976 12,125 323 s 27
September 1977 12,479 553 . 44
September 1978 12,693 22 5.7

SOURCE: Bureau of Labor Statistics and Employment and Training Administration, U.S.
Department of Labor. ; .

a Seasonally adjusted. Figures include PSE employment.

b Not adjusted to exclude CETA PSE participants assigned to grivate nonprofit agencies.

EJPEA REFORMS

The Emergéncy Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1976, which extended
Title VI for 1 year, attempted to deal with two of these problems—
targeting and substitution. To increase the participation of disadvantaged
persons, EJPEA required that all new hires above the June 1976 level (plus
half of those needed to sustain that level) must be low-income, long-term
unemployed persons or welfare recipients. Congress was also concerned
with the mounting costs of unemployment insurance. The duration &f
supplemental benefits had been extended, and the combined state and
federal outlays reached record levels of over $18 billion in the fiscal year
ending June 1976. To check the growing burden of U1, Congress directed
that a share of new project jobs be reserved for unemployment insurance
beneficiaries as well as those who exhausted entitlement for benefits in
proportion to their numbers in the eligible population.

To discourage substitution, the new legislation required that all new
public service jobs above the sustainment level in “projécts” that could
not exceed 12 menths.5 Moreover, the conferénce report accompanying
the act stated that prime sponsors were expected to provide a substantial
portion of project funds (later defined by ETA as one-third) to nonprofit
agencies to assyre that new jobs were in fact created.

EJPEA was passed in the waning days of the Ford administration, which,
supported the changes and the extension of Title VI through fiscal year

$The sustainment level for each prime sponsor is the number of Title VI PSE employees in
June 1976 or October 1976, whichever is higher.
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1977 but did not; seek -an increase in the program level. Unemployment
had fallen from a peak rate of close to § percent in the spring of 1975to0 7.7
percent by the fall of 1976 and was expected to continue to decline as the
momentum of recovery picked up. In the face of these developments, the
administration policy was to shrink the size of the Title VI program.
Funds for Title VI were not included in the original budget for fiscai 1978,
but the administration requested and Congress approved a continuing
resolution autherizing $1.38 billion, the amount necessary to phase out
~Title VI completely by ‘September 1977. In October 1976, shortly after
EJPEA passed, the Department of-Labor advised prime sponsors to phase
down PSE employment by attrition, transferring enrollees to Title II,
finding permanent jobs, or simply terminating. the excess number of
participants in order ‘to stay within allotted funds. Under the circum-
stances, the DQL expected the principal provxsnons of EJPEA to have only
marginal, if any, effect.

~ THE ECONOMIC STIMULUS APPROPRIATIONS ACT

The change in administration brought a new emphasis on public service
employment programs. In January 1977, President Carter proposed a
multibillion-dollar program to stimulate the economy and to lower the
unemployment rate, which had hovered around 8 percent throughout 1976
and showed no signs of declining. In fact, the unemployment rate had
edged up from 7.5 percent in June to 7.8 percent in December. The
administration was particularly concerned with the very high unemploy-
ment among minorities, veterans, and youth. The economic stimulus
package included measures to revive the economy generally, as well as
programs for disadvantaged groups.

The Economic Stimulus Appropriations Act provided $20.0 billion in
suppleniental 1977 funds—S$5 billion for general revenue sharing, $1
billion for antirecegsionary revenue sharing, $4 billion for local public
works, and lesser amounts ‘for other purposes. The largest sum, $9.4
billion, went“to the Employment and Training Administration to expand
public service employment, initiate new youth and veterans programs, and
to experiment with improved training programs (Table 4).

The 2-year $8 billion appropriation for Titles II and VI for fiscal 1977
- and 1978 was an increase of $6.6 billion over the amount previously
authorized by the continuing resolution for 1 year (Table 5). Federal
officials believed that the rapid buildup of public service jobs was essential
to maximize the effect of the stimulus stjategy. From a level of about
300,000 participants in early 1977 they pré:ctcd an increase to 725,000 by
the following December (later revised to March 1978). This was expected

b1
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TABLE4 Employment and Training Administration
‘Fun& Under the Economic Stimulus Appropnauons Act,

" Fiscal 1977 (millions of dollars)
Program . Amount
TOTAL 9,429.4
Public service cmployment 7,987.0
Titlell 1,140.0
Title VI 6,847.0
Youth programs : 1,000.0
Job Corps - 68.0
Skill Training Improvement Program (STIP) 250.0
Help through Industry Retraining and Employment 120.0
(HIKE) .
Program administration (salaries and expenses) 44

[e———

SOURCE: Employment and Training Report of the President, 1978,

to redice unempfoyment directly and stimulate demand for goods and
services.

Under the enlarged PSE program, the EJPEA reforms for clientele
targeting and the use of projects assumed much greater importance. The
planning for welfare reform that was going on at the time added further
significance to the Title VI expansion. The Labor Department was
advocating a large employment program as part of a new welfare system,
while supporters of a minimum guaranteed income were arguing that not
enough useful jobs appropriate to the skills of the nation’s poor could be
created. Successful implementation of a large Title VI program targeted to
low-income individuals would bolster the department’s position and was
repeatedly cited as evidence of the feasibility of temporary public service
jobs.

ETA RESPONSE

Momentum for the PSE expansion began as the Carter administration
prepared to take office, and Department of Labor officials were quick to
act when the president officially announced the program. In January 1977,
the Employment and Training Administration instrmucted prime sponsors
to develop lists of projects and to arrange with local employment service
offices to set up pools of potentially eligible unemployment insurance and
welfare applicants. Regulations and instructions for grant appllcatlons
issued in March and April laid the groundwork for the expansion. They
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TABLE S CETA Appropriations, Fiscal 1974-1978 (millions of dollars)

Fiscal 1976
A Fiscal 1977
e Fiscal Fiscal July 1975- July- Fiscal
Title 1974¢ 1975 June 1976 Sept. 1976 Initial Final 1978 .-
TOTAL . 2,265.6 3,742.8 5,741.8 597.6 | 4,695.8 8,052.8 8,061.9
1 1.010.0 1,540.0 1,580.0 395.4 1,880.0 1,880.0 1,880.0
I 370.0 400.0 1,600.06 10,0 400.0 524.0 1.016.0¢
m 180.0 219.4 268.4 ‘584 2393 1,600.7¢ 187.9
v 150.0 175.0 140.0 438 197.5 274.1 417.0
Vi 250.0 815.0 1,625.0 - 1,384.0 3,179.0 3,668.0¢

Summer youth 305.6 413.4 5284 - 595.Q 595.0 693.0

SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Depaniment of Labor.

¢ Appropriations for Department of Labor manpower programs corresponding with Titles | and.ll of CETA, and for the Emergency Employment Act
corresponding with Title V1. .
® $1,200 million authorized under Title Il for both Titles 1 and VL

. ¢ Includes $233.3 miltion for Young Adult Conservation Corps, Title VIIi of CETA. also funds for veterans programs (HIRE), skill training improve-
ment (STIP), and other youth programs.
4 Forward funded from 1927 appropriation under the Economic Stimulus Appropriations Act.

bo
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TABLE6 Planned and Actual Participarits, CETA Tites Il and V1, May
1977-March 1978 (thousands) \

Titles lland VI Title VI Title 1
Date Planned  Actual Planned  Actual Planned  Actual
1977
. May13 - 298 - 245 - 83
July 1 328 361 267 295 - 62 66
September 30 507 533 422 440 85 93
December 30 664 615 555 506 - 109 139
< 1978
March 3 725 142 600 613 125 129

SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Depariment of Labor.

required sponsors to develop projects, set hiring schedules, and establish
processes for screening and selecting eligible job applicants. Employment
service offices, which are also in the purview of the Employment and
- Training Administration, were directed to begin screening unemployment

insurance claimants and enrollees in the Work Incentive Program (WIN) to-

identify a ready reserve of eligible applicants. The poL urged prime
sponsors. to involve nonprofit organizations in projects to expand the
potential for useful employment in services not otherwise available. The
administration was particularly committed to hiring veterans, and a goal
of 35 percent of new hires was announced in May 1977.

The appropriation act was not signed until May 13, 1977, and this
delayed the timetable for the PSE expansion. Initially, ETA had planned to
add 45,000 jobs a month for the first 3 months, 35,000 monthly for the
second 3, and 33,000 each of the final 3 months. The national schedule was
revised to stretch out the buildup, but regional offices continued to urge
prime sponsors to plan according to the original schedule. Hence, during
the early months, psg employment stayed well ahead of the national plan.

ETA regional offices required weekly reports from sponsors and threatened

to withdraw funds from lagging sponsczs. In one instance, a. taped
interview with a regional official explaining that several local governments

were in jeopardy of losing federal “job funds” because of the lethargic

response of local officials was broadcast hourly. As a result of prodding,
the final goal of 725,000 by March | was met and surpassed (Table 6).

Although relentless pressure on national and local staffs succeeded in
terms of program scale, the concomitant sacrifice in terms of program
design and substantive objectives was considerable. The targeting objec-

6-i
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tives of EJPEA were only partially met, and many of the projects left open
the door for substitution of federal for local resources (see discussion in
Chapters 5 and 7). ‘
" REGULATIONS RELAXED !
The Employment and Training Administration acted quickly to issue
regulations for implementing EJPEA. Proposed regulations were published
on October 26, 1976—Iless than 4 weeks after the act was passed. They
were issued in final form on January 11, 1977, but modified on May 13,
when President Carter signed the Econamic Stimulus Appropriations Act.
The May 13 regulations relaxed earlier requirements. Regulations
relating to project definitions, eligibility criteria, and responsibility for
determining eligiblity were changed to accommodate objections of prime
sponsors, speed implementation, and make administration easier. But
these changes tended to frystrate the basic targeting and maintenance of
effort objectives of EJPEA. Dilution of the definition of a project permitted
the use of some funds for regular public service activities, making it more
difficult to constrain the substitution of federal for local funds. Loosening
the unemployment eligiblity standard permitted selection of persons who
had been jobless intermittently but could not meet the more rigorous test
of having been unemployed continuously for 15 wecks. Changing the rules
for determining eligiblity reduced the liability of prime sponsors for
ineligible participants increased the likelihood of enrollment of such
persons. The major changes made in regulations were:

1. Project Definition. The January 1977 regulations, issued prior to the
announcement of the economge stimulus program, defined a project as a
task that provides a public service and that does not expand an existing
ongoing service provided by the state, county, or municipality. The intent
of Congress in requiring projects to be distinct and separate activities was
to restrict the opportunity to use CETA funds for regular ongoing public
service activities that otherwise would be supported by local resources.
This definition limited activities under Title VI to new or one-shot
activities and was strongly opposed by prime sponsors. To speed up PSE
hiring, ETA adopted a looser regulation without the prohibition on
expansion of ongoing services. Under the new definition, a project is a task
thas can be completed within 1 year, has a public service objective, will
result in a specific product, and would not have' been done with the
applicant’s existing funds.

2. Eligibility Criteria. The original Department of Labor regulations
issued under EJPEA in January 1977 required that an applicant, besides

U.‘)
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being from a low-income family, must have been unemployed for 15 weeks
or more. Sponsors objected that this tended to eliminate deserving
applicants whose spell of unemployment was interrupted. The rule was
medified so that an applicant unemployed for 15 of the last 20 weeks could
bechgiblc

3. Eligibility Determination. Imtially, ETA held the prime sponsor
accountable for a participant’s eligibility and liable for payments to
persons found to be ineligible. The early regulations encouraged sponsors
to seek the assistance of both the local employment service and the local
welfare. agency.to_recruit and determine the.eligibility-of.participants, but
left to the sponsors the decision whether to verify eligibility and the
method of verification. Prime sponsors were troubled by the financial
liability implications of the regulations and the prospect of intensive
eligibility screening of job applicants with the attendant delays in hiring. In
recognition of the sponsors’ concerns, but chiefly to facilitate hiring, the
May 1977 regulations loosened the certification requirement in two ways.
First, sponsors were permitted to enroll applicants on their own
certificatiqn pending verification of eligibility. If a participant was found to
be ineligible within 60 days, the sponsor was not liable for repayment of
wages during that period. Moreover, if the sponsor had an arrangement
with the employment service or welfare agency to verify participant
cligibility, the sponsor was not liable for any costs resulting from such
arrangements. In short, the prime sponsor was financially liable for wage
payments made to ineligible participants only if the eligibility determina-
tion was made by the prime sponsor’s staff. No one was financially liable if
the datermination was made by the employment service.

This change in regulations had-the intended effect of increasing the role
of the cmploymcnt service in PSE recruitment. But it did not ensure
accountability for improper enrollment of PSE participants. A departmen-
tal audit, based’n a small sample of sponsors, questioned the eligibility of
one in cight Title VI workers and attributed the high rate of ineligibility to
the practice of relying on statements made by applicants with little
verification of.their accuracy. -

To summarize, the Employment and Training Administration respond-
ed promptly to the call for expansion of public service employment.
Regulations were revised to facilitate implementation, buildup schedules
were developed, pritne sponsors arranged with employment service
agencics to set up pools of eligible persons, and the process of choosing
projects began even before the Economic Stimulus Act was passed in May
1977. Despite many problems, the goal of adding 425,000 new enrollees in
9 months was achieved. More fundamentally, the design changes envi-
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sioned by EJPEA were incorporated’in the system, but modifications in the
interests of speed and expediency blunted . the intent of the legislation.

While the administrative goal of expanding public service employment
programs was achieved, a more fundamental question is the extent to
which that expansion contributed to the alleviation of unemployment. The
LU uncmploymcnt rate began to decline before the Eeonomic Stimulue
Appropriations Act was lmplcmcntcd (Table 2). The namber of unem
ployed fell by a half million in the first quarter of calendar 1977 and tlﬁ
rate declined from 7.8 percent to 7.4 percent. As the buildup of CETA

_ public service employment progressed over the next 4 calendar quarters to \

March 1978, the rate continued to slide to 6.2 percent. While 425,000 were, -
added to the psk rolls, total employment increased by 3.7 million and the
number of uncmployed decliniéd by nearly | million: CETA public service
enrollees, who were 4.5 pcrccnt of total unemployed in March 1977,
amounted to 12 percent a year later.®

Most economists acknowledge that jobs created under a public service
employment program have a multiplier effect; .for every newly created
position, more than one additional job results from the ripple effect of
increased demand. (The stimulus effect is mitigated if there is some
substitution for jobs that would have existed without CETA.) However,
federal outlays for public service jobs programs in 1977 were only one of a
number of expansionary measures taken at that time. Increased grants for
public works and antirecessionary revenue sharing were helping to
accelerate state and local government expenditures. The year was also
marked by growth in the private sector, particularly in manufacturing and
in contract construction. The extent to which PSE contributed in
stimulating aggregate demand must be weighed in relation to other forces
at work in the economy. In any case, public service employment programs
have unique advantages as countercyclical measures. They yield social and
economic benefits, such as affording useful work experience to the less
advantaged unemployed, thereby reducing inflationary pressure on wages
and providing a positive alternative to transfer payments (sce National
Commission for Employment Policy, 1978b).

‘Although unemployed prior to entry. CETA PSE enrollees are counted as employed in official

labor force statistics while working.
\
|




Planning and
Administration

The major design changes brought about by the Emergency Jobs Programs
Extension Act and the doubling of the size of the PSE program left their
mark on the planning, administration, and operation of local CETA
programs. » ‘

The early emphasis of CETA was on the employability dcvclopmcnt
activities of Title I—training and work experience. With the introduction
of Title V1in 1975, program cmphasa;ﬁcgan to shift to creating jobs in the
pubhc sector, and this was reinforced by the PSE expansion of 1977. Local

‘toncern with the fiscal and resource 1mpl|cat|ons of large-scale supplcmcn )

tation of local public services has, in many arcas, overshadowed interest in
Title I activities.

EJPEA and the expansion of PSE have introduced more complexities and
rigidities into CETA. The original emphasis on encouraging broad local
discretion in identifying manpower needs and developing appropriate
responses is gradually being weakened as more "and more of CETA funds
are earmarked for prwcnbcd uses. Moreover, it seems likely that the
recategorization trend will continue, with Congress responding to each
problem with a specific program. Increasingly, CETA resembles a conglom-
erate of special-purpose programs rather than a block grant. Although the
funds available for Title I, the only decategorized title, were greater in
fiscal 1978 ($1,880 million) than in fiscal 1975 ($1,580 million), they
constituted only 23 percent ofall CETA funds, compared with 42 percent in
1975.

Following the passage of EIPEA, therg were three distinct types of PSE

30
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programs—Title VI projects, Title VI “sustainment” (regular, largely
nonproject public sector employment), and Title II programs—each with
its own rules of eligibility and kinds of activities. EJPEA and the PSE
expansion came after nearly 3 years of experience with CETA, when most
prime sponsors had consolidated their organizations and administrative
procedures. But the time and scale demands of Title II and Title VI in
1977, in conjunction with several major new programs, placed new strains
on the administrative structure.

This chapter examines:

1.. How prime sponsors managed the expanded PSE program in addition
to thCll' other CETA responsibilities.

2.'How the concentration.on public service employment projects
affected planning and decision-making patterns at the local level.

3. What effect the PSE expansion had on the original objectives of CETA
o decentralize and decategorize manpower programs, mcludmg relation-
ships between federal and local officials.

LITTLE BASIC CHANGE !
Local planning and grass roots participation were among the principal
objectives of the original CETA legislation. Each community was to assess
its manpower needs, select appropriate .programs and service deliverers,
and develop long-range as well as short-range plans to deal with local
manpower problems. The act provided for manpower advisory councils to
participate in the planning process. However, prior to EJPEA, Title II and
Title VI plans were essentially fiscal documents to justify grants, with
added details as to how funds were to be spent (National Research
Council, 1978b, Chapter 3). And since PSE decisions were typically made
by publc officials, the planning council before EJPEA had little influence on
public service employment decisions. EJPEA, however, required prime
sponsors to clear PSE project proposals with the planning councils and
prohibited the sponsor from disapproving a project proposal without
considering coinments of the council and providing the applicant and the
planning council with a written statement of its reasons fdr disapproval.
Although EJPEA and the PSE expansion resulted in increased tactical
planning, there was no improvement in overall strategic planning. The
focus has beer on preparing hiring schedules, developing PSE projects, and
consulting with planning councils on the merits of project proposals. But,
EJPEA has had little or no effect on the development of comprehensive
planning—analyzing the characteristics and needs of the unemployed
population, the community .resources necessary to meet these needs, labor
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market conditions, and laying out responsive programs. However, it
opened up more options for déaling with local problems.

Sponsors, for the most part, limited themselves to following administra-
tive rules and requirements to qualify for pSE funds. This was due as much

_to a lack of emphasis on coordinated planning in the entire program as to

the haste with which the pse expansion was launched. In addition,
sponsors were implementing new youth programs, which also required
planning activitics. The accumulation of separately funded programs for
specific purposes has further compartmentalized planning.

MAJOR CONSIDERATIONS N PSE PLANNING

The major concern of CETA administrators and planning officials has been
the timely preparation of the grant application and the development of
projects that could be implemented easily and rapidly. All of the cETA
administrators who were interviewed rated the meeting of DOL hiring
schedules as important (Table 7). Developing projects consistent with
public- service needs and with the abilities of participants were also
significant factors but less frequently rated as important planning
considerations. Only 3 of the 28 CETA administrators interviewed said that
alleviating fiscal pressure of their communities was a significant objective
in planning for Title VI expansion, but regional office representatives rated
fiscal pressure as an important factor in 9 areas. When CETA administra-
tors and other respondents were questioned about the effects of public
service employment, their responses differed; there was more recognition
that projects as weil as regular public service jobs tend to ease fiscal
pressures (see Chapter 7).

Members of planning councils and CETA administrators had similar
perceptions of factors that were important in planning strategy, except that
council members were less frequently concerned with poL hiring pressure
and more often interested in seeing that PSE projects meet local public
service needs.

Other factors that figured in pse planning were the need to balancc the
distribution of public service jobs among government agencies “and

__ honprofit organizations and among local governments within the jurisdic-

tion of the prime sponsor. While many CETA administrators in the sample
were concerned with finding projects suitable for the skills of the applicant
population, only one considered the training potential of PSE jobs to be an
important planning consideration.
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TABLET Considerations of Local Offiéials in Planning for Public Servnce
Employment Expansion, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

.

. Order of Impornance?
Planning
s CETA Coungil
Considerations in Planning . Administrators Chairmen
Meeung DOL hiring schedule . 1 3
Projects consistent with local public service needs 2 1
Projects consistent with skills of eligible persons 2 2
Maintenance of effort N 3 4
Concern over capacity of local zbvemmcms lo 4 5
" absorb PSE workers > .
Alteviating fiscal pressures of local govemments 5 6

9 Ranked 1n descending order of frequency

COORDINATION IN PLANNING

Coordinated planning for pse and Title I programs would be useful for
both Title 1 trainees, who tould benefit from public service work
experience, and for the many pSE enrollees who could benefit from
employability dgvelopment services. However, there was little evidence of
such coordination. The rationale was that .planning for jobs involves a
different set of institutions and decision makers than planning for Title I
activities and that differences among titles in cligibility, activities, and
delivery agencies, as well as timing of plans and procedures for
consultation with planning councils, made it difficult to combine planning
for all titles. i

Pressure tc meet deadlines for submitting grant applications left little
time for sophisticated planning. The situation was aggravated by
difficulties in obtaining data to identify public service needs and to
determine the number of eligitle participants in each of the categories
specified in the lchslatlon There were also problems in consolidating the
employment rcqulrcmcnts of jurisdictions and, agencies sceking PSE
positions. Frequent changes in signals and unreasonable demands by some
federal personnel complicated planning.

While there was no formal coordination of psg and Title I planning,
there were some indirect effects. Three prime sponsors planned to drop
adult work experience and public service employment from their Title I
programs, since these kinds of activities could be funded under Title VI.

v

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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One sponsor planned to adjust Title, I programs to lower skilled persons
since opportunities for those with higher skills were available under Title
VI. Another arranged to use the same instructors to teach basic life skills
to both Title I and Title VI participants.

Coordinated planning was also infrequent for the pSE programs—Titles
I and VI—although preparation of grants for the two programs are
usually handled by the same CETA office. In Phoenix, there was even
complete separation of responsibility for operation of the PSE programs. A,
Job Stimulus Department was set up to handle projects, while Title' VI
nonproject programs and Title II were handled by other government
departments. )

The Department of Labor has takea some steps to promote consolidated
planning. Under guidelines issued in mid-1977, core elements of various
grant applications have been combined into a prime sponsor agreement
that does not change from year to year. Attachments and modifications for
each program are to be appended annually. This concept was later adopted
in the CETA reauthorization act (Public Law 95-524). While this approach
reduces paperwork, it does not basically alter the underlying pattern of
separate planning for each categorical grant.

LOCUS OF DECISION MAKING

EJPEA has broadened participation in psE decisions. In addition to the
planning council’s review of projects, employment service agencies were
involved in selecting clients, community-based organizations in questicas
relating to projects for nonprofit organizations, and regional office
representatives with respect to hiring schedules. However, final determina-
tions ar¢ made by CETA administrators jn consultation with local elected
officials. .

The CETA administrator and staff were identified most frequently as the
key decision makers. This influence derives from the knowledge accumu-
lated by those intimately familiar with the complex regulations, proce-
dures, and operations of CETA. Nonetheless, in Ramsey and Stanislaus
counties, two relatively small areas, .ae planning councils exercised the
most responsibility, and in several other areas the council shared that
-responsibility with the CETA administrator.

The magnitude of funds and the number of positions in the PSE
expansion attracted the attention of local elected officials (or chief
administrative officials), particularly in large cities, where they exercise
control and provide general guidance to CETA staff. In nine areas, elected
officials were identified as chief decision makers; either alone or in
combination with CETA administrators. In several consortia and balance-
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of-state programs, decisions are made at the ‘subsponsor level, with the
participation of the elected officials. Typically, elected or administrative
officials were involved in deciding on the proportion of funds to allot to
nonprofit agencies and in the selection of projects.

The CETA reauthorization act provides that the planning council
chairman must be selected from “public” (nongovernment) members. This
does not necessarily affect the decision-making role of elected officials in

PSE, nor would it be desirable to do so, given the basic premise of CETA to

establish accountability at the local political level.  «

THE PLANNING COUNCIL

In an effort to increase community participation, EJPEA assigned a
significant operating function, the review and recommendation of PSE
projects, to local manpower planning councils. There was some variation
in the extent of council participation in_the project review. In more than

one-third of the cases studied, review by the council was described as pro

forma, and in most of the remaining areas the councils did not fully review
proposals because of the complexity of the program, the tight schedule,
and the sheer volume (see Chapter 9). Although project review generated

more activity for planning councils and required more time from their -

members, it has not resulted in more effective participation in the basic

. planaing process. In fact, some respondents reported that new PSE proiect

demands on the council’s time reduced their capacity to participate in the
analysis of local manpower needs and in decisions as to‘%\ow these needs
could best be met:

Few areas in the sample reported changes in planning council
membership attributable to ESPEA. Changes that did occur resulted from
normal turnover and o}her reasons unrelated to EJPEA, such as the
addition of a youth employment council. Only two areas reported an
expansion of membership attributable to EIPEA. In Ramsey County,
members of the personnel committee of the county board were added to
review governmental project proposals. In Cook County, the planning
council was expanded to include more representatives of program agents.

PLANNING IN CONSORTIA AND BALANCE OF STATES

Planr.ing and decision making are more complex in prime sponsor areas
such as counties, consortia, and balance of states, which encompass

RIC | 70
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program’agents or other subjurisdictions.! Two patterns have emerged in
these situations: 9 areas—most of them smali—have centralized their
planning, while 13—mainly larger areas or balance of states—have
decentralized planning responsibility.

About half of the prime sponsors with decentralized planning gave
program agents or other subjurisdictions almost carte blanche in drawing
up projects and planning PSE operatiuns. The other half exercised some
control either in the preparation or the review stage. In the Cleveland
consortium, component political jurisdictions drew up lists of government
projects for review at consortium level by CETA administrative staff and

ratification by the consortium executive board and the advisory council..

However, decisions for private nonprofit agency projects went directly to
the consortium staff and the advisory council.

For the most part there were only minor problems in reconciling plans
of subjurisdictions. The Orange County consortium, with a particularly
complex structure, reported problems in meshing hirir 1 and expenditure
schedules. Other areas reported delays in getting matenals and documen-
tation due to the layering of planning units. .

The balance-of-state areas, because of their unwieldy size, completely
decentralized planning for PSE expansion. In Maine, each county makes its
own decisions in consultation with its planning council; the state prime
sponsor merely reviews and consolidates local plans. In Arizona, four
councils of government (COGs), each representing a combination of
counties, have the key planning responsibility within a framework et at
the state level. When plans are submitted, approval by the CETA
administrator and the balanee-of-state council 1s pro forma. North
Carolina, while centralizing administration of PSE programs at the state
level, delegates planning to counties. In the Balance of Texas, plans for 131
counties are consolidated at 15 substate planning units and are reviewed at
the prime sponsor level only for conformance with regulations.

EFFECT ON ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT

EJPEA and the pSE expansion, in addition to generating heavier workloads,
affected local administration in three major ways: (1) They necessitated a
more complex method of control and accountability to deal with the
increased number of subcontractors; (2) the requirements for rapid
certifi “ation of participant eligibility encouraged closer reiationships with

‘
"Program agents are cities of counties of 50,000 or more located within the junsdiction of a
pnme sponsor The act gives program agents pesponsibility for administenng public service
employment programs consistent with the prime sponsar’s overall grant application.

.

7

{2




,

Planning and Administration 57

" the employment service; and (3) the expansion and increased funding for
[PSE increased awareness of the public officials of the potentialities of CETA
for filling public service needs, resulting in a more politically visible
program. .

In the process, CETA became identified more as a method of arranging
for public service jobs and less as a means of training and job development
for the hard-core unemployed, although most of the CETA staff and the
members of advisory committees interviewed for this study acknowledge
that Title I programs may be more responsive to the manpower needs of
the community. They provide a wider range of services and have a better
Jtie-in to the private sector, where most employment opportunities are
found. However, some respondents noted the advantages of public service
employment as a more direct means of giving clients work experience and
income. . .

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Before EJPEA, local CETA organizatio@cd from small multifunctional
staffs in some areas to highly compartmgntalized bureaucracies. The size
of staff and scope of activities depended not only on the size of the
‘jurisdiction but also on the extent to which manpower services were
contracted out_or handled directly by the CETA administrator. Nearly
everywhere, all PSE programs were handled by the same office.
Prime sponsors surveyed did not find it necessary to undertake major
reorganizations despite the heavier workload. The PSE expansion was
accomplishied largely within the framework of the existing organizational
structure in all but two of the study areas: As previously stated, one of
these, Phoenix, established a new job stimulus department to administer
PSE project functions. The other, St. Paul, departed from its tightly
witegrated delivery system to establish a transitional employment unit for
pSE. This separated the responsibility for pSE from Title I programs.
The most immediate effect of the PSE expansion was an increase in
administrative staff. An analysis of expenditures suggests that CETA state
and local administrative positions rose ftom 20,000 man-year equivalents
|
|

in 1976 to 33,000 by fiscal 1978.2 This includes administrative positions of

2Estimates based on admunistrative cxpcn'dnturcs for Titles I, II, and VI using an assumed

cost per man-year based on employment service experience. Administrative expenditures are

costs associated with management and related costs for materials and supplies. EJPEA

increased allowable admimstrative expenditures from 10 percent to 15 percent of Title VI A
allotments. The estimated administrative positions do not include instructors, counselors, or

other personnel who provide manpower services either for the prime sponsors, schools, or

other subcontractors If the full-time equivalents for these program operations were added,

the estimate would be more than double the 33,000 admimstrative positions.

ERIC ' o
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» TABLES Totaland Administrative Expénditures, CETA Titles Il and V1, Fiscal 1976-1978 (millions of dollars)
o -
N Administrative
Administrative Expenditures as a
Total Expenditures Expenditures Percent of Total
Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscai Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal
Title 19764 1977 1978 19769 1977 1978 1976° . 1977 1978
TOTAL 2,517.0 2,585.7 . 5.756.1 93.4 152.2 4149 3.7 5.9 7.2
1} ; 5614 864.0 1.022.2 26.0 50.5 61.7 4.6 5.9 6.5
Vi 1.955.6 1,721.7 4.733.9 67.4 101.7 347.2 3.5 5.9 7.3
SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration, U S, Department of Labor. R
¢ July 1975-June 1976
.
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subcontractors as well as prime sponsors, but does mot include CETA
positions assigned to the state employment service and unemployment
insurance agencies. ‘These also rose sharply, from 6,700 in 1976 to 9,300 in
1978. ‘ . ‘

The staff increases were reflected in administrative costs for PSE.
Administrative expenditures for Titles IT and VI increased from $93 to
$152 million between 1976 and 1977 and to $415 in fiscal 1978 as prime
sponsors geared up for the expansion (Table 8). More important, the ratio
of administrative to total costs nearly doubled, from 3.7 pércent in fiscal
1976 to 7.2 percent in 1978, but still remained far below the authorized
level of 15 percent for Title VI under EJPEA. In 22 of the 28 prime sponsor
areas in the study, costs climbed more than 20 perceni between 1976 and
1977. In more than two-thirds of the 28 cases, the ratio of administrative
1o total outlays also went up between the 2 years, indicating higher
administrative costs for EJPEA than for the regular PSE programs.
Problems in managing within cost limits are discussed further below.

MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS

Most sponsors ran into new and difficult administrative problems in setting
up pools of eligible applicants, arranging to determine and verify
cligibility, identifying prospective employing agencies, soliciting and
reviewing project proposals, and negotiating and supervising contracts.
These responsibilities complicated budgeting, reporting, and financial
accounting. Sponsors had to deal with large numbers of PSE subcontrac-
tors over whom they had less direct control than in other CETA programs.
The size of the expansion and the urgent hiring schedule generated a crisis
atmosphere in some prime sponsor agencies that added to the management
problems.

The sponsors studied considered the time required to handle PSE
projects—about 5 or 10 times as much as the time required for regular PSE,
according to one estimate—to be excessive in terms of the needs of other
programs. In about half of the areas, the preoccupation of staff with PSE
project operations during the buildup phase reduced their ability to
administer other titles, particularly Title I. Most of the sample sponsors
faced problems resulting from changes in régulations; numerous field
directives, as well as the sheer volume of paperwork; and the time
constraints.

Staffing, contract supervision, merit systems, and handling retirement
funds were the most prevalent areas of difficulty. Half the sponsors in the
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sample reported that staff and space requirements were a major problem.

In Cleveland, for example, the PSE coordinator administered the entire pSE
operation at the consortium level almost single-handed until five PSE
participants were taken on to help him, Tke professional staff in Chester
County grew from 2 full-time and 17 part-time employees for all CETA
titles to 24 full-time staff members. Even where staff was added, there were
problems in training and supervising people unfamiliar with CETA.

Problems of supervision of contracts, verification of eligibility, monitor-
ing, or obtaining timely statistical reports were reported in the “areas:
surveyed. Neither government nor nonprofit operators of projects were
familiar with CETA, and both groups needed supervision. However, the
monitoring system was described in some instances as cursory—merely
checking to see if participants were on the job. Verification of eligibility
was usually lsft to the employanent service, and often determinations were
based on self-certification by applicants; client data were not checked
adequately (see Chapter 5). Sponsors relied on data from subcontractors cs
a means of monitoring; but this data was frequently unreliable, and some
sponsors reported delays-in obtaining reports.

Merit systemas complicated the enrollment of pSE employees in 8 of 28
sample areas. Requirements varied; in Kansas City and Topeka, CETA .
applicants were required to take merit service tests only for positions in
police and fire departments, while in Phoenix participants had to pass civil
service tests for any position. In Chester County and Orange County, some
subjurisdictions required entrance tests, while others did not. In New York
and Philadelphia, however, CETA workers were hired outside the civil
service system. While this avoided the immediate problem of delay in
taking on CETA workers, it was a handicap to their ultimate absorption in
regular civil service posts. This illustrates a typical kind of trade-off: the
objective of quickly enrolling disadvantaged persons into PSE jobs versus
the ultimate goal of moving some of these individuals into the regular civil
service.

There were no provisions for blanketing CETA workers into regular jobs
in areas with highly structured merit systems; transition from CETA to
regular jobs required passing a competitive examination. In New York, the
union favors classifying CETA employees as competitive rather than
provisional workers. This would give them an advantage in taking
examinatigns since their on-the-job experience would be credited.

- In most areas studied there were few union issues involving PSE
employment. In four areas—including New York and Philadelphia—CETA
workers were required to belong to employee unions under a union shop
arrangement. Unions in Orange County were involved in ncgotiating .job
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titles, and in New York the unions prevented the city from hiring CETA
employees for positions comparable to those of laid-off regular workers. /
Retirement fund payments posed a dilemma for most sponsors. A new \
Department of Labor regulation forblddmg sponsors to make payments to
retirement systems on behalf of CETA employees unless those employees /
receive credit toward their own retirement was very controversial. The
department’s ruling was based on the tationale that CETA funds are /
intended for wages and salaries. Although the act requires CETA employees
to receive the same fringe benefits as others similarly employed, it was not
intended that CETA funds be drained off into retirement systems in which
CETA workers would not ‘be eligible to participate. The department’s
fegulation did permit retirement contributions ‘to be held in a special ]
account to cover costs for CETA workers who acquire permanent status or ,
who transfer to employment where. their retirement credits can be used. In
some states, notably California, the retirement system does not permit
CETA participants already enrolled in state systems to withdraw from the
system. Since poL would.not permit use of CETA funds, sponsors, in some |
cases, were obliged to use funds from local tax sources for contributions to /
the retirement fund on behalf of CETA employees.®
Some nonprofit organizations sponsoring PSE projects reported cash )'
flow difficulties. The problem is particularly acute where the subcontractor
pays wages and is reimbursed by the CETA administrator. Nonprofit /
organizations said that they were not in a position to advance funds from /
their own resources pending reimbursement. |
Sponsors interviewed at the time of the survey had not yet faced the /
need for job development and placement. Since projects for the most part |
had a number of months to run, the question of how to terminate them |
and how to find suitable unsubsidized jobs for participants was deferred. |
The immediate priorities were to fill available positions, meet hiring |
schedules, and get workers on the payroll as quickly as possible. |
) !
I

PROGRAM AGENT AND BALANCE-OF-STATE ADMINISTRATION ‘

Counties, consortia, and balance-of-state areas that have pragram agent,
cities or counties within their jurisdictions have more complicated
administrative processes than those programs which operate within a

3Under the CETA reauthorization act, no CETA funds may be used for contributions o
retirement funds for participants enrolled after July 1, 1979, unless the contribution beus a
ressonable relationship to the cost of providing benefits to participants.
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single jurisdiction. Communication and accounting are obviously affected
by the layers-of administration, but the more basic problem is obtalning
agreement between the prime sponsor s objective and those of the:
subjurisdictions.

Where there were program agents, adninistration as well as planning
for public service employment was usually decentralized to their level, but
the degree of autonomy varied. In three cases, program agents relied
completely on the prime sponsor; in other areas, prime sponsors exercised
some control, either through formal review of program agent plans or
through informal relationships. The Lansing consortium affords a good
example of a highly structured relationship between the pnme sponsor and
program agents. There, each program agent issues requests for proposals
(REPy). Projects are reviewed by the program agent board, consisting of
three councilmen, who assign prioritics based on per capita costs, skill
level, and ratio of administration to total cost. Projects are then sent to the
- consortium staff and to the manpower planning council, which make
recommendations to the consortium administrative board. When a project
is approved, the program agent assumes responsibility for its administra-
tion. This process of clearing each proposal through both the program
agent and prime sponsor levels becomes enormously complex, and the
potential for conflicts is compounded. .

Other problems reported by program agents are similar to those of
prime sponsors. They include lack of lead time for developing projects,
reluctance to involve nonprofit orgamzatlons, delays in obtaining apphcant
referral from the employment service, rcluctancc on the part of govern-
ment agencies to undertake commitments to liire PSE employees because of
uncertainty of continued funding, and difficulty in obtaining rzports from
community-based organizations.

Balance-of-state sponsors also tend to decentralize responsibilities to
their subjurisdictions. The expansion of public service employment did not
create new problems, but tended to place additional strains on staff
resources and on an administrative systemh designed for smaller systems
and lower levels of funding. The breakup of three balance-of-state areas
into smaller units for convenience in administration reflected fundamental
problems inherent in vast distances and disparate economic conditions.

ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS

Under EJPEA, 85 percent of the funds allocated to prime sponsors for Title
VI was to be used for participant wages and*fringe benefits, leaving 15
percent for all other costs such as rent, supplies, equipment, the hiring of
non-CETA employees for. management or supervisory positions, training of
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participants, and other administrativ. costs. The prevnously authorized
amount was 10 percent.

In 15 of the 28 areas, the prime sponsor permitted project operators to
use the full 15 percent authorized for nonwage costs, but in 13 areas they
restricted project operators to a lesser percentage. In 3 of these areas,
project operators were not allowed any CETA funds for administration and
were forced to defray these costs with their own funds or by using prciect
enrollees for supervisory or other administrative tasks. In 10 areas, project
operators were allowed between 7.5 and 14 percent. When pnmc sponsors
set ceilings under 15 percent, they used some or all of the difference for
their own administrative costs. )

Keeping overhead below authorized levels was supposed to free funds to
hire more unemployed persons, but in a few instances the tight fist may in
fact have impeded hiring. Among the few sponsors in the sample who fell
short of their Title VI hiring schedule was one that allowed no nonwage
costs to project operators and another that did not provide for rent or
materials and restricted amounts for other administrative purposes.

In 19 of the 28 study areas, local officials believed that the 15 percent
limit on the share of CETA funds that could b~ used for administration had
affected project design or operation. In most of these areas, the limitation
resulted in a greater emphasis on labor-intensive projects rather than on
projects that sponsors would haveepreferred but that entailed higher
materials or supervisory costs. In that sense, the limitation helped to
achicve the major objective of CETA PSE—to maximize job opportunities.

In 4 of the 19 areas, local officials said that the limited funds for
nonwage purposes precluded training and employablity development
services for project participants. However, the absence of those services
appeared to be due more to the pressure for speedy implementation and
the perception of Title VI as a job creation rather than to an employability
dcvclopmz.nt program. A few areas attributed poor record keeping or
supervision to inadequate funds for administration. 4

Generally, nonprofit organizations were more likely to be affected by
limited administrative funds than government agencies. This was a
function of size. Smaller organizations generally did not have the space,
equipment, or supervisors to be spared or shared for project administra-
tion, and this discouraged some from proposing projects.

The minimum share of PSE funds that must be spent on participant
wages and benefits was reduced from 85 percent to 80 percent in the 1978

4Although sponsors reported that they are hampered by lack of administrative funds, they
apparently use less than they are entitled to, The $152.2 million spent for Titles 11 and V1 in
1977 amounts to 5.9 petcent of total expenditures—far below the 1S percent authorized by
the act for salaries, rent, equipment, and other overhead (see Table 8).
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and employability services in Yitle VI—10 percent of total for fiscal year
1979 and 5 percent thereafter. The remaining funds—10 percent in 1979
and !5 percent thereafter—are: available for administration and other
costs. The reduction in the funds available for administration and supplies
from 15 percerit to 10 percent of total in 1979 is less likely to inhibit
government-operated programs than projects operated by nonprofit
agencies.®

[}

X

COORDINATING WITH OTHER PROGRAMS

Better coordination and linking of employment, training, and related
programs have long been sought and were among the justifications for
CETA.® It was assumed that local and state officials who are responsible for
related federal and local programs would coordinate them with CETA, but
the potential has never been fully realized. When EJPEA came along there
was again expectation for increased cooperation; but results have been
mixed, with little progress in providing ancillary services to CETA

reauthorization of CETA. The new act also earmarked funds for training
employees, but some new joint activities.

PSE AND OTHER CETA PROGRAMS .

Sponsors, with few exceptions, manage PSE programs separately from Title
I CETA programs, and staff, procedures, and clients tend to be different.
There appears to be little effort to harmonize the various CETA programs,
although local officials agree that such linkage would enrich public service
employment by offering participants a wider range of seryices. Coordina-
tion of the employability development programs of Title I with the psk
programs of Title VI would be advantageous for participants of both
. programs.

Although 24 of the 28 sponsors in the study believed that éghtcning of
the psEe eligibility criteria and thus reaching a less skilled population would
increase the need for employability development services, most made no

3The CETA feauthonzation act permits the comingling of adminstrative funds under various
titles.

*For purposes of this discussion & distinction is made between “linkage" and “coordination.”
“Linkage" refers to a cooperative arrangement to provide ancillary services or traming to
CETA PsE enroilees not usually available (o them as part of a regular psk program. Day-care
services provided to PSE participants by a local public or private social service agency would
be an example. “Coordination™ refers to (a) arrangements among various programs or
agencies with similar objectives or (b) cooperation among agencies with different goals to
promote the objectives of each. -
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attempt to use the Title 1 funds for such services. The needs of new PSE
participants most often cited by sponsors were for transportation, day
care, skill training,- remedial education, and training in job search
techniques. Sponsors who saw no need for employability development
services stated that participants suiected were generally the better qualified
job-ready individuals.

Almost all sponsors cited lack of funds and time as reasons for not
providing new PSE participants the support and training they believed were
necessary. Funds for employability development may come from two
sources: the 15 percent of pSE dollars allotted for administration and Title
V1 program funds. In fiscai 1977, only 5.9 percent of pSE expenditures
went for administration and in fiscal 1978, enly 7.2 percent. With respect
to Title VI program funds, poL reports show that less than 0.2 percent was
spent on both classroom and on-the-job training in 1977. While 8 of the 28
sponsors in the study used Title I funds to provide employability
developinent services for PSE participants, the amounts, with two
exceptions, were negligible.

Since sponsors were not fully using their Title VI administrative funds
or diverting funds from Title I, it does not appear that the absence of
supportive programs for Title VI participants can be attributed to the lack
of funds. The reason most often cited for the lack of program coordination
was that the speed of the PSE buildup did not permit time for it. However,
as ETA officials point out, sponsors were informed of the need for
expansion more than 3 months before the start-up date of the expansion.

The more likely reasons for the limited number of supportive programs
available to the new PSE participants are the administrative difficulties in
tying programs together. The structure and funding of CETA programs do
not facilitate ties among its various titles or with other federally funded
programs. The separate reporting and accounting required for each CETA
title generates an administrative burden. It is difficult to accurately prorate
costs and activities when programs are jointly tunded or serve the same
participants. As one field observer noted, sponsors *‘perceive the programs
(Title I and PsE) as serving different people with different needs, requiring
discrete networks.” For the most part, sponsor management of the PSE
program parallels the practices used tc hire, assign ard manage regular
employees. Thus, PSE participants are treated the same as regular
employees and usually receive only those services that were available to
regular employees.

For the most part, sponsors did not attempt to coordinate public service
employment programs with the Title III programs for Indians, migrant
and seasonal farm workers, and other disadvantaged groups. However, 8
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of the 28 sponsors reported that PSE project participants were assigned to
Title 111 projects, which are administered directly by the national office of
the Department of Labor. Several used PSE participants as instructors,
supervisors, or monitors for youth programs. In Chester County, for
example, Title V1 slots were allotted to a farm worker project to assist in
locating jobs, housing, schools, and health services for migrants who
would not otherwise be helped. In the Balance of Arizona, local operators
of Title III migrant and Indian programs were informed of opportunities
in pSE programs. In the Balance of Texas, however, 20 percent of all Title
I, II, and VI ceETA funds are earmarked by the governor for migrant
programs administered through the local councils of government without
any contact with Title 111 migrant programs administered by nonprofit
organizations in the same areas. -

The basic reasons for lack of coozdination with Title III programs are
the same as those discussed carlier: separate grants, eligibility rules,
reporting and accounting systems, and the difficulty in maintaining control
and accountability. According to one observer, * . the psE staff are
basically insular in their concerns and desire to avoid the external
evaluation which is concomitant with cocperauve exercises.”

TIES WITH OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS AND WITH LOCAL
INSTITUTIONS

Although theie was little linkags with other programs to provide services
to PSE participants, other forms of coordination do exist. About half of the
28 respondents in the sample reported working with other federally funded
programs (in addition to the ES and WIN programs where cooperation is
manduicd). Ten sponsors were cooperating in federally funded home
improvernent or weatherization projects for low-income families. In
Phoenix, for example, the Urban League sponsored a housing rehabilita-
tion project using the city’s community development allotment for
materials and supplies and ETA for subsidized labor.

ngldmes in the rules of government programs discourage coordination
with economic development projects. Typically a local government with
economic development funds solicits bids from private contractors, who
are not permitted to use CETA PSE employees. However, cooperation can
be arranged with private employers through on-the-job training or hiring
terminees from CETA programs.

In virtually all areas in the sample, prime sponsors are providing CETA
PSE participants to community-based organizations and other nonprofit

&
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agencies.” This gives CETA considerable leverage that could be used to
promote developmental programs for CETA enrollees or to obtain needed
support services. However, the potential for coordination is not being

.. realized; there were few cases where reciprocal arrangements were in
effect. One of these was Union County, where housing projects, senior
citizen projects, and day-care centers all had PSE participants. In an
exchange arrangement, a day-care center agreed to reserve 40 pcrcent of
its openings to accommodate CETA enrollees. The Calhoun County prime
sponsor entered into a nonfinancial agreement with the Department of
Social Services and the Department of Health to supply services for CETA
clients without cost to CETA. In rural Maine, where resources are few,
community-based organizations were able to provide some training and
supportive services to PSE participants assigned to them.

EMPLOYMENT SERVICE ROLE IN PSE EXPANSION

CETA established a new national employment and training system
alongside of the existing employment service network without clarifying
the relationship. between them. The employment service was no longer the
prcsumptlvc deliverer of manpower services and was toppled from its place
as the primary manpower agency. In many areas, activities such as
placement and OJT were cither taken over by sponsors or subcontracted to
other organizations in the community. Although a follow-up study made
during the second year of CETA showed some recovery of activities in
Titles II and VI, particularly in balance-.f-state areas, on the whole
relationships that developed between the two groups were strained
(National Research Council, 1978b, pp. 149-55). Field observers examin-
ing these relationships late in 1977 and early in 1978, after the passage of
EJPEA and the I°Z expansion, reported less rivalry and increased
cooperation overall, However, this broad conclusion obscures many local
variations and nuances.

The Employment and Training Administration assigned a significant
role to the employment service in the PSE expansiorn. It centered around
PSE intake activities (interviewing Ul ciaimants and WIN participants to
determine their availability for the new PSE jobs, developing a pool of PSE
eligibles, and verifying the cligibility of applicants) and was designed to
achieve a number of objectives in addition to enhancing the role of the

™Community-based organizations,” jas used in this report, means organizations that
normally represent or serve specific groups in a community. They include such orgammnons
as the Urban League, Opportumties Industralization Centérs, community action agencies,
and community development organizations.

e .
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employment service. ETA hopcé that having the employment service
develop a pool of eligible applicants that the sponsors could immediately
hire for the new PSE jobs would speed the PSE expansion. The use of the
employment service was also expected to facilitate the hiring of Ui
claimants and AFDC recipients, two target groups with which the
employment service had close contact; and, finally, employment service
handling of PSE intake would, it was believed, reduce duplication.

To ensure employment service participation, ETA requested sponsors to

enter into formal agreements with local- Es offices, which spelled out
responsibilities for recruitment, referral, and eligibility verification of pse
participants. The regional office performance in arranging for these
agreements was monitored by the ETA national office, and consequently
the pressure that regional staff put upon sponsors was quite intense. One
sponsor understood that the new PSE funds would not be granted until the
sponsor had completed the “necessary’ agreement with the local ES office.

As an inducement to prime sponsors to enter into such agreements, the
federal regulations exempted sponsors from liability for mispayments to
ineligible participants if the employment service, under a formal agreement
with the sponsor, had verified the eligibility of the participant. It was an
offer the sponsor could not afford to turn down, and” when added to the
urgings of the regional office, it is not surprising that 26 of the 28 sponsors
in the study signed such agreements. Of these, 24 were cooperative,
nonfinancial agreements and the remaining 2 contracts were in areas
where the relationship between the sponsor and the employment service
was particularly strained. ' '

In 9 of the 26 areas, the pst agreements were addenda to umbrella
agreements covering other CETA activities, while in the other 17 areas the
agreements were restricted to the PSE expansion. But even in these 17
areas, sponsors had other. limited agreements or contracts with the
employment service covering specific functions or programs. Indeed,
formal agreements are not new to the CETA/ES relationship; most of the 28
sponsors studied had some Xind of agreement with the employment service
prior to the PSE expansion. The difference was that the pSE agreements
were literally mandated by ETA, while the others were volantary.

The cooperative agreements covered a wide range. Most often they
included activities essential to the expansion: eligibility verification,
applicant screening and interviewing, notification of potential eli, * ‘es,
special listing of PSE job openings with the employment service for referral
of veterans, file search, operation of the PSE pool, coordination with other
recruitment efforts, and referral of applicants to hiring agencies. Further,
the agreements did not necessarily include all the activities which local ES
offices provided to sponsors. Seven of the formal agreements, for example,
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TABLE9 Activitics Provided by the Employment Service for Public
Service Employment Expansion, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

Percent of Sponsors with
Agreements
. Included in Provided by
CETAJES ES Without
Aclivittes Agreement Agreement
Eligibility verification ’ 92 4,
Applicant screening and interviewing 88 8
Special listing of PSE job openings for veterans 85 19
Notifications of potential eligibles . 81 19
File search : 69 23
Coondination with other recruitment efforts 65 27
Operation of PSE poot 65 12
Referral of applicants to hiring agencies 62 12
Qutreach 50 19
Publicizing availaojlity of PSE jobs 50 23
Direct placement 42 ’ 23
Labor market informaticn 27 ‘58
Selection of participants 7" 0
Indirect placement 27 19
Testing 15 ' 35
Counseling 8 ) 38
Title V! project development 4 12
Number of Sponsors with ES Agreements (26) -

included labor market information although this service was provided to
sponsors in at least 15 other areas without a formal agreement (see Table
9. e,

While ES services covered by the nonfinancial agreements were provided
at no cost, all but one of the local offices in the 28 sponscr areas studied
reported work load increases as a result of the pSE expansion. In three
areas the increase was negligible, but in the remainder it was significant.
The resource issue, often a stumbling block to agreement in the past, was
resolved by the “coin” of the program—dollars and psE slots. Employ-
ment service offices received. placement credit for referrals hired in PSE
openings, which in turn increased their relative allotments from ES federal
grant funds. Moreover, 16 of the sponsors made positions available to the
ES offices to offset increased work load, a gesture that made negotiations
less contentious and agreements easier to formulate.

CETA PSE placements are becoming a very sizable proportion of all Es




TABLE 10 Individuals Placed by the Employment Service, by Class of Placem;m, Fiscal 1976-1978 (thousands)

Placed in CETA Placed in WIN .

3
Total Public Public

Fiscal Individuals “On-the-Job Service Work On-the-Job Service
Year - Placed by ES Training Employment Experience Training Employment
Number of Individuals

1976 3,367 38 ' 201 149 20 10

1977 4,138 54 334 384 27 10

1978 4,623 63 579 466 29 8
Percent of Total

1976 100 1 6 4 1 a

1977 100 1 8 9 1 a

1978 100 ' 1 13 10 1 a

SOURCE: Employment and Training Admunistration, U.S. Department of Labor

4 Less than 0 5 percent.
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placements as result of ES participation in the pSE expansion. In fiscal

1977, 8 percent of all individuals placed by employment service offices
were in CETA public service employment openings. By 1978 the proportion
rose to 12.5 percent. Combined with individuals placed in summer
programs for youth and in Title I programs, CETA accounts for about one-
fcurth of all individuals placed by the employment service (Table 10). In
1978, individuals placed by the employment service in CETA PSE positions
accounted for nearly 90 percent of all the 646,000 new enrollees in Title II
and Title VI CETA programs. This reflects the fact that employment
service offices received placement credit for individuals recruited by
sponsors who were then sent to the employment service office for pro
forma eligibility checks. -

Another policy that affected ES/CETA relationships was the cooperative
development of pools of PSE eligibles to provide a ready supply of persons
necessary for a rapid expansion of the program. Enrollment focused,
particularly on eligible Ul claimants and AFDC recipients,. two of the four
target groups identified by Congress in the EJPEA. Sixteen sponsors relied
entirely on employment service pools; eight maintained separate PSE pools
(three of these sponsors also using the ES pool). Four sponsors did not use
any pool (see Chapter 5).

Analysis of the PSE expansion suggests that some of the objectives that
ETA had hoped to achieve by designating a psE role for the employment
service were not fully realized. For one, there was no difference in the
proportion of AFDC recipients and Ul claimants hired by sponsors who
relied heavily upon Es for intake activities and those who did not.

While use of the employment service wa: increased in PSE intake
activities prior to the expansion, this trend was significantly hastened
thereby. But the employment service role in Title I has remained
unchanged. The fractiousness so evident earlier has subsided, and rough
edges have been smoothed by ES and CETA staffs working together to meet
tight deadlines and achieve common goals. But many joint efforts were
undertaken only at the insistance of the Employment and Training
Administration, and some may be abandoned as soon as it is deemed
propitious. Such was the fate of the ES pools. At least one sponsor allowed
the ES/CETA agreement to lapse at the end of its 6-month term.

. The survey found no evidence that PSE expansion or ETA policies have
appreciably reduced the duplication of activities of the two institutions.
.Moreover, ETA policy on the use of ES to verify participant eligibility has
in some instances resulted in both the PSE and the ES performing this
function.

To summarize the nature of the current relationship, sponsors were
categorized on the basis of whether CETA/ES relationships were predomi-
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nantly negative or positive. In 22 the relationship was judged to be
positive. The remaining 6 were equally divided between those where the
relationship was clearly negative and those where it was mixed.

One indication of improving relationships is that few major problems
cropped up during the last year. Eight of the 28 areas reported some
difficulties. Es officials complained about sponsors’ restrictive or vague job
specifications, while sponsors criticized the employment service for too few
referrals, failure to reach specific groups or gcographlc areas, or processing
delays.

On the whole, there is greater agreement on the ES role in CETA. There
has been a shift away from the extremes of complete exclusion or of a

" presumptive role for the employment service in all employment and
‘ training programs. The developing consensus is that the employment
service does have an important but limited role in CETA, focusing on intake
for pSE programs and the referral of persons with structural handicaps to
- Title 1 programs. Es officials embraced this definition of their role more
enthusiastically than sponsors, particularly with respect to pSE intake
functions. Of the 28 sponsors studied, 3 resented being “coerced” by ETA
to use the employment service in the expansion; 4 mistrusted the
employment service (they felt that it was using pSE activities to enhance its
placement record); 3 others expressed dissatisfaction, not so much with the

role as with its performance.

Improvement of CETA/ES relationships stems from several additional
factors. The CETA staff, now with several years of experience and confident
of its position, appears less fearful of a local rival. In a number of areas,
changes in leadership improved relationships. New personnel appeared to
have placed better relationships high on their agendas and achieved them.,
The joint experience of both organizations in implementing the PSE
expansion has also helped.

RECENTRALIZATION

The original CETA legislation placed control over local manpower
programs with state and local officials. It also mandated federal oversight
responsibility but left vague the boundaries of federal and local authority.
However, each amendment to CETA has projected the Department of
Labor more actively into the local scene. This trend toward recentraliza-
tion was accentuated by EJPEA and the rapid expansion of PSE. The CETA
reauthorization act of 1978 continued this course.

While federal-local relationships vary, 16 of the 28 sponsors survcyed
reported increased supervision by regional office staff. Regional offices kept
close tabs on the local hiring buildup. Beyond that, their influence was felt

Q Ju!
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through such measures as iterpreting new regulations, insistence upon the
use of the employment service in the PSE expansion, and restricting
payments into the local retirement system. In a few areas the regional
office role declined because problems requiring their attention had been
resolved. Turnover of federal representatives continued to be a serious
problem; one area saw three federal representatives in | year, and the third
was about to be replaced at the time of the survey.

Relations between local sponsors and state governments were not’
significantly affected, since. the states have virtually no role in managing
local PSE programs except in the balance of states. The only connection
between local pSE programs and state governments was the use of state
agencies or institutions as employment sites for local psE positions.
However, in 13 of the survey areas few positions were allotted to state
agencies. Even in state capitals, where opportunities for such employment
abound, there were problems in assigning PSE workers to state jobs: Civil
service requirements impeded hirings, the required skills were not
available among applicants, and difficulties were anticipated in supervising
temporary employees. In 10 local areas that did place workers in state
agencies, the most frequent beneficiary was the state employment service,
where additional staff was used to process PSE applicants.

SUMMARY

The revision and enlargement of the public service employment program
required considerable preparation. The attention of prime sponsors was
riveted on meeting the PSE expansion goals, and little was done to develop
a comprehensive manpower plan that would embrace and integrate all
CETA programs under a sponsur’s control.

The program requirements of the new Title VI program made it more
difficult to coordinate psg and Title I planring, contrary to the expectation
that CETA would facilitate comprehensive planning of the manpower needs
and resources of the community.

Although the opportunity to contribuie to planning by governmental
and nongovernmental agencies 1s broadened, primary decision making still
rests with CETA administrators and staff. However, the size of the PSE
expansion and its growing importance in providing community services
has increased the participation of elected officials in the decision-making
process. Decision making in large counties, consortia, and balance of states
is generally decentralized to program agents and to other subunits; varying
degrees of control are exercised by prime sponsors. The effect has been to
further fragment the planning process.

Whilc Congress enlarged the role of planning councils in the reyiew and
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processing of PSE projects, there has been little change in their influence,
the structure of the planning councils, or in their part in overall planning.

EJPEA and the expansion of PSE imposed demands on sponsors to recruit
staff, phase in new programs, and expand monitoring and supervision of
PSE contracts. Despite the added workload and a succession of crises,
prime sponsors were able to meet the administrative requirements made
necessary by EJPEA and the PSE expansion. Existing organizational
structures were adapted, with some increase in the size of staff, to the
expanded work load.

The administrative procedures for PSE expansion were more complex
than for Title VI sustainment and Title II programs. They involved
requests for and review of project proposals, determination of applicant
cligibility, contracting with governmental and nongovernmental agencies,
reporting, and accounting. The inclusion of nonprofit organizations
expanded the task of supervising.contract performance. Concentration on
Title VI diverted staff and attention from Title I, which is still perceived by
local manpower officials to be the most effective CETA program for dealing
with structural problems of the unemployed.

Counties, consortia, and balance of states with ¢ nstituent program
agents and other subjurisdictions have greater problems of communication
and supervision of performance. The process of clearing project proposals
with advisory councils and elected officials in subjurisdictions, as well as at
the prime sponsor level, is overly complex.

The growth of CETA into a series of separate titles and programs has not
been conducive to a comprehensive approach in delivery of services.
Relatively few linkages were developed among CETA titles or with other
local institutions for development of PSE enrollees. Sponsors did not use
the leverage inherent in the PSE jobs and dollars to generate ties with other
related programs in the community that would enhance the employability
of the new PSE participants, cven though they acknowledged the need for
training and supported services.

The role of the employment service agencies in manpower activities
entered a new phase under EJPEA after a period of decline. ETA policies
and regulations increased the recruitment role of the employment service
in the expansion of PSE programs. Its increased participation, however, did
not result in better participation of the target groups than achieved in areas
where it was not used, nor is there evidence of 1t appreciable reduction in
the duplication between the two institutions. On the whole, however, the
experience under EJPEA and the PSE expansion has brought the ES and
CETA systems into a closer relationship.

Although CETA was vague in drawing the line between federal oversight
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and local responsibility, the intent was to shift the res;;on;&ibility for
managing manpower programs from federal to local officials. However, the
- effect of EJPEA, as well as other new special purpose programs, has been to
Increase the degree of intervention by poL regional office staff. Sponsors
were subjected to particularly heavy regional office pressure in ,fhc drive to

meet hiring schedules. : |
i
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CETA Title VI eligibility requirements were revised by the Emergency Jobs
Programs Extension Act (EJPEA) to help those near the end of the
unemployment line rather than those at the front. Later, these revisions
were, in large part, incorporated in the CETA reauthorization act. Yet, it is
the many seemingly routine decisions that make up local hiring processes
that in the end determine who gets a“ PSE job. How job information is
circulated, how applicants are guided through a screening process, who is
matched against what job and referred to the selecting supervisor, and,
finally, how hiring officials choose among applicants are as important to
who gets hired as are the legislative criteria.

The size and timing of the PSE expansion, along with the new eligibility
criteria, placed new burdens on the identification, screening, and selection -
processes. With many more jobs to be filled rapidly and narrowed groups
of eligibles, the search for applicants had to be widened, the job-person }
match became more difficult, and verification of applicant eligibility |
became miore complicated. This chapter examines the ways in which }
sponsors adapted to these demands and assesses the effect of sponsor |
recruitment and selection processes on who was hired and who failed to
get-hired. ’ .

.With the Emergency Jobs Program Extension Act of 1976, Congress,
for the first time since the depression of the 1930s required an income test
of applicants for public employment. To be eligiblé for new Title VI jobs,
applicants now had to come from low-income families— those having an '
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income less than 70 percent of the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower income
standard.’ Congress also lengthened the required spell of unemployment
from 30 days (15 days for areas of substantial unemployment) to 15 weeks.
These requirements applied to all new Title VI jobs and to replacements
for half of the Title VI jobs authorized as of June 1976 (generally referred
to as the sustainment level). Through these changes Congress attempted to
direct the PSE program more specifically to the ;Z:ople most in need among
the unemployed.

In revising the PSE eiigibility criteria, Congress identified four categorics
of individuals and directed that each sponsor ensure that funds be
equitably allocated to jobs for these groups *“in light of the composition of
unemployed eligible persons served by the prime sponsor.” The categories
nclude persons who (a) have been receiving unemployment compensation
for 15 weeks or more, (b) have been unemployed for 15 weeks or more but
are not eligible for unemployment compensation, (c) have exhausted
unemployment compensation benefits, or (d) ure members of families
receiving Aid to Families With Dependent Children.

FEDERAL REGULATIONS AND POLICIES

Federal regulations, which are as important as legislative language at the
local level, define legislative requirements, prescribe program procedures,
and assign specific roles and tasks to federal, state, and local institutions
and agencies. Federal managers, in the exercise of ;glcir oversight
responsibilities, also influence local programs through interpretation of
rules. A review of how sponscs reacted to legislative changes must
consider these factors.

Employment and Training Administration regulations and policies on
finding and hinng PSE participunts had two overriding objectives: to
facilitate a rapid expansion of the psg program and to reduce duplication
between sponsor and employment setrvice activities by enlarging the
recruitment role of the employment service. These objectives are reflected
in four ETA policies adopted for the PSE expansion and in a fifth that
predated the expansion but gained new importancBwith it:

|. The establishment of detailed hiring schedules to complete the pst
expansion in 9 months. ETA set the general pace of the expansion and
required each sponsor to establish goals within the aational design
(National Research Council, 1978d, pp. 20-21).

' The lower living standard budget when EJPEA Wwas passed in 1976 was $9,588 for a family of
four. Seventy percent of that figure was $6,712. Thisis higher than the more familiar Office of
Management and Budget poverty level, which in 1976 was $5,815.

U,
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2. The exemption of sponsors from liability for payments made to
ineligible participants if the determination of eligibility was made by the
employment service. This policy both speeded hiring and provided an
inceative to use the employment service that few sponsors refused.

3. Directives to-the emplopment service and the sponsors to collaborate in
the formaticn and use of an ES pool of persons eligible to participate in Title
VI projects. The employment service pool was designed to ensure an
immediate source of eligible persons and to provide sponsors with access
to AFDC recipients and UI claimants, two target categories identified by
Congress. It had the concomitant effect of enlarging the role of the
employment service jn the PSE recruitment process.

4. Pressure of ETA staff on the sponsor to include the employment sertice
in its recruitment process and to enter a formal agreement with the

‘employmentt service. This pressure varied not only from region to region -

but also among federal representatives within a region. Most sponsors
accepted the policy as reasonable; in view of the size and timing of the
expansion, they were glad to get whatever help-they could.

5. According full credit to the employment service for placing applicants
in subsidized jobs. Placement of job seekers has always been a central
function of the employment service and is the major factor used by ETA to
evaluate the performance and determine the relative allocation of funds

among ES agencies. In addition, the PSE expansion provided a lot of '

placement opportunities—one-cighth of the total annual ES placements in
fiscal 1978—making CETA a.very important source of business. It was
apparent that if an ES agency wanted to stay éompetitivc with other states
and maintain its share of grant funds, that ggency had to seek PSE
placements. .

¢ 1

LOCAL RECRUITMENT SYSTEMS

When the PSE expansion was announced in early 1977, sponsors ‘had
nearly 3 years of CETA experience. There were trained staffs, functioning
orgamizations, and processes. Local CETA units had become accustomed to
changing program requirements and expansions. By and large, local
sponsors did not make wholesale changes in their organizational or
recruitment Systems when EJPEA was introduced. Such changes as did
occur involved greater use of local organizations to recruit PSE participants
and the use of the employment service to certify participant eligibility.

Sponsors normally manage PSE programs separately tfrom other-CETA
programs and the recruitment processes differ. Only 4 of the sponsors in
the study use a single recruitment system for all titles of CETA. Most
sponsors (16 of 28) do use one recruitment system for the three PSE job

.




there dre many variations m the handlmg of discrete
g outreach intake, screening, referral eligibility .

ent service, was used by most of the consortia (seven
ce-of-state sponsors (three of four) in the study. Two
'ties studied also preferred this arrangement. The
_employment service performs a range of intake fanctions along with
eligibility verification. Al potential parfxcrpants are referred to, the local ES
office and are added to s list of people to'bz considered when filling PSE
job orders. In several ateas the employment service rcfers a potential
enrollee not to an emplo r but to a CETA office or a centr;rl personnel
office, which interviews applican before they are sent to the selecting
official of the employing agency. The mtermediatc interview permits the
sponsor’s CETA Or personn | office to check vacancies .and control
referrals. Another reason for this step is local civil service. requirements. If -
PSE slots are being filled under ivil'service pracedures, the candidates are
. “tested”” (usually a rankmg based on education and experience) and placed
on a register before being considéred by the hiring official. A comparison * .
of the characteristics of participanys hired under the employment-service-, ’
centered pattern and the charactekistics of participants hired under the
sponsor-centered recruitment systgms did not reveal any significant .
difference in. the proportion of AFDC kecipients, Ul claimants, and veterans  «
employed.
2. Spon&‘or-centered Nine sponso operate central intake units that
, interview and assess the needs of CETA applicants and, make all referrals to
PSE jobs and other CETA programs. Evel where requests for PSE workers
are sent to the local Es office, those referréd (except veterans) are added to .
the list of eligible persons maintained by the central intake unit. This unit -
determines applicant eligibility and also ensures that the eligibility of an
appllcant for a Title VI project job is verified by the local Es office, either .
before or after the person is hired. Six of the hine counties in the study use *
thispattem. :
3. Employer-centered. Sponsors using the employer-centered model
. delegate recruitment responsibilities to the PSE employer, who generally
follows the same procedures he ‘uscs for hiring regular employees. The

ment by the employm
of the nine) and bai;
of the four largest
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_employm mt sefvice verifies the cligibility of applicants and ‘?g(sts in the
recruitment of veterans and candidates for vacancies that ar€ difficult to

_ fill. Four of the seven sponsors using this pattern in fiscal 1976 dropped it

in 1977. Three of the four went to‘the ES-centered system, and the fourth
ad‘optcd\t?e_sponsor-centcred design. ¢ '

In addition to the ficw eligibility requirements, recruitment for projects
was influenced by the policies of the prime sponsors in promoting and
approving proposals. In half of the areas studied, the recruitment was
applicant oriented. Prime sponsors advised cligible agencies to design
projects compatible with the limited skills available among the long-term,

low-income unemployed. This was often a cofideration in the review of :

project proposals. .
Although federal iegislation was written from this.“supply” standpoint,

' in the remaining half of the instances recruitment was, . ‘demand”

oriented—that is, the job to be filled was of primary importance. The
activity to be performed and the jobs to be,filled were first determined. The
skills necessary to perform the job were then identified, and finally a
qualified candidate was selected. NN ,
The speed of the implementation and the short duration of projects
made the use of an applicant-oriented system difficult, but that is not the

only reason why job-oriented recruitment was common. Hiring agencies

frequently viewed PSE programs as augmentations of ongoing activities
and only'secgndarily as assistance to those who are at a disadvantage in
competing for empleyment. : . ’
Once projects were approved, whether job- or applicant-orientéd, PSE
hiring paralleled regular hiring practices—the best available applicants

were selected. Typically, several eligible persons from the pool were -

referred, and the employing agency selected the most qualified.

FINDING ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS

Almost all sponsors broadened their efforts to reach potcntiai'applicants in
the 1977 expansion. This meant more extensive ‘work with community
groups that have direct contact with potential participants. Veteran
organizations and welfare.agencies.were frequently added to a sponsor’s
list of screeners. The most intensive recruitment was conducted by the
employment service. L:ocal ES offices notified all Ul claimants and WIN
enrollees of their potential eligibility for Title VI jobs and re uestéd them
to come for interviews to determine their eligibility and avaii’azilit){:‘l,
Local officials pointed to the Department of Labor’s hiring goal for
veterans of 35 percent of new hires as a major factor that influenced the
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referral and hiring of participants (Tablé 11). As a consequence, the mout
actiy rccruxtmg, including the little job dcvclopment that did occur, was
alm%‘terans In a study conducted.in "1977, Westat, Inc., found that
90 percent of 53 SPONSOrs. survcyed who engaged in recruitment made

special efforts to attract veterans: Members of AFDC families were a distant

second; 43 percent of the sponsors took some positive action to recrult
AFDC recipients (Westat, Inc., 1978b, p. 28). -

Stepped-up recruitment of all veterans increased thcxr‘propomon in
Tltlc VI programs from 21 percent in the-first half of fiscal 1977 1o 29
percent of riew enrollées in the second half. This, however, was followed by

decline to 23 percent for fiscal 1978. Although Vietnam veterans received

partxcular attention, their represcntatxon in Title VI dropped from 8.7 '

pcrccnt in fiscal 76 to 5.0 percent in 1978, There has'been a gradual

decrense in unemplOyed veterans who have served between 1964 and 1975. b
-According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics the number of Unemployed’”

male . Vietnaim-era- veterans bétween .20 and 34 years of age declined by
200,000 between the third quartet of calendar 1976 and the corrésporiding
period of 1978. The unemployment rate for this group declined from 8.2
percent to 5.5 percent over this period. The unemployment rate for those
between 20 and 24 years of age and for black males, however, was still
more than twice as @for all Vietnam-era veterans at that time.
The 28 survey areas“reported similar trends. F,lghtecn areas showed
decreases in the propomon of Title VI enrollees who were veterans
between fiscal 1977 and’ 1978; 8 reported increases. In more than half of
the sample areas, mcomc and unemployment mchgxblllty were™major
> reasons.?’ .
N The kinds of jobs available was another, deterrent. In some instances
they did not match the skills and experience of veterans; in other cases the
alaries offered did not attract tbose veterans who had other income
tions. These findings are consistent with those reported in a Westat
study. Although the number of cases examined is small, the stady suggests
that veterans had the highest rate of dlsmtcrcst in PSE openings among
sevetal chglblhty groups studied.

‘The' impact of the new eligibility requirements is evident in the
responses of local* official®: when asked  to identify the most important
factors influencing the selection of rccmltmem‘agcnmcs (Table 12)." The
most often cited factor in.choosing recruitment agencies was “access to
desired client population.” The influence of the ETA regional staff was
= cited almost as frequently. There are some notable differences among the

2Regulations exempt veterans from the uncmploymcnt requirement at the time of discharge,
but the exemption does not apply for subsequent’ pcnods G! benefits are not counted in
computing family carnings, but veterans with working wives frequently coald not qualify.
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TABLE 11 Factors ldenuﬁed by Local Officials as-Having a'Major Influence on the Hiring of Publnc Service, Employment
.. Participants, Sample Prlme Sponsor Areas (percent of respondents)

, ¥ 3 ~/ h
v . > 5 .- J/ i . . .
’ N Type of Respondent®. S
% , . .4
N o ! - S v
. ’ : . ' . ) . Community- . ’
- . . . ‘ . All ) ‘Prime Employment Based
’ . Factor ) . _ Rcspondfn(s Sponsor - Service TN Organization
' Applicaat’s qualifications for the job . R - 2 88 79 83 -
Preference of employing agency f&ga particular individual  \, 49 . 48 53 48 )
: ‘Targeling objectivesof EJPEA Y} ’ C 44 - 37 43
‘ DOL veteran hiring goals - 36 44 37 26
o Compliance with affirmative action hiring goals /) 30, 40 10 )
Local priorities for specific groups 12 12 10 13
Desire to minimize state or focal welfare costs A2 f 12 26 0
Desire to reduce Ul costs 2 I | B 8 21 4
Placement credit policies of DOL . 1 {4, 16 L 4
Other 15 20 10 13 .
Nurmbef of respondents _ 61 (25) (19) Q3 -~ -

Pd

a Columns add to more than 100 because of multiple factors cited.
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answers of different groups responding to this question. Prime SpOnSsors,
which most frequently cited “access to, desired client populatlon > gave
only slnghtly less emphasis to the past performance of the agencies doing
PSE recruitment, the influence of ETA regional staff, and the sponsors’
desire to control the PSE recruitment process. However, ETA regional staff
most often cited their own influences and the regulation éxempting
.sponsors from liability for ineligibles. Seventeen percent of the community-
based respondents and 4 percent of ihe prime sponsors attributed the
selection of recruitment agencies tg.““political” consideration.

- Newspaper advertisements and articles about the new Title VI JObS were
a widely used and effective means of attracting applicants. In some areas,
ads were- used to recruit applicants for hard-to-fill vacancies; in others,
local policy required that all PSE jobs be publicly announced. Many
sponsors planned no media efforts, but counted on disseminating informa-
tion through regular local newspaper coverage. However originated, Y
newspaper ads and stories consistently produced an ample supply of
cligible candidates. One sponsor stopped using public advertisements to

_ ayoid raising hopes amoug persons not eligible. This sponsor- found the+

new eligibility requirements difficult to communicate to job seekers, and,
as a consequence, a third of those réspondmg to PSE job pubhc:ty could not
meet admlsslon cntena

N

DETERMINING AND VERIFYING E;_IGIBlLiTY o ]

Encouraged by the liability exemption for mispayments to ineligibles and
pressured by ETA regional staff, all but two of the sponsors studied entered
into formal agreements with employment service offices for eligitility
determination.* But sponsors did not necessarily leave\ all eligibility
questions tc the employment service. Many screened apnhcants thorough-
ly before sending them to the ES office. Employers and community groups
also conducted preliminary eligibility screening before sending potential °
applicants to either the sponsor- or the employment service. Ii most
instances the only difference between the ES verification and the initial
screening performed by the employer or community agency was that the
ES action, usually mvolvm;, a printed form, was cons:dered the “official”
and final determination of eligibility (Westat, Inc’ 1978b, p. 32), since the

. employment service relied principally on the mformanon prov:ded and

ERIC
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wertified by the applicant. S

In addition to determining the eligibility of the applicant, the employ-
ment service entered the applicant into the PSE pool and, if requested,
referred thewapplicant batk to the specific employer or the sponsor. If the
applicant was hired, the ES was credited with a placement in its report to

. . .
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TABLE 12, Factors Rated Important in Selection of Recrqnmem Agencies for }iubhc Service Employment, Sample . ° .
Prime Sponsor Areas {percent of respondems) 5 & \ ]
N Type of Respondent . . . T 1
e . . : - ‘
) A L .. Al , Employ- Gommunity- . Manpower .
. * Respon- Prime ment Based Planning» +Regional *
p Reason forSelegtion 7 dems? Sponsor Service Organization Councl] Office . =
. Access to desited client population 42 . 50 59 - 30 30 4 -
Influence of ETA regional office 41 42 41 22 37 . 59 .
. o ETA regulations exempnng sponsor 33 38 30 30 - 30 . 37
from liability for ineligible participants - .
if eligibility is verified by ES . . e
Desire to control PSE recruitment 2 42 3 .2, 26 4 26 S
. process : :
. Past performance of agency doing PSE .24 . 46 26 13 18 15 !
recruitment ) '
Timing of PSE expansion - . 16 =~ 35 S | 0 ’ 15 - 15, .
. Cost . ' 10 23, 4 0 - 18 )
Political considerations 9 ¢ 4 11 17 N 4 1N
Number of respondents (130) (26) , 2n (23)
@ Columns add to more than 100 because of multiple factors cited. &
. < . ;
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£ 1A, 0T 1sew.ml areas, this dctcrlmnatlon and referr.:l was performed by BS
-staff located in the sponsor’s Lc;\tral intake unit. ’
For the most part, changes ip recruitment practices resulting from the
new eligibility requirements did not appear to decrease duplication
between the employmentvsemce and the sponsor¢ nor to increase the
coordination between vanous recruitment efforgs within the CETA program
or among local institutions. Of 17 field observers noting a change, 9
reported. more duplication of activities in " determining eligibility, and .
reported less. The ES review often formalized what a preliminary screener
had recorded. ) )
In addition, the ETA policy 8f permitting postentry venﬁcatlon was.not
as helpful as it appeared to be. It is extremely awkward to terminate
someone alread‘y hired, particularly because of a requirement unrefated to
_ job quahﬁcatlons or performance. To aveid this, Sponsors ordinarily .
closely reviewed the eligibility of participants who wc.c hiréd before ) '
recerving the Ls formal verification. As a result, the participant’s postentry .
trp to the ES local office for yenﬁcatlon of eligibility”was mostly for the

record. - : -

The extreme pressure to meet the DOL hiring sc%ules discouragéd
prime sponsors from taking’ the time necessary to perform thorough
eligibility checks. It also led prime sponsors to advertise Title VI jobs,
which often attracted persons not eligible for the program and epcouraged
preselection. All of this adversely affected the accomplishment of EJPEA’s
targeting Gbjective.

A variant of the eligibility verification problem occurs when persons
reported a change in their residence, family, or labor force status for the
purpose of meeting the ehglblhty requirements. The more attractive the
job, the more common this practice is likely to be.

.

EMPLOYMENT SERVICE POOLS !

A nationally developed concept can be modified, misinterpreted, and even
ignored at the implementation level. Whatever the intent of its framers, a
national directive filters through the interests and biases of regional and
local officials. Implementation is molded ky the traditions, practices, ahd
relationships among institutions and officials as well as by particular loca
needs. Out of this adaptation process many:local variations of the central
"design emerge. What happened to the concept of the Es pool illustrates
this. # .

In planning for the PSE expansion, local sponsors ; and ES$ offices were
told by ETa officials to develop procedures jéintly to establish “pools™ of
potentially eligiblg Ul and WIN enrollees by March 1, 1977. '

\
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Nineteen of the sponsors in the study used an ES pool; two also eperated R
duplicate pools, and in another jurisdiction a community-based organiza- ~

tion ran a duplicate pool. In five areas, the sponsor rather than the
employment service maintained and operated the pool. In four instances,
the sponsor did not use a pool. In some areas, ES staff located in the
sponsor’s central intake unit registered and verified “walk-ins.” The
process was reversed in one area, where sponsor staff were stationed in the
local "'Es office. Where relationships between the sponsor 'and the
employment service had been smooth in the past, the pool concept worked

reasonably well. Where relationships had been poor, the pool never °

realized its potential in contributing to the PSE buildup and tendcd to fall
apart quickly.
Some.of the problems in setting up and maint#ining pools were,lack of
1nformat|on on the characteristics of the labor supply, difficulty in
optacting potentially eligible persons, communication problems between

t e employment service and prime sponsor offices, and allegations of

delays in referral of applicants.

While the pool was a useful method for quickly ldentlfymg an initial
group of persons eligible for new jobs, it was an arrangement that could
not long endure. Maintaining current information for a long list of cligible

. persons and attempting to screen such a list to fill specific job orders was
awkward and time-consuming. In addition] the ES fisting, which included
mainly Ul and WIN eligibles, comprised only part of the eligible group.

. Sponsors reported a heavy flow of “walk-in” applicants, particularly after
publicity on PSE jobs, and they were obliged to consider the eligible

, persons in this group as well as Ul and WIN enrollees. As a result, sponsors

with central intake units maintained their own pool of eligibles, to which
they added the candidates referred by the employment service, or they
maintained and operated the pools themselves. Gjven the time and effort
necessary to maintain the pools, it is not surprising that the system quickly
fell apart once sponsors found they had little difficulty locatmg a ready
supply of eligibles.

There is, however, one aspect of the pool that could be valuable to CETA
planners. The ES pool was a potential source of information about the

. characteristics and skills of the eligible population in a sponsor area. On
the basis of such information, sponsors can inform agencies designing
projects of the skills available so that project activities can make the most
effectivoruse of persons eligible to participate. However, information on the
characteristics of pefsons in the pool was seldom well developed. -
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‘Q
MEETING HIRING SCHEDULES , “

Only one sponsor in the study had serious difficulty in identifying sufficient
eligibles to-meet hiring goals. The Es pools of ur- claimants and WIN ‘
participants-were immediately available, and large numbers of ready znd '
eager job seekers responded to news stories.  Failure to.meet hiring
schedliles stemmmed from procedural delays in establishing and describing
jobs and in processing a larger number of projects and applicants than
some systems or staffs’ could handle if. the time allotted. Delays also
occurred in some areas because projects called foa skills which were not
available in the D‘p‘ool of eligible participants. A CETA &administrator
wommented that at one time one-third of all approved project jobs could
“not be-filled because the skills wanted were not available in the -pool.

) Hiring schedules were the overriding concern of sponsors. The necessity
to meet schedules was constantly emphasized by ETA staff, who'hoveged -
closely over docal operations, threatening to withdraw funds if goals were
.notsmet. This emphasis on speed had bot}t positive and negative effects.
‘Sccgingways to quicken the hiring pace, many sponsors chose projects
and jobs shat could easily be filled by unskilled workers—these who most
needed: assistance in the labor market. On the other hand, some sponsors
.abandoned naormal recruitment processes and controls. Employers were .
encouraged to seek out anyone who,_could be cleared quickly. This often
'led to the employment of either “preselected” or ineligible participants. In,
adaition, there was often a mismatch between applicant and job. Too often
the first “Wax:m'body"'whg, came in the door was hired. Although these
quick marriages served to fifl job.slots, they frequently r+sulted in unhappy
participants and employers, who soon parted company.

During the last quarter of fiscal 1977, some 80,000 participantsleft Title
VI jobs, while 227,000 were hired. In the first quarter of fiscal 1978, over
80,000 left and 152,000 were. hired. The data do not indicate what
proportion of the terminations were persons recently hired, but observers
report that many of the new participants stayed only briefly. Only one-
third of those lcaving Title VI jobs in the last quarter of fiscal 1977 went on
to other jobs; in fiscal 1978 slightly less. (30 percent) obtained other
employment. . « . T w

’

f

MAT'CHING JOBS AND ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS - P

Although the total number of eligible applicants was adequate, the

majority of sponsors in the study (18 of 28) reported difficulties in

matching eligible applicants with approved jobs. One reporged a problem

locating arrestfree applicants for & parapolice program. Almost all*had
B . * - .
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difficulty in recruiting supervisory personnel and filling jobs requiring
extensive qualifications or experience. The cause of .the problem differed
with the perspective of those whq viewed-it. Job interviewers in ES local
offices or sponsorintake units thought employers were asking for the
impossible. Employérs, on the other hand, thought the’ new CETA
eligibility réquirements were arbitrary and restrictive and that the $10,000.
wage.limit made it difficult to hire for some jobs, especially for supervisors.
Under the pressures of meeting hiring schedules, sponsors did not let
jobf remain vacant for long and forced employers to accommodate
themselves to the qualifications of the applicants. Inabgli[y to find qualified
applicants for a PSE job usually led to lowering the qgualifications for the
Jjob or restructuging the job to make it easier to fill. If the employer was
unwilling to do either, efforts to fill the job were abandoned. CETA staff
concentrated on jobs they belicved had a better chance of being filled. In
some ins;ances?, a job was cancelled when an employer was. unable to select
ong of a limited number of applicants sent for interview. Less-often-used
methods for handling hard to-fill vacancies were to widen the applicanf .

" search, sometimes eyen advertising'for applicants.

There are differing views as to whether _tfle difficulties in mafchidg jobs
with eligible participants will continue and increase. One local observer
nofes that, as pSE jobs are filled with the gost qualified and experienced
applicants, the size 6f {his group'quickly diminishes and matching worker
to job becomes more difficult. Another’s more optimistic view is that
sponsors are changing their approach to Title VI projects. As sponsors
learn more about th@ people eligible, they become more sensitive to their
limitatibns and more carefully review project plans (o ensure that there are
eligible candidates before jobs are approved. This change to more
*‘applicant-orient&d™ programs would lessen the job-man match problems.

REFERRING APPLICANTS TO EMPLOYERS ) v .

The ways that sponsors find applicants and refer them to employers are
governed as m\uch by chance as by design. Eligible candidates are matched
with jobs on the basis of three clements: the vacancies to be filled, the skills

required to fill thode vacancies, and the qualifications of the applicants :

available. None of the sponsors and only a few ES local offices now have
the computer capability to store and retrieve applicant and job data
quickly. The job-man match is limited to the applicants known to the
interviewer filling the job order. Normally the most common matches ars
with the applicants most recently interviewéd and remembered. ° )
Although congressional focus was on the eligible applicants, sponsor
conlerns were often job-oriented. There was little effort on the part of the
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. 1 ,
sponsors studied to go beyond the normal referral process and give special .
consideration to a specific group or type of applicant, except for veterans.
The reports of the field research associates indicate that most sponsors
did not establish a system to ensure the equitable allocation of -PSE
resources among the four categories of eligiblés; in some cases sponsqrs
were not even aware of the congressional directive to establish such a —
inechanism. Out of the 27 sample sponsors for which data was available,
16 made no attempt to allocate jobs in light of the comppsition, of the
eligible population. Five sponsors made some attempt, usually informally,
to monitor the allocation of jobs among the categories of eligible persons.
Only 6 sponsars had systems whereby the proportion of jobs allocated to a ' ,
category of eligible persons could be adjusted to conform with an estimate
of the composition of the eligible population. o
.. Prime sponsor administrators cited a number of reasons for not
“establishing a mechanisim for monitoring the allocation of jobs by category
of cligibility. Many noted that in the rush to meet the hiring quota there
was ‘not time to be concerned with which segment of the eligible
population a"particular.applicant was drawn from.*
_ Other sponsors questioned the impo%nce of the quity requirement. If
a person'met the cligibilitj/ requirements, wasn't that enough? Still other
sponsors.suggested that gagls, such as 35 percent vetgran participatior,
v had taken precedence over attempting to ensure an equitable allocation of
jobs. - .
Inadequate data’on the composition of the eligible population was also
frequently cited as a barrier.to allocating PSE resources in light.of the
composition of t 1¢ population of eligible persons. Although Es local offices
collected data on the eligible applicants in the pSi\poo's, these often served
areas larger than those ‘of the sponsors’ jurisdictions, and they usually
could not accurately disaggregate what data they did collect. All sponsors .
reported that they reviewed participant characteristics after hiring, but
none identified the criteria they used to evaluate hiring results or indicate
whether their evaluations had led to spg:c‘iﬁc‘hiring adjustments.
With the implementation of the EJPEA, there was for the first time a real
difference between Title II and Title VI jobs. There can be a substantial
money and career difference between referral to a Title II and a Title VI
. project job; one has an indefinite duration, the other is part of a short-term |
U project. There are also great variations in wages for the same jobs within a
sponsor's area and among projects. However, none of the sponsors in the
study had policies for assigning eligibles to the three PSE job categories.
The decision as to,whether an applicant, eligible for all three programs, is
assigned to a Title 11, Title VI sustainraent, or Title VI project job appears
{o be based solely upon the interviewer’s knowledge of current vacanxjia.

.
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No formal guidelines have been issued by ETA t0 ensure impartial sclcctxon
of applicants.
Another factor to be considered in the selection of apphcants is the local
merit system. Many have been modified to allow PSE jobs to be limited to
. those that meet federally established eligibility requirements. Candidates
are ranked on the basis of qualifications and experience; those at the top of
the list are referred to the selecting official. Including PSE participants in
merit system procedures.facilitates the transition of the participants to a
regular permanent job if an unsubsidized position becomes available.
There is, however, a trade-off. It limits the sponsors’ ability to give |
preference to specific groups—AFDC recipients, minorities, or other w
categories that the sponsor has identified as a significant, segment of the |
uncmploycd population needing special assistance.

»

EMPLOYMENT DECISIONS

The_ pool of persons eligible for Title ¥I under the revised criteria was

about 10 times larger than the number of jobs available. The question of

who among the eligible population should be hired was left to the.

discretion of the local-officials. Although project design ang"approval was

N influenced in half of the ateas by expectations tkat the bulk*of the persons
R Egms t§participate would have few skills; once projects were approvedy - o
e participant selection process was job oriented.n .

Selection is summed up by one CETA administratar as follows: (1)

clients must be willing to work; (2) they must be ‘clean cut’ and nea® and

(3) they must haye a skill that can be matched with a job.” Local officials

- and staff of sponsors, the employment service, and community-based

organizations reported that the individual’s qualifications for the job were

most often the deciding factor in selection (Table 11). Eighty-four percent

of these officials cited “qualifications” as a major influence in hiring

decisions. The preference of the employing agency for a particular

individual was the second most important factor, followed by the targeting

objectives of EJPEA and the DoL hiring goals for veterans. This selection

preference illistrates the divergence between national policy, which

emnphasized helpisig those most in need, and the preferences of lo:al hiring

agencies for those whom they judge best qualified of those eligible for PSE

nonsustainment positions. Differences in respgnses by class of respondents

are also revealing. Employment service ofﬁcnals, for example, tended to cite

reductions in welfare and uncmploymcnt insurance costs' as important

considerations, while community-based orgamzatnons stressed aﬁirmatlvc

action goals.
When asked why applicants accepted psE jobs, 82 percent of these

-
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officials.agreed that applicants preferred working to not working, and 77
percent believed.they were attracted by the prospect of increased income
' (Table 13). Their perceptions of why applicants rejected PSE jobs covered a
variety of factors: too low wages; not interested in the skills or occupations
of the PSE jobs; and the short duration of #SE jobs (Table 14). However,
jobs were seldom rejected. :
There i3 a difference of opinion on these responses. Sponsor staff, for
* example, were more likely than union officials to Jbelieve that some PSE
applicants.accepted psE positions for fear of being disqualified for welfare
_ or UI benefits. Nearly half of the sponsor staffs interviéwed indicated that
transportation or day care problems were reason for rejecting PSE
positions, but none of the union respondents agreed
A Westat study conducted during the PSE buildup indicates the varying
interest in PSE jobs among the eligible participan‘s."]‘hc number of cases
was limited, but they do show that eligible veterans weré more likely to
drop out of consideration for a pSE job due to Jack of interest than any
other group of patticipants. They had a 9 pcrcght drupout rate (failed to
report for interview, refused job, or failed to report to work). u1 claimants
had the next highest drop rate (7.3 percent), followed by persons who had
exhausted .their UI benefits (4.7 percent), AFDC family members (3.2
percent), and other unemployed persons not eligible for U1 (2.9 percent)
(Westat, 1978a, pp. 43-45). . : .

__One_consideration. in_accepting. or_refusing a_PSE job is the financial

incentive for those receiving income transfer payments (Aid to Families
witl: Depondent Children or unemployment insurance). Decisions will be
made on the basis of net advantages, that is, the PSE wage, plus any, utility
gained by working, minus alternative payments and utility derived from

. leisure lost by accepting the psE job. For transfer vecipients, the high

implicit tax rate to their alternative earning should they return to work
may make PSE jobs relatively less profitable. Variations in payments from
locality to locality make it difficult to generalize or to estimate the extent

. to which financial incentives enter into the decision of transfer payment
recipients to accept or reject a PSE job. The General Accounting Office
compared the income from a PSE job with UI and AFDC direct cash benefits
in eight sponsor areas. After considering average wages and the loss or
retention of cash benefits, the Gac found that net quantifiable incentives to
accept a PSE job ranged from $1.46 to $1.60 an hour for AFDC recipients
and from $1.36 an hour to a loss of $.48 an hour for Ul claimants.
However, these computations did not include significant job costs such ds

" transportation, clothinig, and meals, or the value” of loss of AFDC-related
benefits such as Medicaid and child care (U.S. General Accounting Office,
1978, pp. 21-32). i
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TABLE 13 Perceptions of Local Officials of Reasons Individuals Accept Public Service Employment Positions, Sample
Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of respondents) ,

Type of Respondent?
All Employ- Community- Nonprofit
‘ Respon- Pnme ment Based Organi-
Reason for-Acceptance L « dents Sponsor Service . Organizaiion zations Unions
Prefer working to not workihg 82 81 85 92 B | 9
Increased income 1 89 85 69 n . 68
Opportanity to acquire'new skill 34 48 37 27 29 26
Fringe benefits (i.c.. health insurance) 20 2 18 1 17 377
Rusk of disqualification for Ul 13 22 15 12 12 0
Rask of reducuon in food stamps or welfate 8 15 7 4 8 > "S‘
benefits . o
Other . - 11 18 1 .12 ] S
Number of respondents ‘. . (123) (v1)) QD (26) (24) (19)
+ @ Columns add to mote than 100 because of multipie factors cited. ) . -
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TABLE 14 Perceptions of Locat Oﬂ icials of Reasons Individuals Do Not Accept Public Service Employmenl Posmons
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of-respondents)

,

Reason for
. Not Accepting Position ~

. Type of Respondent?

All
Respon- Prime
dents Sponsor

. Employ-

ment
Service

Community-

Based
Organization

Nonprofit
Organi-

zations

Unions

PSE wag 100 low compared o alternalive

income sources (i.e., Ul, welfare)

Interest in a particular skill or occupational area
other than that available through Title:ll or V1

Traeportation or child care problems

PSE too short term

Lack of interest in working

Reduction in income from previous position or
compared to Ul or welfare benefits .

Loss"in status or money assaciated with a Title Il
or V1job compared to previous position

Poor health/physical requirements of job.

Desire toretum to work for former cmployer

Other

Number of respondents

I 8
3, 48
7] 48
3l 32,
19 20
18 20
17 20
12 16

.t 16
12 24

aos) ‘., @5

-,

38

@

25

29
42
21
29

29
21

12
4

» (29)

38

21

16

“ 3

32

‘14

28

.0-
14

sl

14

B~ ~
=

* Columns addjo more than 100 because of multiple fctors cited.
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PRESELECTION, PATRONAGE, AND INELIGIBILITY

# Filling jobs in the public sector thfough political’ patronage has a long
history. Where they exist, merif systems_ have generally restricted the
-practice, although it occasionally flourishes in informal systems. The PSE
program, despite congrgssional stipulations, has not been completely
immune, particularly where PSE jobs are outside the merit system. Note

that there is a “trade-off”’ between:the advantages of the merit system in

succeed rather than those most in need. Persons comifig through merit

systems als¢ have a greater likelihood of being “trapsitioned” into a
regular pubhc service job.

As the pse program doubled during the summer and fall of 1977,

allegations of political, influence and patronage cropped up across the

! country. The Department of Labor, sometimes joined by the Department

of Justice, had investigations under way in a dozen areas. A few field

observers noted that political,influence affected hiring i ifi the sponsor areas

_ conirolling, patrofiage and its tendencysto select tl:;)& most likely to

they studied. In one area, an observer found it very commonand that l

~ sponsor was under investigation by, the Department of Labor. ‘A second
observer reported sporadic use of political influence in hiring. In four other
areas isolated instances of political referral occurred. )
The creation of jobs for specific individuals or manipulation of the
recruiting and referral system to hire preselected participants was reported

in 16 of the 28 sponsor areas in the stidy. As with patronage, the actual
incidence is difficult to determine precisely or even to estimate. Preselec-
tion, too, is an infarmal, undocumented tcchmquc used in both the private
and public job sectors. Unemployed individuals, as well as employed
individuals seeking a job change, make extensive use of job information
and assistance from family, friends, and acquaintances. Along “with
information, friends and family provide references and endorsements that
often carry weight with a selecting official who would prefer to pick
someone endorsed by a person-he or she trusts.

Although the use of information and endorsements by friends and
faniily is generally appropriate in the private sector, it is questionable in a
‘public jobs program. Congress intended that federally funded jobs should

. be equally accessible t0 all eligible persons in the target groups. Federal
regulations gave this policy substance by requiring sponsors to use open
and objective methods to select participants. Some sponsors do have
rigorous controls to guard against preselection and stiffly resist it, as they

“do political referrals. Others accept preselection as a normal part of the
employment process. At times spenSors have even fostered it as an

. . .
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.expedient method to fill jobs and meet hiring schedules—their b\(qrr‘id'mg
¢ concern. Field observers note that the new eligibility rcquiremép(fs have .
: made preselection more difficult and have reduced its incidence. | -
Strict application of eligibility requirements is difficult and the process
prone to error and fraud. Yet the lack of adequate eligibility*verification
reduced the effect of.the EJPEA criteria. The difficulty of ensuring ready
program access to the eligible, while safeguarding against the entry of the
- ineligible, is evident in both the welfare and unemployment compensation )
programs. Nevertheléss, this area was not sufficiently. addressed in
planning for PSE. ETA regulations under EJPEA leff responsibility for
applicant eligibility dangling between the sponsor and the employment *
service. ‘Neither was liable for error as long as there was a formal T
r agreement requiring the employment service to verify the eligibility of:
applicants. The results are reported in two studies conducted during the
peak of the expansion. Westat, Inc., in reviewing local processes,
_experienced “considerable difficulty in developing estimates (for screening
and verification of participant eligibility) . . . as records were frequertly
. of questionable accuracy and infrequently nonexistent” (Westat, Inc.,
"' 1978b, p. 29). The Department of Labor auditors found that-procedures=
for assessing participant eligibility neéded improvement because “most
.sponsors have not designed "application forms which provide sufficient
information to determine eligibility; do not require participants to provide
documentation; and do not have ‘adequate proccdﬁrcs for verifying
- infdcaiation and-applications”-(U:S—Department-of-Labor,-1978,p. 5)- - - -
In its study of participant eligibility, Department of Labor audit staff
found that 12 percent. of the participants in the sample reviewed were
either-ineligible (9.8 percent) or that there was insufficient infoqnatiod to -
‘make a determination of eligibility (2.5 percent). Of the 131 ineligibles who
received jobs, 55 had neither met the criteria for the long-term unem-
ployed nor for AFDC family members; 36 had family incstms exceeding the
minimum income level; 27 had jobs at the time of application; and’5 had
obtained full-time jobs after application but before the pSE job offer. The
auditors found that the ineligible rate under the new criteria was almost
- ‘twice that under the old requirements (U.S. Department of Labor, 1978).
Data from Westat’s Contifiuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey indicated
that the ineligibility rate may be double that found by the Department of
Labor auditors. Of the 146,000 Title VI enrollees subject to the new
eligibility requifements hired during the last half of fiscal 1977, 25 percent
appeared to be incligible. Thirteen percent had family incomes greater
than 70 percent of the BLs lower living standard, 3 percent had been
unemployed less than 15 of the 20 weeks priof to entry into the program,

v [
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and 9 percent appeared to meet neither the family income nor long-tcrm
unemployed criteria.® 7

CONCLUSION N

The next chaptcr analyzcs the effect of EJPEQA targeting criteria on the
participants of public service cmploymcnt programs But as the foregoing
discussion shows, local hiring practices have tended to minimize the effects
in. several ways. While the new criteria narrowed the eligibility for
participation in PSE programs, nationally there wers still 10 eligible
persons forfevery job, a fact that allowed local ‘programs wide choice in
hiring. Their selection processes illustrate the divergence between the
national policy emphasis on helping those most in need and the
preferences of local agencies for workers with the best record of education
vand expcncncc N

The whore restrictive eligibility rcqulrcmcnts and sponsor actions in half
“the areas to stimulate projects for workers with few skills created moze job
opportunities for “the disadvantaged. After projects were approved,
however, sponsor choices reveal a pattern of job-oriented hiring. The
pressure to meet hiring goals forced many prime sponsors to accede to the.
preference of the employing agencits. As a result, participants were

‘referred and selected on the basis of suitability for a particular job. The

emphasw placed on meeting the hiring schedule ’occastonally led to the
" pragtice of allo_wm&hmng,zfgcncxcsmprcselecl—mdmduals for hard-to-fill

o

.o

orders. Finally, there was little evidence that pnmc Sponsors took seriously
the requirement for equitable service to members of families receiving
AFDC, persons regeiving unemployment i insyrance benefits, and other low-
_income, long-@n unemployed.

Inadequate éligibility verification was afiothér factor that reduced the
impact of the  EJPEA targeting criteria. The EJPEA criteria, especially the
famxly income rcqmrcn}cnt, were: dxfﬁgult to verify. In many cases, the
ipphcants interview jresponses had to suffice. Second, 'SponsOrs were
cncouraggd to avoid liability for ineligible participants by using the ES to
certify eligibility. Since the ES was no better equipped than thesprime
spornsor to check on the applicant’s family income, the result was simply to
eliminate any aceountability for ineligibles. Indeed, incentives for the Es,
which was not financially liable for errors.in certificatibn, may run m the
direction of maxlmlzmg PSE referrals and placements. For the’ ES,
placements are the “coin_of the realm,” since they are a rﬂajor factor in
determining local budgets. - ¥

3Based on preliminary unpublished data from the Continuous: Longitudinal Manpower
Survey (Westat, Inc.).

‘ .
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Given the complexity of the criteria and the problems of eligibility
verification, it is not surprising that a signiﬁcant portion of the Title VI
participants hired under EJPEA were ineligible in areas examined by DOL
auditors. Since ineligible participants come disproportionately from the
better qualified segment of the PSE pool, poor verificafion procedures erode
the cﬁ'ectwcncss of the EJPEA targeting criteria as a means of shifting the
PSE program "toward the structurally uncmployed transfer payment .
rccnplcnts, and others most in need.

* A third factor tending to reduce the 1mpact of the EJPEA ehglbnhty

v criteria is the participation incentive structure. Some clfgible individuals
, with other-alternatives have less incentive to seek PSE jobs tham others. For
cxamplc, an AFDC recipient with very limited skills may prcfcr to ‘remain
_ on AFDC rather thap take a-low wage PSE job. Persons receiving Ul benefits
will also\weigh their opportunity costs. ) . .
This may create a dilemma: While a high PSE wage will encourage .
transfer’ recipients to take jobs, it will also attract better qualified
“individuals both in and out of the eligible pool. This is likely to reduce the’
. proportion of needy persons in the program. Conversely, if the PSE wage
s structure is low only those persons with few alternatives (those most in
need) will be attrdactéd to' PSE jobs. However, given a choice, it is lxkcly that
transfer payment recipients will choose not to accept low-wage PSE jobs.

The particigant incentive structure thus.can significantly affect the
partici,ation of certain groups in the PSE program. To the eXtent that the
incentive structure introduces a systematic bias against participation by

-7 some Segments of the eligible pool it rcduccs the targeting criteria’s

effectiveness. -
- L)
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One of the principal objectives of the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension
Act (EJPEA) was to target a larger proportion of public service employ-
ment (PSE) to jobs for the most needy of the unemployed. This chapter
assesses the extent to which this objective was achieved. In brief it finds
that: " . '
- - B

1. The tighter cligibility requirements of EIPEA Teduced the number of
persons eligihle for the newly created pSE positions (Tntl/)‘I nonsustain-
ment) and increased the préportion of disadvantaged participants in these

jobs. But the impact upon the total pSE program was offset by several

developments.

a. Because EIPEA targeted only a portion ‘of the pSE jobs to the
disadvantagcd prime sponsors were able to change the mix of participants
in other programs.

b. Employing agencies tended to prcsclcct cand:datw and to hire the
best qualified individuals from the eligible population.

c. -The absence of an effective eligibility verification system led to the
enrollment of a significant number of ineligible participants. ,

2. Under these circumstances, the qverall characteristics proﬁle of PSE

.pammpants changed very little, althong there was a significant increase

in the proportion of persons with family incomes below the poverty- level.

98 .
. 116

/

a~

i~




Program i’artiapants . .99

1 WHO SHOULD BE SERVED? STRADDLING THE ISSUES .

From the1 time, that pubhc service employment programs were enacted m\

the early 1970s, there has been 90n51dcrable ambivalence about the -

clientele to be served. Typically, job creation legislation had been directed

toward the cyclically unemployed, although concern has - also been

cxpresscd for the structurally unemployed—persons who have the most ) \ .

difficulty in the job market, even in periods of low employment. The

statutes’ eligibility provisions gave all unemployed persons access to the

programs, although the rhetoric of the legislation was directed to the .

special problems of the disadvantaged. ’

The Emergency Employment Act of 1971 was designed to counter a rise )

in unemployment and was intended broadly for the “unemployed ‘and

underemployed” population, regardless of family income or duration of |
)employmcnt 1 However, the act’s preamble suggests that Congress was |

pecially: concerned with those in the labor market who are handicapped

by structural difficulties, such as the low-income unemployed, migrant

workers, recently separated veterans, anq new entrants into the labor

' force. Prime sponsors. were required to-give prefererice to persons ifi these

- categories. The EEA also required that the “mgmﬁcant\scgmcnts” (locally

* defined groups most in need of help) of the unemployed population be

served equitably, to the extent possible. This “equitable service”” concept |
was later incorporated mto CETA. :

When Congress enacted CETA in 1973, it included a vestige of the EEA
in Title II, which provided for a modest (50,000 posxtxons) PSE program in
areas of substantial unemployment (6.5 percent). In this respect, the
program was directed to the structural problems of particular gcographxc
areas. But Title- 11 also had structural overtones m/irms of the people it
.was lo- serve. Sponsors were to give “consideration” ‘to uncmploycd .
persons “who are most séfiously disadvantaged in terms of the length of
time they have been unemployed and their prospect of ﬁndmg employment
without: assistance.” Dmpne this admonition, participation in CETA public
scrv1ce jobs was in fact open to a bréader group—all persons who were
unerployed 30 days or more or who Were underempioyed. Thus, Title II
straddled the stmctural:(aGuntcrcycllcal issue. Although it urged that
special consideration b given to the structurally unemployed, the
Jegislation in fact: ga\z\ loc{ sponsors wide" discretion in selecting PSE
participants.

The Emergency Jobs and Unemployment Assxstance Act, passed at a

1Subsequent DOL regulations did require a 14-day period of unemployment.
1}

“ N
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authorized $2.5 billion to subsidize 300,000 temporary public service jobs
for the unemployed. The effect of this large new program was to shift the
emphasis of CETA from the Title I eniployability development programs to
a countercyclical PSE  program for persons rendered jobless by the
recession 0f.1974. The only hard eligibility requirement for jobs in Title VI
was that the participant be unemployed or underemployed. “Preferred
consideration” was® to be given to those who had exhausted their Ul
entitlement (or who were not eligible for U1), as well as those out of work
for 15 weeks or longer. But, again, the act stopped short of mandating an - 4
eligibiiity requirement: for the long-term, low-income unemployed. |
In-sum, carly PSE programs were characterized by indecision—specific
language of the. lcglslatlon directing the programs to the..cyclically
unemployed was accompanied by general expressions of concern for\thc“ -
structurally unemployed. . -
The varying cyclical/structural emphases in manpower programs reflect
the state of the labor market, as well as the debate on the role of PSE in
manpower policy. When unemployment is high, the focus tends to be on
unemployed petsons generally. At relatively low levels of unemployment,
attention reverts to the structurally unemployed. The phase of a recession
is pamcularly relevant to the kinds of participants who are enrolled in
public service employment programs. At its onsgt, the countercyclical =«
effect of PSE is not -significantly_affected by the kinds of unemployed
persons admitted into the program. However, at the recovery stage, who is
enrolled may be quite significant,.since the employment of skilled workers
, in subsidized public sectot jobs may tend to contribute to shortages in the
privatesector. .

" time of soaring unemployment, established Title VI” in CETA ;z;nd

2 ‘\A

>

L4

THE EMERGENCY JOBS PROGRAMS EXTENSION ACT

The Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act (EJPEA) for the first time
v reserved a major portion of PSE jobs for the structurally unemployed. The
new PSE positions made available by the Economic Stimulus Appropria-
tions Act of 1976 and half of the vacancies that occur in the sponsors’
sustainment levels arc limited to the long-term low-income unemployed
and AFDC recipients.? | : “
EJPEA's targeting criteria were a responsc to what Congress perceived as
one of the deficiencies in the CETA* Title VI program——lnadcquatc
participation of the disadvantaged. Prior to its passage, the majority of

#The sustainment level is defined as the aumber of Title VI positions as of June 1976 or
L October 1976, whichever was higher in a prime sponsor area.
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participants in Title VI di¢ not have incomes below the poverty level, less
than half were unemployed prior to entry into the program, and most of
those who were unemployed had been jobless less than 15 v.eeks. Only 6
percent were AFDC recipients, and 14 percent were unemployment
instrance bengficiaries at the time of enrollment. In the main, they were
white men with at least a high school education.3 - '

The relatively well-paying jobs in the PSE programs of Titles If and VI
were serving persons much more able to compete in the rcgular job market
than those served in programs provided under Title I. Enrollees in Title II.
and Title VI were much more likely to be rale, White, and have post-high-
school educatlon and were less likely to be members of families receiving
AEDC ror be hindered by a specific cmploymcnt barncrasuch as limited
English or a police record.

By tightening the eligibility rcqulrcmcnts for most of the Title VI jobs,
Congress sought (a) to ensure that more public service jobs would be
directed to the most needy and (b) to'shift the costs of transfer payment
programs such as unemployment insurance and Aid to Families with
. Dependent Children to a program that placed beneficiaries-in productive
jobs. The Senate report (U.S. Congress, 1976¢, p. 17) states thesc objcctlm
directly:

3 A

A basic purpose of the Committee bill’s provision is to atttmpt to distribute a
limited number of jobs—in view of the 7 million individua}{ officially counted as
unefiployed—among those whose financial need for these/jobs is the greatest and
among those who are receiving federal, state, and local cash payments cither from
unemploynient compensatios or public assistance. It makes less sense to continue
to provide cash payments to individuals who are not workmg than to find
productlvc jobs in our communities.

The Senate cominittee report pointed out that more than 2 million
persons were expected to exhaust their entitlement to unemploymept
compensation in 1976. Due to the severity of the 1975 recession, Congress
had already extended the duration of unemployment insurance benefits

twice. Rather than repeat this process and shift an even greater portion of

the U1 system’s costs to the federal level, Congress chose to make PSE jobs
available to those persons whose unemployment insurance benefits had
ended. .

In addition to expressed congressicaal intent, there were other reasons
for reorienting the public service employment program -toward the
3Data on CETA participants who formerly recenv;:d uncmployment insurance arg from

Employment and Training Admnistration program reports. All other data are from the
Continuous-Lofifitudinal Manposier Survey (Westat, Inc., 1‘977 Tabies 54, 5-14, 6.1, and 6-
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structurally unemployed. These became relevant a® the economy recov- ) \
ered. It was thought that a large-scale countercyclical program, open to all .
jobless people, might compete with private enterprise for skilled labor=— _ °
bidding up wages and thus contributing to inflation. By ensuring that only "

the structurally unemployed had access to public service employment jobs, -
this possibility’was minimized. \ ‘ .

EIPEA altered Title VI eligibility requirements in three ways. It extended
the required. duration of unemployment from 30 days to 15 weeks. It 1
introduced an indome standard; eligibility for most new PSE openings .
required that a person’s family income had to be below the'BLS low-income
standard or the poverty’ level, depending on which was hiéhcr.‘ Tt . ‘

. idcn}\iﬁcd four categories of the Jow-income unemployed and required that "
PSE jobs be allocated equitably among them. Each of the categories—AFDC
recipients, Ut beneficiaries for 15 weeks or more, Ul exkaustees, and other
low-income persons unemployed for 15 weeks or more—was to be served
“ .. . inlight of the population of the categories of eligible unemployed.
persons. within the prime sponsor’s area” (U.S. Congress, 1976¢, p. 18).

The conference report noted that, while sponsors might lack data on the
number of eligible persons in each category, Congress intended"that they -
make a “good faith” effort to meet this requirement (U.S. Congress, 1976b,
p. 17). , ‘ )

Most of the respondents interviewed in the study believed that the
eligibility standards of E3PEA introduced a finer mesh for screening persons ,
most in need than the looser criteria applicable to Title IT and to half of the
sustainment: positions. However, some believed the criteria were t00
restrictive, and others thought that they were not restrictive enough. Some ’
sponsors, particularly those 'in urban’areas, felt that the income criterion
was too low, chiefly because it was based on total family income. With
family income as the standard, it was difficult, where the head of the
household was employed, for other wage earners in a family to qualify, and
in some instances unemployed heads of families were incligible because
another person in the family was employed. ‘

Those who believed the income criterion was too high pointed out that
annualizing incomes based on the latest 3 months!pcrmits‘ persons with
relatively high carnings during the rest of the year to qualify on an equal
basis with thosz with much less income. .

Théte was even greater concern about the 15-week unemployment

.

v

4In 1977, for a family of four, 70 percent of the BLS lower living standard averaged 56,87t
The poverty level was $5,675. However, for smaller family units, the poverty level sometimes

exceeded the 70 percent level.
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standard, which tends to exclude seasonally or intermittently employed

_low-income persons who cannot “afford” tc be unemployed for 15 weeks.

Although sponsors prefer to enroll heads of households in PSE
programs, it is more.difficult for a person in a multiworker family to meet
the family income requirement. For this reason, the eligibility criteria
favor single-member families. Indeed, there are indications that persons
interested in participating in PSE programs may be establishing themselves
as single-member families in order to qualify. In the last half of fiscal 1977,-
after the EJPEA criteria went into effect, the proportion of Title VI
enrollees who were classified as one-person famllm rose sharply, dccord-
ing to preliminary CLMs data.

Emphasis on the long-term unemployed and low-income populaticn has
now been built into CETA through the Comprchcnsxvc Employment and
Training Act Amendments of 1978. This reauthorization act attempts to
resolve the structural/countcrcychcal dilemma by &stabhshmg two distinct

. :PSE programs: a. ntmumg program to provide public service jobs to the
: _,‘dlsadvantaged e II, Part#D) and a program for the cychcally ‘
unemployed funded on a contingency basis (Tltlé vI).8

WHO IS SERVED? THE IMPACT OF EJPEA ELIGIBILITY
CRITERIA

Since resources to fund PSE positions are inadequate to absorb even a
modest proportion of the unemployed, it is necessary to determine which
groups in the unemployed population are to be served and to limit,
through ehglblhty requirements, program access to these groups. "
Congress was unwilling td subject all of Title VI to the new criteria
bccausc it would disrupt existing PSE programs and would be unacceptablc
to most prime sponsors, who were insisting on local flexibility. A middle

.course was choser. The new criteria were to apply to -the new project

positions created by the expansion of Title VI (nonsustainment). Title VI
positions as of June 1976 (sustainment) would only be affected as yacancies
occurred.® Half of these replacements would have to meet the new
eligibility criteria. .

$0ne of the anomalies resulting from EJPEA was its effect on the distinction between Titles 11
and VL. Title II, originally intended for the disadvantaged long-term unemployed, was
subject to less stringent-eligibility requitements than Title VI, the countercyclical program.
Sponsors were allowed 10 fund sustainment Title VI jobs p to the level of June 1976 or
October 1976, whichever was higher.
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CHANGES IN ‘THE SIZE AND COMPOSITICN OF THE ELIGIBLE )
POPULATION LN ‘ .

By March 1978, there were 347,000 new Title VI project positions
(nonsustainment) and 266,000 sustainment, positions, as shown in Table
152 Approximately 31 percefit of sustainment Tifle VI participants should
have met the new targeting criteria as of that date.” On balance, out of a
total of 742,000 participants enrolled in Titles II and VIin March 1978, 58
percent were hired under the new admission requirements. The remainirg ;
42 percent were hired under the pre-EJPEA eligibility requirements.

EIPEA drastically tightened eligibility for Title VI jobs and increased
significantly the pro,Portion of disadvantaged individuals in the eligible
population. Prior to EIPEA, about 20 million persons were- eligible for
286,000 Title VI jobs (Teble 16). After EIPEA, 44 million met the new
requirements for the expansion positions and half of the vacancies in the.
sustainment level. Thus, the size of the eligible population was reduced by
more than 75 percent. N

Not.only the size, but also the characteristics, of the cﬁgiblc population
were affected by EJPEA (see Table 16). Reflecting congressional targeting
objectives, reductions in the number of eligible persons were concentrated
among the, better educated white males with incomes above the poverty
level. As a restlt, the proportion of economically disadvantaged eligibles
increased 51 percentage points and the proportion of persons 'wigh less ‘
than a high school education rose by 14 points. The proportion of
nonwhites nearly doubled and substantial increases were reported for
women. On the other hand, the proportion of persons of prime working
- age increased |3 percentage points. )

The overall changes in the size and composition of ghe eligible
population conform closely to the congressionalintent to serve the .
financially needy and those receiving income suppbrt. Nearly all of the

‘ TThis estimate represents the proportion of participants ,that should have met the new
targeting criteria based on the following length-of-stay estimates:

Proportion of Total Enrollees Terminating in: N2
Morc than 12 months __ 47 percent '
9-12 months 5 percent
6-9 mont| 10 percent ¢
3-6 mont 20 percent
Less than 3jmonths ~ 18 percent

These lengfh of stay estimates are based on data collected by the Continuous Longitudinal +
Manpower Survey pertaining to the January to June 1975 cohort of PSE enrollees (Westat,
Inc,, 19784, p. 5:31). . :

,ERIC 122 g S
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TABLE1S CETA Public Service Employment Program ' l
Participants, March 1978, by Ehglblhty Criteria

PSE Enrolices March 1978 * Number Percemt -
TOTAL 742,000 100 K
Hired under EJPEA project criteria 426 300 58 :
. Title VI projects 347,000 47
Title VI sustainmente : 82,000 1
:Hired under pre-EIPEA criteria - 313,000 42 -
, . Titlell < 129,000 17 . .
Title VI sustainment , 184,000 25 : PR

SOURCE: Computed from data from the Employment and Training
‘Administration, U.S. Department of Labor.

P

¢ Half of new enrollees for regular Title V1 posn)pns

-t

TABLE 16 Characteristics of Persons Eligible for Title VI Public
Service Employment Positions, Before and After the Emergency Jobs
Programs Extension Act (percent of total)

Post-EJPEA .
Pre-EJPEA Title VI ) .
Characteristics - Tle Ve Projects® - - '
TOTAL PERSONS ELIGIBLE $ 20,228,613 4,430,355 ¢
. Sex:  Male : . . ) 56 49 -
. Female ! 51
Age: 16:21 v 2\ 20 .
22-44 ) 64
a5+ 25 16
Race:  White 81 © 66
Black and other /\\,,w/\ ' 34
Years of education: 0-11 40 54
N 12 37 33
13+ a 23 12
Economically disadvantaged 42 93
AFDC recipient 05 48 :

. SOURCE Computed from March 1976 Current Population Suryey, Burcau of the Cenisus,
Employment and Training Administration data, U.S. Dcpanmcn' of Labor.

2 Includes persons unemployed S weeks or more in calendar 1975 and employed persons wath

family i income below the OMB poverty level.

b persons unemployed 15 weeks or more with family income below 70 percent of the Bureau

of Labor Statistics low-income standard in 1975 and persons registered with WIN (fiscal .
1976).

we | ”\ 123 -
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TABLE 17 Characteristics of Eligible Population and Participants,
(percent of total) ) N

by Class of Eligibles, Title VI Projects, Fiscal 1977

Unemployed 15 Weeks,
Low'Income Not

.

AFDC Recipients ‘

“dg

Receiving AFDC or Ul Ul Beneficiaries
e ] ’ Registered =
Eligible Eligible as Available :
Characteristics Population? New Hires? Population? New Hires® for Work® New Hires®
TOTAL PERSONS Y 1,353,259 107,751 959,342 24,866 2,117,754 17,895,
Sex: Male 65 70 73 18\ 27 35
Female . 35 30 27 22 3 *65
Age: 1621 32 22 8 11 17 18
2244 52 66. . 69 68 69 12
45+ 17 12 23 22 13 10
Race: White 67 64 34 79 51 49
Black and other KX} 36 16 21 43 51
Years of .cdumlion: 0-11 53 33 44 28 60 38
12 30 35 38 41 KX] 46
13+ 17 31 18 3 7 16
Economically disadvantaged 88 64 86 60 100 100
Proportion of total 3 12 22 17 48 12
eligibles and new hires
a Current Population Survey, Bureau of the Census, March 1976. (Data are for 1975.) ' “~

b Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey data for April-September 1977, Westat, Inc. Figures for white.sace include all Hispanics.

< WIN data as of June 30, 1976, Employment and Training Administration, U.S. De

partment of Labor. -

124 :
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memberg of the eligible population appear to bein financial need; half have
reteived AFDC and 22 percent are Ul recipients (Table 17).

Congress also indicated its desire to distribute PSE jobs to‘those least
likely to-obtain jobs on ‘their ow ile such labor market difficulty
cannot be measured directly, it is oftcn correlated with low educational
attainment and minority status. The increase in the proportion of
nonwhites in the population eligible under EJPEA and the substaritial
increase in the proportion of persons with less than a high school
education are consistent with the congressional desire to shift the
orientation of the pSE program toward the unemployed who face
structural barriers to employment.

»e
PARTICIPANTS SELECTED FROM THE ELIGIBLE POPULATION

Although EJPEA substantially increased the proportion of disadvantaged
persons in the population eligible for nonsustainment Title VI jobs, this
increase was not ‘correspondingly reflected in the characteristics of
participants hired. Title VI participants hired for projects in fiscal 1977
were significantly- less disadvantaged than the eligible population from
which they were selected. Indeed; as shown in Chapter 5, the recrultmcnt
and hiring processes systematically selected the better quallﬁcd less-
aisadvantaged individuals.

Between April and September 1977, the number of eligible persons was
30 times larger than the number of new hires during the period. While the
" ratio of eligibles to participants declined as the PSE expansion progressed,
there were still 10 eligible persons for each funded position when Title VI
cmployment peaked in March 1978. Thus, local officials were able to
exercise considerable discretion in selecting participants. To illustrate: At
the peak of the expansion, the eligible population was large enough so that
local officials could have filled all of the available project (nonsustainment)
Title VI positions with eligible persons with 13 or more years of education.
While this of course did not happen, there are significant differences
between the characteristics of thé eligible population and those of prOJect
Title VI participants.

Fifty-four percent of the individuals eligible for projects had not
completed high school; only 12 percent had 13 or more years of education
(Table 18 and Figure 1). Of those hired in nonsustainment Title VI jobs
from April to September 1977, however, only 29 percent had less than a
high school education, while 33 percent had at least 13" years of ¢ducation.
Clearly, the better educated came off best in the recruitment and hmng
processes. o
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. TABLE 18 Charcteristics of Eligible Population and

3

Participants, Title VI Projects (percentof total) | : \
. Persons Eligible - Title VI
for Title VI Project
Characteristics > Projects® - Participants? °
TOTAL PERSONS 4,430,355 145,800
Sex: Male 49 ¢ 67
Female Lo 51 kK] ©o
. ' Age: 16-21 20 ' 20
22.44 64 . 67
45+ 16 . B )
Race: White 66. 66 L .
¢ Black and other 4 34
. Yearsof education:  0-11 . 54 29
- 12 33 kY]
Co 13+ 12 33
Bconomiml&disadvamagcd 93 73 : '

SOURCE: March 1976 Current Population Survey :Bureaw of the Cen-
sus; Employment and Training Administration data, U.S. Department
of Labor:.Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, lic. .

2 Persons unemployed 15 weeks or more with family income below 70
percent of the Bureau of Labor Statistics low-income-standard budget .
(1975) and persons registered with WIN (fiscal 1976).

b Participant <haracteristics, Continuous Longitudinal Manpower
“Survey, April-September 1977. Figures -for white race include all
Hispanics. . s .

-

A comparison of other charactéristius suggests a similar pattern. Those
with the characteristics traditionally associated with success in the labor
market fared far better than their more disadvantaged counterparts. Thus,
while 93 percent of the eligible population had incomes below the-poverty
level, 73 percent of nonsustainment Title VI participants had income levels
that low. And, although half of the eligible population was female, women
. constituted only one-third of the participants. Local hiring discretion

worked against ‘those groups generally in greatest need of labor market
assistance, with the apparent exception of nonwhites. Figure 1 indicates
that nonwhites made up 34 percent of both the eligible population and the
P nonsustainment Title VI participants. But this is not an improvement over
their earlier position, since, prior to EJPEA, nonwhites were overrepresent-
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) Eligible‘Populnion' Participants

Mais
(49)

s, Whits & Nonwhite N “
. . Spanish (34) Race
. American ¢ American
. {66) (66)
) ~>
. . N
*  Education '
’ -
> .
L] .
Economically .
R Disadvantaged
£ \
‘. 1
. 2
*1975 data . )
SOURCE Currant Population Survey, Buresu of Census, Employment and Training A ministration,
U.S. Department of Labor, and Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, Irfc,
FIGURE | Characteristics of Eligible Population and Participants, Title VI
Projects, Fiscal 1977
\}
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TABLE 19 Public Service Employment Job Referrals and Title VI Project
Hires Compared with Eligible Population and Applicant Pools, Fiscal 1977
(percent of total) . ) - . -

Population Employment  Referrals New
Hligible _ Service-PSE-  from Pool | Titlé V1
Eligibility ' for Applicant to PSE Projéct
Categories Projects” Pod ., ~ JobQpenings Hires>
. B ¢
ALL CATEGORIES 100 " 100 100 100
AFDC recipients S 25 13 12
Ul beneficidries 22 41 26 17
Others unemployed 3 4 . 61 72

15 or more'weeks
with lou( income

SOURCE: Based on March 1976 Current Fopulation Survey, Bureau of the Census; Employ-
ment and Training Administration data, U.S. Department of Labor; Continuous Longitudinal
Manpower Survey data.sWestat, Inc. N

#1975 and-1976 data. S .
b Preliminary figures. New hires, April-September 1977, came from other sources as welf as

the ES-PSE p06| , ak‘

e

ed in Title VI jobs in comparison to their proportion. in the eligible
population. ' . .

That the dynamics of the selection process works against those mostin
need of labor market assistance in several ways becomes clear upon
_examination of how persons are identified as members of the eligible

popiilation, referred to jobs, and hired and by a comparison of the °

characteristics of potential enrollees at these stages. Table 19 displays the
proportion of persons in each eligibility eategory during four phases of the
recruitment and hiring process. !

Y

N v

AFDC Recipients \ N

AFDC recipients, for example, are 48 percent of the population eligible for
nonsustainment Title VI jobs. But they comprised 25 percent of those
registered in the ES-PSE pool and only 12 percent of all nonsustainment
Title VI enrollees. It is anparent that ouireach efforts were not bringing
cligible AFDC tecipients into the pool and that AFDC recipients were not
referred to jobs in proportion to their represéntafion in the ES-PSE pool.

Several explanations of this selection pattern ‘have been offered: AFDC
recipients lacked the skills necessary for the jobs available, sponsors were

O
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rcluctant to refer predominantly fémale AFDC recipients to jobs traditional-
Iy pcrformed by men, sponsors relied on preselected participants to fill job
slots quickly, and such Pamcxpants are unlikely to be AFDC recipiénts.

¥

¥

ur Recipients

¢

. Another category of persons identified as cllglblc for Title VI nonsustain-
ment positions was that of unemployment insurance beneficiaries. One-
fifth of the eligible population,received unemployment insurance. How-
ever, Ul beneficiaries comprised two-fifths of those referred to the ES-PSE
pool. This overrepresentatinn reflects thc fact that the cmploymcnt service
ofﬁcs, which were largely mponsnblc for the organization of the pools,
were in an excellent position to identify and refer Ul beneficiaries, since all
such persons are registered in their offices. Nonetheless, U! beneficiaries
represented only 26 percent of the persons referred from the ES-PSE pool
_ to jobs. Furthermore they accounted for 17 percent gf all new hires. While
this pr?pomqn was much less than their share of ‘the pool, it was more
nearly in prop:gmon to their rcprw::ntatnon in the eligible pOpulatnon than.
that of thc other two target catcgons

~ Other Ehgzble Persons

The final category of eligibles, “othcrs," consists of persons meeting the
income and duration of uncmployment requirements, othér than AFDC or
Ul recipients. The experience of persons in the “others” category were
! markedly different from that of the transfer payment recipients. They
accounted for 31 percent of the eligible population and 34 percent of the
pool. But their share of referrals to jobs wds 61 percent, and, more
significantly, they got 72 percent of thie new Title VI jobs.

ALLOCATING RESOURCES EQUITABLY
~ -

Congress was aware that the ellgiblc population defined- by the EIPEA
targeting criteria was much larger than could be served at the level of
funding contemplated and that hiring agencies were inclined to select the
best qualified individuals available. To promote the hiting of disadvan-
taged participants under these circumstances, Congress required that Title
VI nonsustainment jobs be allocated equitably among the categories of

igible persons according to their respectivé shares in the eligible
population. Specifically, tiic DOL rcgulatlons provided that (42 Federal
Register, p. 55780): .
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The prime sponsor shall take reasonable steps to ensure that funds . . . are
equitably allocated among the categories of cligible persons. . . . Such equitable
allqcation shall be made in light of the composition of the population of

v . unemployed ¢figible persons served/by the prime sponsor. . . . X T

s

‘ The extreme emphasis on speedy implementation, the local recruitment:
. process, the decisions of potential participants; and thebrocliyity of hiring
officials to select tie best among those available—all operated to limit the
* extent to which the various, categories of *“unemployed eligible persons” .
- were served equitably. This conclusion is supported by, a comparison of
persons eligible for nonsustainment Title VI and, those enrolled in the ‘|
program in ternis of the eligibility categories. o
Not only. werethe allocations of Title VI nonsustainment jobs among
the mandated categories different from their proportions in the eligible "
population, but within each eligible category hiring officials disproportion-
: . ately selected the better educated, males, and persons with incomes gbove
the poverty level (Table 17). . . .
In the category of “other cligibles,” from which the majority of
participants were drawn: _

N A

. _ o Fifty-three percent of the eligible population had less thi;n a high
school educatign; but of those hired, 33 percent had less than 12 years of
school. o e
o Eighty-tight percent of the eligible population was economically
disadvantaged; yet only 64 percent of the participants had incomes below
the poverty level. .

The same pattern prevailed among thi: AFDC recipients:

e Sixty percent of the eligible AFDC population had less than ‘a high -
school .education; of those hired, however, only 38 percent had not
completed high school. . . , \

« Conversely, while 7 percent of theé eligible welfare population had 13
or more years of education, 16 percent of the AFDC recipients who were
hired had somée post-high-school education. ‘.

Among Ul bcneﬁciax:ig:

+s Forty-four percent of the eligibles had not completed high school; but

of those hired, only 28 percent were dropouts. :
« Eighty-six percent of the eligible universe was economically disadvan-

+
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taged, compared with 60 pcrcent of the hlrcd pcrsons who were similarly
situated. :

“

_* CHANGES fN PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS .

.  EIPEA had a relatively small effect on the overall characteristics of PSE
partncnpants, although thcre were diverse changes in the ?a!(tcristics of
those in particular, programs and a general increase in the proportion of
the economically disadvantaged. ' < .

e In. nonsustainment Title VI (projects), €JPEA has substantnally
increased thé proportion of cconomncally disadvantaged individuals,
,transfcr reclplcnts, and persons likely to be considered structurally
uncmploycd

« In sustainment Title VI, the characteristics profile of participants
reflects the increased emphasis on the economically disadvantaged, but is
otherwise not significantly different from their pre-EJPEA counterparts.

" <. .. e In Title II, EJPEA appears to have acceletated the trend toward
segwing individuals w1th féwer traditional labor market dlsadvantagcs

&

TITLE V], NONSUSTAINMENT

Despite the sclectxvnty in hiring cxcrcnsed by prime sponsors, appllcatlon of
the more stringent eligibility requirements of EJPEA substantially altered
the characteristics proﬁle of the persons enrolled in Title VI nonsustain-
ment: jobs. ‘Those hired under the project criteria in fiscal 1977 were
sngmﬁcantly different from fiscal 1976 enrollees and from those now
_employed in. fiscal 1977 sustainment positions. A largcr proportion is
economlcally disadvantaged; the percentage that receives transfer pay-
ments is up sharply; and the proportion of structurally uncmploycd
persons, whether'measured by race, cducatlonal attainment, or prior labor
. force status, has increased substantlally . oS .
The propomon of economicallyglisadvantaged participants rose from 43
percent of pre-EJPEA Title VI partncnpants (fiscal 1976) to 83 percent of
nonsustainment Title VI partncnpants in fiscal 1977 (T able 20). This wa$
the largest-overall change reported in the 22 areas cxammcdqQ the study.
According to the CLMSs, there was an increase of 27 rather than 40
percentage points (App¢ndix C, Table 1).8
¥There are two. possible explanations for this discrepancy, both of which suggest that the
cLMs figure is more accurate. First, ‘past experience indicate that some enrollees nay give

sponsor intake interviewers answers which they feel will facilitate their enrollment, and may
give other answers at a later date when their eligibility is no longer at issue” (Westat, Inc,,

N\
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TABLE20 Characteristics of Title VI Participants, Sample Prime $ponsor -
Areas, Fiscal 1975-1977 (petcent of total) }
‘ . ) ‘ Fiscal 1977 \ T
_ Fiscal  Fiscal Sustain-
Characteristics . 1975 1976 ment® Project |
CUMULATIVE ENRbLLE;ES 7,560 20,898 15,564 11,820 : ‘
Sex: Male . 0 65 61 67 .
- ‘Female ' 30 . 35 39 33 -
A's.cz 16-21 * 2 21 20 20 ' }
22-44 - - 64 65 63 67 : |
. 45+ 14 14 17 . 13
Race: White . 10 68 : 0 60
Black and other 30 R 30 40
Years of education:  0-11 23 20 - 9 . 26
12 . 43 42 45 45
. 13+ 35 39 36 29 -
AFDC recipient 9- 1 9 17 »
Ul recipient 15 15 17 ° - 21 A
Economically disadvantaged 46 43 56 83.
Total veterans . - - 24 - 24
Unemployed 3, 389 85 n 93.

SOURCE: Prime sponsor fecords for 22 of the 28 sample areas.
NOTE: Percentages arc average ofpercentages for reporting areas.

)
4 Panicipants enrolled tg fill PSE vacancics due toattrition.

H

It is evident that the proportion of economically disadvantaged persons
in the nonsustainment Title VI programs rose substantially following the
enactment of EJPEA. The best available evidence svggests that at least 73
percent of the nonsustainment Title VI participants hired from April to
September of 1977 was economically disadvantaged.

The congressional objective of moving persons from transfer payment
programs into CETA public service employment jobs was, in part; also

1977, p. 5-49). EIPEA, in raquidnﬁ that participants be low-income individials, increases the
likelihood that the data collected by the prjmc sponsors will overstate the proporttion of
Eénomically disadvantaged participants. Second, prime sporisor collected data may overstate
t

e proportion of nonsustainment Title VI participants with income below the level of

verty, because, during the period in question, ETA was preparing to change the definition of
economically disadvantaged. Prime sponsors may have begun to include persons with
incomes between the poverty level and 70 percent of the BLS lower living standard prior to
the end of September 1977 due tosome confusion surrounding the change.
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achieved. In the 22 sample areas, the proportion of AFDC recipicms in
projects durmg fiscal 1977 was 17 percent compared to 7 perccnt in Title
VI programs a year earlier; UI claimants® shares of project positions were 6
percentage points greater than their shares of the pre-EJPEA Title VI
positions. The more modest size of this increase may reflect’ the Ul

* recipients’ views of the desirability of PSE jobs and theif -appraisals of

opportunities in the private sector. They are, on the whole, job-ready
individuals who may have strong attachments to a partlcular mdustry or
occupauonal field. Durmg spells of uncmploymcnt, they may prcfer to
draw U1 benefits. The employment service data discussed earlier in this
chapter suggests that the lack of referrals was the majork cause of.
nonparticipation among U1 claimants. It is likely that this lack of referrals
was partly related to the UI claimants’ assessments of thclr altcmatwc
income opportunities.

Nonwhites made substantial gains undcr EJPEA. From fiscal 1976 to
fiscal 1977 the propomon of nonwhites in nonsustainment Title VI
increased from 32 to 40 percent. There aré two possible factors responsible
for the change. First, the proportion of nonwhites in the population
eligible for pfo;ccts nationally was significantly greater, 15 percentage
points, thus lmprovmg their opportunity for selection. Second, PSE jobs
may have been more attractive to nonwhites, who had fewer alternative job
opportunities than their white counterparts. The cLMs data suggest that,
as a group, nonwhite participants had lower incomes, more unemploy-
ment, more ‘employability barriers, and more deperidénts than-did white
participants.®

The educational attainment of participants who were hired under the
new EJPEA admission standards was distinctly lower than for, persons
employed in Title VI jobs before EJPEA. The proportion of partigipants
with less than a high-school education rose from 20 to 26 percent, while
the propomon with 13 or more years of education declined from 39
percent in fiscal year 1976 to 29 percent a year later.

Changes in the prOpomon of nonwhites and persons with less than a
high school education are especially iraportant in assessing the extent to
which the EJPEA targetmg criteria reached the structurally unemployed.
Of all the groups in the eligible populatmn, these two “are likely to
experience the greatest difficulty in the labor market. Data collected on
persons who terminated from the Title VI program in fiscal 1978 confirms
that blacks and persons with 0-11 years of education entered employmerit
at a much lower rate than other groups in the eligible population, such as

S

*Unpublished CL.Ms data,
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FIGURE 2 Characteristics of Title V1 Public Service Employment Terminees
Who Entered Employment, Fiscal 1978 ' .

)

Ul recipients and veterans (Figure 2). This suggests that the increased
participation of nonwhites and persons with less than a high school
education in the nonsustainment Title VI program was consistent with the
congressional directive to give special considération to those groups with
the fewest prospects for unsubsidized employment.

.

Prime sponsor records also show that the proportion of participants
unemployed prior to entry increased from 85 percent to 93 percent. While
there undoubtedly was an increase in the proportion of persons uném-
ployed prior to entry into nonsustainment Title VI jobs, the interpretation
of this item is clouded by two developments: (a) the reclassification of
participants that took place when participants were transferred between
CETA titles'® and (b) the number of ineligible persons in the program. The

19When Title VI funding\bcgan to run short in September 1976, Title VI participants were

g
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cLMS indicates that 14 percent of enrollees other than AFDC claimants in
ponsustainment Title VI were not unemployed for 15 of the last 20 weeks.
These individuals appear to be ineligible. In reviewing partncnpant
eligibility, Departmcnt of Labor auditors found that failure to meet the
unemployment criteria was the leading cause of ineligibility (see Chapter
5) Finally, it should be kept in mind that labor force status as recorded by
ETA does not measure the duration of unemployment prior to entry.
Consequently, although 93 percent of nonsustainment Title VI partncn-
pants were unemployed prior to entry, it is not known how many were
unemployed 15 of the last 20 weeks. !

Prime sponsors did not report on the total propor}lon of veterans in
Title VI.prior to EJPEA. The CLMS data indicate that the total proportion
of veterans rose from 27 percent in Title VI jobs prior to EJPEA to 31
percent in nonsustainment Title VI jobs in fiscal year 1977 (Appendix C,
Table 1). This increase cannot be iraced directly to the EJPEA targeting
criteria, however. Rather, it is the result of the 35 percent veteran hiring
goal that the Department of Labor established at the beginning of the PSE
expansion. Although the goal was not reached—the survey data sugsest
that there was not a sufficient number 'of available veterans—the
proportion of veterans hired did increase significantly.

There can_be little doubt, thén, that ‘the EJPEA targeting criteria had a
significant effect on the characteristics of nonsustainment Title VI
participants. There are more economically disadvantaged participants, a
larger proportion of transfer recipients, and a greater number of
structurally unemployed individuals.

TITLE VI, SUSTAINMENT

As indicated previously, Congress, for political as well as program reasons,
did not require that all existing (sustainment) positions under Title VI
meet the new eligibility criteria. Indeed, only half of the persons hired after
the implementation of EJPEA were required to meet these standards. As a
result, the characteristics of sustainment Title VI participants have not
changed very much.

transferred mnto Title 11. These participants‘were moved back into Title VI in February and
March 1977 when Title VI funding again becamc available. These transferees were recorded
in “other™ labor force status rather than “unemployed.” This tended to reduce the proportion
of unemployed participants in the pre-EJPEA period.

"n fiscal 1976, 52 percent of all PSE enrollees were not unemployed at entry, and 27 percent
were unemployed fewer than 14.weeks, according to the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower
Survey (Westat, Inc., 1977, p. 6-6, Table 6-2). cLMs data for 1977 show that 35 percent of
nonsustainment enrollees were not unemployed and 26 percent more were unemploy&d less
than 14 weeks (Westat, Inc., '979. Table 19).
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sustainment Title VI parficipants were either pre-EJPEA Title VI partici-
pants or persons transfetred into Title VI from Title IL'? As the pSE
expansion progressed,.the proportion of sustainment participants hired
under the new eligibility requirements increased.

‘Since thg EJPEA targeting criteria did not affect more than one-third of
the sustainnient Title VI participants’ during the pcriod covered by this
study, there have been few significant changes recorded in the characteris-
tics profile of sustainment Title VI enrollees. Table 20, v@uch compares the
characteristics of enrollees in sustainment Title VI jobs with the
characteristics of prc-EJPEA Title VI participants for 22 sample areas,

In March 1977, whﬁn"thc PSE expansion bcgan, 97 percent of the

confirms that the EJPEA targeting criteria have not had a major effect on

the characteristics (with the exception of famnily income) of sustainment
participants. )
Prime sponsor records indicate that the: proportion of economically
disadvantaged participants increased from 43 percent in the pre-EJPEA
period (fiscal 1976) to 56 percent in fiscal 1977.
The proportion of male participants in sustainment programs declined

" from 65 percent in fiscal 1976 to 61 percent in fiscal 1977. This downturn

bcgan in fiscal 1975. The continued decline is attributable to the
introduction of projects, with their concentration of male-oriented jobs in
nonsustainment Title VI. This concentration was offset by increasing the
proportion of jobs filled by Women in sustainment Title V1 and Title 11,
where the prime sponsor had more flexibility in creating jobs. (See Chapter
8 for a discussion .of the effect of projects on participant characteristics.)

While participants had lower incomes, they do hot appear to have been
more disadvantaged in terms of their prospects for finding a job. Changes
in the other characteristics of sustainment participants—age, race,
educational- attaiment, and income transfer status—were quite small
(Table 20). The effect of-EJPEA targeting criteria cn the characteristics

“profile of Title VI sustainment participants was moderated because most
were hired under the regular (not project) eligibility criteria. Although the

act specified that 50 percent of the replacement hires gust meet the same
criteria as those for Tltlc VI projects, most sustainment enrollees were
cither (a) carried on thc rolls from before EJPEA or (b) hired with the pre-

2The EIPEA regulations specifically provided that the eligibility requi gents were not 10
apply to Title Il participants-transferred into Title VI during the initial ation of Title 11

and VI participants. This provision enabled prime sponsors to transfer participants hired *
ugder the old eligibility requifements intd Title VI and fill the positions thus vacated under
the less stringent Title IT eligibility requirements.
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EJPEA criteria. Of the sustainment enrollees in March 1978, when the
number peaked, it is estimated that 69 percent were hired with the old
criteria.

One would expect, however, to find some cbanges in the characteristics
of newly hired sustainment participants, since half of such participants
were required to meet the low-income, long-term unemployed eligibility
criteria. In the cLMs data, which permit a comparison between the
characteristics of newly hired sustainment participants and those of the’
pre-EJPEA Title VI participants, some changes do in fact appear. CLMS
data show a significant increase in the proportion of economically
disadvantaged and AFDC recipients—characteristics related directly to the
new eligibility criteria (Appendix C, Table 1). They also show an increase
in the proportion of blacks. On the other hand, the proportion of youth
and persons with less than a high school education—groups that often
experience difficulty in the labor market—declined.

L4 . (

TITLE I .- -
Although EJPEA succeeded in increasing the proportion of disadvantaged
participants in the nonsustainment Title VI program, this accomplishment
was partially offset by a significant decrease in the proportion of minorities
and persons with low educational attainment—groups often associated
with structural disadvantage—in Title II. Thus, despite t}fe fact that EJPEA
did not chanige the eligibility requirements for Title I, the impact that it
had on the characteristics of Title II participants must be considered.
Table 21 suggests that the participants enrolled in Title 11 programs
following the enactment of EJPEA have fewer structural handicaps than
their earlier counterparts. Prior to EJPEA, 32 percent of Title II
participants had 13 or more years of education. By the end of the PSE
expansion, this proportion had risen to 38 percent. Moreover, the increase
came at the expense of those least likely to succeed in the labor market—
- persons with less than a high school education. Between fiscal years 1976
and 1978 the proportion of high school dropouts in Title II declined 6
percentage points. '
Table 21 also shows a 9-point drop in the proportion of nonwhite Title k -
II participants. This is especially material $ecause it occurred during an
ecconomic recovery when the proportion of nmonwhites in the eligible
population was likely to be increasing. A comparison of the ethnic
characteristics of Title II and VI participants suggests that nonwhite
individuals were more likely to be enrolled in Title VI than in Title II




)
B l{TChonm}s were classified in “*other™ labor force status rather than by their preentry status.

TABLE 28 Characteristics of Public Service Employment Participants, b/ Title, Fiscal 1975-1978 (percent of total)

>
-

Title 11 . Title VI Titles I and VI
e 5=

Charscteristics : 1975° 19762 1977 1978 1975 19762 1977 1978 1975 . 19769 1977 1978
CUMULATIVEENROLLEES 197 254 348 210 154 493 S8l 1,008 351 747 929 1,218

- (thousands)
ro Sex. Map 66 64 60 55 70 65 64 62 68 65 63 61
S Fefnale . N T 6, 40 45 30 35 36 38 3 35 37 39
Age. 1621 24 "2 20 21 21 n 20 % 2 23 2 20 21
22-44 63 . 64 64 65 65 64 65 65 64 64 65 65
45+ 3 i 16 14 14 14 15 M 13 14 15 14
Race Whie 65 61 7 70 \ 1 68 66 64 68 66 68 . 65
Black and other® 35 39 29 30 - 29 32 34 36 LR 34 32 35
Eduction. 0-11 28 26 23\ 20 26 2% 27 28 27 26 26 27
(years) 12 42 £ 43 42 44 43 42 41 4 .4 4 41
N 13+ 30 32 34 38 30 31 31 31 30 31 32 32
AFDC recipent 7 6 . 6 8 6 6 10 12 7 6 9 11
Economically disadvantaged® 48 47 49 62 44 44 67 81 46 45 60 78
U1 recipient 12 13 15 13 15 14 16 15 13 14 16 15
Vietnam veleran - - 4 ) 7 - 5 7 8 - 5 6 8
Disabled veteran - 0 1 1 - 1 1 1 - 1 1 1
Unemployedd -« 84 7 4 84 8 82 81 90 86 80 78 89

SOURCE: Employment and Traimng Administration, U.S. Depariment of Labor.

a July 1, 1975-June 30, 1976. . .

b Includes blacks. Amencan Induns, native Alaskans, Asians, and Paaific Islanders Also includes Puerto Ricans not classified by ethnic group

- Defimuon changed m fisal 1978 10 include persons with incomes between the Office of Management and Budget poverty level and 70 percent of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics lower living standard budget. g

4 Proportion gf parucipants unemployed prior to entry declined n fiscal 1976 and 1977 because participants transferred between titles due to funding
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positions. Thus, while nonwhite participation in Title II was declining, the
prop&'t'ibn‘o'f noiwhites in Title VI rose 5 percentage points. As noted
carlier, this increase was concentrated in Title VI projects where the
proportion of nonwhites rose 8 percentage points (Table 20). .
The reported :1crease of one-third in the proportion of the economically i
disadvantaged is at variance with the trends reported in the other
. socioeconomic characteristics of Title II enrollees. Most of this increase is
probably due to the change in the definition of economically disadvantaged -
that went into effect in October of 1977. The new definition included
participants with incomes between the poverty level and 70 percent of the
- BLs lower-living-standard income level. Adjusting for this change, it is
likely that the proportion of economically disadvantaged- participants in
Title 1T with income below the poverty level did not increase more than a
few pergentage points. .

The proportion of participants who were unemployed prior to their
enrollment in Title II programs has not changed asa result of EJPEA. The
apparent increase fromfiscal 1976.to 1978 reported in Table 21 is due to
the effect of intertitle transfers on the fiscal 1976 and 1977 employment
data.

The expansion of Title VI projects under EJPEA created a large number
of laboring jobs not suitable for, or unattractive to, women., Concomitant-

- 1y, jobs typically performed by women were apparently shifted to Title IL
The effect of this was to increase by a quarter the proportion of women in
Title. 11.

-

OVERALL CHANGES IN CLIENTELE

In evaluating the overall effect of EJPEA in terms of its targeting objectives,
it is necessary to keep in mind that Congress sought to change the type of
persons served only in Spcciﬁq_s\c‘g/rncnts of the PSE programs. On this
limited basis, the EJPEA targeting CTiteria were successful. The nonsustain-
ment Title VI program serves a more needy clientele than any previous PSE
program. However, it is also clear that by limiting the scope of EJPEA and
leaving the requirements for entry into the other PSE programs’extremely
loose, the aggregate impact of EJPEA was diluted. ‘As a result, Titles II and
V1 continue to serve a clientele that is predominantly white, malé, and well
8 educated.
According to prime sponsor records, the proportion of economically
disadvantaged persons participating in Titles II and VIincreased from 45
percent in fiscal 1976 to 78 percent in fiscal 1978 (Table 21). However, part

B
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- of this increase is due to a change in the definition of eccnomically s
disadvantaged rather than a real change in participant characteristics.!3 In
addition, this (r:crease includes a number of incllglblc participants who
reported lower\incomes to the prime sponsor in order to appear eligible.
Adjusting for these factors, the actual increase in the proportion of
participants with incomes below the leve! of poverty from fisczl 1976 to
fiscal 1978 is approximately 15 percentage points. The relative change in
the proportion of Title II and Title VI ensollees who had incomes below
the poverty level is confirmed by the cLms data, which show anncrease in
the proportion of new PSE participants who were cconomlcally disadvan-
taged from 44 percent in fiscal 1976 to 60 percent in fiscal 1977 (Appendix
C, Table 2).

The proporticn of participants unemployed prior to entry was reported ;
to have increased from 80 percent in fiscal 1976 to 89 percent in fiscal
1978. However, the proportion of participants unemployed prior to entry
was depressed in fiscal 1976 by the classification of intertitle transfers. In
fiscal 1975, the proportion of uncmployed was 6 percentage points higher
than in fiscal 1976 because thére were fewer transfers. As a result of the
intertitle transfers, it is not possible to estimate accurately the magnitude
of the change in the proportion of participants unemployed prior to entry.
However, the actual increase is undoubtedly less than 9 pcrccntagc points.

The proportion of AFDC recipients rose from 6 percent in fiscal 1976 to
i1 pcrccnt in fiscal 1978. This, along with the increase in the proportion of
cconomically disadvantaged participants, suggests that the EJPEA targeting
criteria. have increased the proportion of financially needy individuals
served by Titles II and VI. However, while the direction of the change in
the proportion of AFDC recipients is consistent withy congressional
targeting objectives, AFDC recipients are still drastically Ynderrepresented
among PSE participants based on their proportion in theeligib'e popula-
tion.

That the educational attainment of PSE pamcnpants did not changeis a .
particular cause for concern. Thirty-two percent of participants had 13 or
more years of education, while’ 73 percent had at least a hish school
education. The fact that the level of education did not decrease as a result
of these requirements suggests that the income and unemployment criteria
of EJPEA were not entirely effective in screening out persons who, in terms
of educational background, are not at a disadvantage in the labor market.

BBeginning in October 1977, the ETA definition of economically disadvantaged was expanded
to include persons with incomes between the poverty level and 70 percent of the BLs low
income standard. (Sce U.S. Depariment of Labor, 1977, p. V11-42.)

~
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The, Department. of Labor,-preoccupied with the task of enrolling
sufficient numbers of persons in the expanded PSE programs, did not give
adequate attention'to who was being enrolled. The relaxed definition of
projects, the limited scope of the tightened eligibility requirements, and
inadequate- eligibility verification requirements all seemed to weaken a
strict execution of the targeting objectives. | '

-
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Congressional advocdtes of limited duration projects (Title VI, nonsustain-
ment program) for public service employment anticipated that they would: )

. reduce “substitution”—the use of CETA funds for Jobs which would
be supported from other sources in the absence of CETA;

o provideuseful public services; and

» facilitate the phase-down of public service employment when employ-
ment opportunities impreved.

: 3 .

These expectations were 2xpressed a number of times during the debate
on the 1976 revisions of CETA (EJPEA). Congressman Daniels, chairman g
the Select Subcommittee on Labor, referred to all three in a House report
(USS. Congress, 1976a, pp. 10-11) subniitted with his statement in support
of the conference committee report on the amendments to CETA.

. because projects have both a defined beginning and a defined end, they make
lcss of an open-ended commitment to continued funding than regular public service .
cmployment Under the bill projects may be for a pcnod no longer than one year
and project employees do not have a built-in expectation of continued employment.

. critics of public service employment have charged that public service
¢mployment jobs are not a net increase to the total stock of jobs. The fact that
prOJects will be sponsored by a variety of groups and _governments, none of whom
can anticipate the level of funding they will receive, makes it much more difficult
for them to reduce their own employment effort in anticipation of funding under
the bill.

¥

A

124

A

142




i

< Project Design o125

... by fn;oviding for competition among project applicaﬁts the Committee is re-
cmphasizing its concern and commitment that jobs funded under this legistation
continue to be meaningful and productive. -

N

This chapter analyzes aspects of the project program related to the
creation of new jobs. While a comparison of the extent of substitution
between project and regular public service jobs programs. is outside the
scope of this study, some of the information inciderital thereto is included.

CETA legislation has always included a ‘&mainte,{nancc of effort’! clause
that requires assurances that agencies will use PSE funds only to increase
employment -above the level that otherwise would exist. Nevertheless;
studies made before the 1976 revisions of CETA estimate rates of job
displacement in the earlier PSE programs, ranging up to 90 percent after 1
year of program operation.! Congress viewed this practice as seriously
weakening the countercyclical thrust of pSE programs and sought to
reduce it by requiring the use of limited duration projects for public service
employment in the 1976 amendments of CETA. However, the project
requirement applied only to new Title VI positions above the existing
“sustainment” level. This had the incidental effect of creating three

. categories of public service employment programs: Title II, Title VI
sustainment, and Title VI projects. . . )

Several aspects of the new project approach distinguished it from other
PSE programs and were expected to constrain substitution: -

o Projects were limited to 12 months. The knowledge that CETA funding
wouldbe withdrawn after 12 months was expected to reduce the incentive
to use CETA funds for the regular activities of the sponsoring agencies.

o The emphasis was to be on new or separately identifiable tasks, rather
than expansion of ongoing activities. Adding CETA participants to the
regular work force to carry out normal activities was suspected as a prime.
source of substitution and was to be discouraged.

o A “substantial portion” of project funding was to be directed to
nonproject organizations. Jobs created by nonprofit organizations were

"The National Planning Associstion estimated displacement at 46 percent (National Plu‘.nin‘;
Association, 1974, p. 47). Alan Fechter estimated displacement at 50 to 90 percent after 1
year (Fechter, 1975). Geocge Johrison and James Tomola found it displacement in the
Public Employment Program (PEP) incteased from 29 percent after one quarter to 67 percent
sfter 2 years (U.S. Department of Labor, 1975, p. 10). Michael Wisemian recxamined the
Jobnson and Tomola data and estimated that short-run displacement ranged from 0 to 80
percent, depending on theassumptions used (Wiseman, 1976, p. 86). A study of CETA public
service employment made subsequently by the National Academy of Sciences indicated &
displacemgnt rate of 35 percent for the first 10 qrartess of CETA (National Research Council,
1978b).
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pmumcd to be less likely to substitute for rcgular government employ-
ment.

o Employment in projecis was to be limited to the low-income, long-term
unemployed. Persons in this group are less likely to have the skills needed
for employment in regular public service activities.

LIMITED DURATION

~

The effect on substitution of the 12:month limit on projéct duration was

weakened, bccausc .many prime sponsors expected that the. rcqulrcmcnt
would not be rigidly implemented. More than half of the prime sponsors jn
the study areas surveyed early in 1978 expected to recycle some of their
projects. A third thought that the amount of recycling might be as much
as 60-80 percent. One respondent put it this way: “Both employing

agencies and the CETA staff are assuming that most projects will be

renewed with-few, if any, changes. If not allowcr’ there will be severe
dlsru ion.”

"While all project contracts had time limits of 12 months or less, the
activities described in most of the 1,100 project summaries that were
examined in this study were not the kind usually associated with a limited
duration. For example, a 12-month project in a western city was to
“provide creative and constructive after-school car7zr clementary school
children of working and single parents.” '

On the other hand, about a third of all projects were scheduled for less
than 12 months, and in about 45 percent of the reporting areas little or no
recycling was antlclpatcd This pattern conforms more closciy to the intent
of EJPEA.2

4

L]

- -

NEW VERSUS EXPANSION ACTIVITIES

While EJPEA did not prohibit the expansion of regular government
activities with CETA resources nor ofheywise expressly limit the types of
public service alternatives permitted g Title VI projects, the conference
report indicated that projects that ‘mierely expanded normal ongoing
services of government should be minimized. .

In the. House debate, Congressman Daniels cited the ’éommlttce report
on the House bill (U.S. Congress, 19764, p. 10), stating:

2The 1978 CETA reauthorization ast extended the project duration to 18 months and
permitted projects which prime sponsors:find effective to run for 36 months. These more
liberal time limits simplify administration but probably constitute less of a disincentive to
substitution than the shorter time limits. .

) \
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A project is a task that can be defined; it has a beginning and an end. It is different
' from ordinaty public service employment in that it is not an increment to-an
existing service but rather the accomplishment of a group of persons working
independently. The distinction is, of course, not absolute, it is a matter of N
degree. . .. '

The report distinguished between c{)panding ongoing services and furnish
- ing new ones: . .
Physical tasks such as planting-trees, making bicycle paths, winterizing homnes and
painting school rooms are fitted to the project concept if peiformed as separately
identifiable. tasks, although such tasks might also be performed under regular
public service. ' ’ "

The discussion of the final bill in the Senate also discouraged, but did not
forbid, the expansion of normal services. Senator Williams. stated
(Congressional Record, 1976, 122(144):p. S16440):

. .. prime sponsors are to be required to maintain services at their normal
levels . . . projects may be used only to expand such services or provide services ’
which are not now available. . . . .

However, the provision of the bill limiting projects to a 12-month duration
strongly suggests that they should be used judiciously and sparingly for increasing
the level of customary services. . . . : .

THE CHANGING DEFINITION OF PROJECTS

Mindful -of the concern to create new jobs, the original Department of
Labor regulations implementing the project concept defined the types of
permissible activities very narr?wly. It stated (41 Federal Register, p.
46998): ¥ .

' *Project” shall mean a defined task designed to provide a public service. Such tasks
shall not expand existing public services, but shall provide a new kind of activity
which would cease when the end product representing the accomplishment of a
group of persons working indepc‘ndcntly.is complete.

After reviewing objections of prime sponsors that the definition was
unnecessarily restrictive, the Department of Labor issued “Implementing
Regulations” (42 Federal Register, p. 2426), which defined a praject as

a definite task, which provides a public service, providjng that such service does not
expand existing, ongoing services provided by the state, county or municipality.
Project funds, for example, could not be used to increase refuse collection from
once to twice a week, but could be used to undertake a special cleanup
éndeavor. . . .

The earlier reference to “a new kind of activity” was omitted.

¢ 1]
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The legislative provisions and the federal regulaticns for implementing
projects did not become ah urgent issue until late January 1977, when the
administration’s proposed economic stimulus legislation provided for
substantial additional Title VI funds for limited-duration projects. This
again focused attention on the project definition. Prime sponsors felt that
the new definition was still too restrictive and would make it difficult to
achieve the enrollment goals in the time stipulaﬂwg pressed for less
limiting criteria. Faced with persistent high unempf®ment and eager for
rapid implementation of the largc-scalc public service cmploymcnt
program, the Labor Department issued a more liberal definition in the
revised federal regulations of May 13, 1977, the same day that thc
president signed the Economic Stimulus Act. Projects were now limited to
a definable task or group of related tasks that: .

o will be completcd within a definable tlmc period, not exceeding 1 .

year;
» will have a public service objective;
o will-result in a specific product or accomplishment;
o would otherwise not be done with existing funds.

In the interest of the speedy implementation of the greatly expanded
program, the restraints in the earlier definition aimed at preventing
substitution weresuccessively loosened from:

o a new kind of activity that would not expimd existing public services
and would cease when completed (October 1976); to

» atask that does not expand existing ongoing services (January 1977);
to

o a task that would otherwise not be done with existing funds (May
1977).

hd .

PRIME SPONSOR RESPONSE TO THE PROJECT CRITERIA

To achieve the countercyclical objectives of the Economic Stimulus Act,
the Department of Labor established goals that called for rapid psg
enrollment increases from approximately 300,000 in mid-May 1977 to
725,000 by February 28, 19783. _

The administration’s enrollment goals were exceeded. By the end of
February 1978, about 750,000 persons were working in pSE jobs. The
number of Title VI project employees had grown fyom less than 10,000 at
the start of the buildup in May 1977 to 350,000.

CETA officials in 17 of the areas studied stated they would not have been
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TABLE 22 Opinions of Local Officials of Rev:sed Title VI-Project
Criteria, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas (perce{n of respondents)

. CETA Other
Respondent Opinion ' Administrators Officials
Revised definition resulted in broades array of activities 89 %9

for project funding
Revised definition made it edsier to meet hiring goals 86 . 8}
Revised definition made it difficult to differentiate 57 54
between “‘regular” PSE and project PSE activities
Number of respondents (28) (57)

“ananly chairmen of Manpower Planmng Councils and officials of commumty -based
organizations.

able to meet their hiring schedules if the more narrowly defined project *
criteria of January 1977 had been retained. In 3 other areas they were
doubtful, while 8 said the project program could have been implemented
under the earlier guidelines. In addition, all but 5 of the 27 areas reporting
said that the earlier project definition was not flexible enough to permit the
kind of project activities that would be most useful.

Most local CETA officials in the 28 study areas affirmed that the revised
project criteria permitted a broader array of activities suitable for pro,|cct
funding and made it easier to meet the hiring goals. However, a majority
also said that it was difficult to distinguish project activities from activities
carried out under regular (sustainment) PSE programs (Table 22).

Fifty-eight percent of the projects in the sample areas provided new
programs and' services, 34 percent were expansions of existing programs,
and 8 percent were involved in maintaining activities that would have been
curtailed in the absence of CETA. Thus, 42 percent were similar to ongoing
activities and were more susceptible to substitution than “new" activities.
This highlights the tradc-oﬂ; between the objective:of constraining
substitution by requiring new activities and the ease of implementation and
local flexibility. However, the carly cmphasns on new activities was a factor
in reducing the extent of substitution. ’

In reauthonzmg CETA in 1978, Congress fhosc: to avoid explicit
restrictions on the types of activities permissible in Title VI projects. The
definition of projects in the reauthorization act is the same as l}‘ the 'May
13, 1977, regulations except that the 12-month limit on project duration
was changéd to 18 months.

\
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EXPANDIbiG PARTICIPATION IN PSE PROJECTS

The Congress believed that a wide distribution of project funds would have
salutary effects both in creating new positions and in generating useful
projects. To cncouragc'g,rojcct operation by a broad spectrum of local
organizations, Congress defined “project .applicants” to include state and
local government agencies, school systems, organizations serving Indians
or Hawaiians, community-based organizations, and other nonprofit
organizations. The conference committee report on the 1976 amendments
stated (U.S. Congress, 1976b, p. 17): ’

N

The Conferees expect prime sponsors to provide a substantial portion of the project
funds to nonprofit agencies which both insurc that real new jobs are created and
avoid the substitution of federal funds for services customarily provided by state
and local governments. .

The use of nonprofit organizations to employ project participants was
assumed to reduce the likelihood of Substitution, since their activities are
unlikely to ‘replace regular governmental services. The views of local
officials support this premise. Only 4 percent of the officials thought that
relieving the fiscalyproblems of local government by taking over functions
normally provided by government agencies was an important effect of
projects operated by nonprofit organizations, while the proportion who
saw it as an important outcome of government agency projects and of
sustainment PSE was 29 and 38 percent, respectively. The possible
maintenance of effort problem within the private nonprofit organizations
was not adressed by Congress. )

The goal of distributing project funds to a broader group of project
applicants was generally achieved. Governmental agencies in the 23 arcas
that supplied data on the question received 69 percent of the project funds;
nonprofit organizations received the remaining 31 percent. Agencies
participating in CETA for the first time obtained 14 percent of the project
funds. At the end of fiscal 1977, the proportion of all persons in PSE jobs
sponsored by nonprofit organizations was substantially larger in Title VI
projects (30 percent) than in either Title VI sustainment (19 percent) ot in
Title IT (15 percent).

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

As noted earlier, the 1976 revision of CETA was intended to assure that
persons ‘who had experienced the greatest difficulty in obtaining employ-

3Section 701(a)(15) of CETA as amerded October 1, 1976.
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TABLE23 Selected Characteristics of New Enrollees in Title VI Projects,
Title VI Sustainment, and 'Title 11, Fiscal 1977 (percent of new enrollees)

Tile V1 ] '\_

Characteristics Projects Sustainment Title !l
Eleven or less school grades completed 29 21 22
Female 33 37 39
Nonwhite and Hispanic? 41 35 ’ 32
42-44 years of age 67 68 63
AFDC recipient & 15 8 : 4
Economically dissdvantaged 13 57 . 46
Employment barrier® 28 21 ' 25

SOURCE: Continuous Longitudinal Manpawer Survey. Westat, Inc.

@ Nonwhite includes black and other races.
& [ncludes health problem, criminal record. limited English, and other job-related difficulties.

ment were served more fully in public service employment programs.
Moredver, serving those most in need was also expected to help control
substitution. The Congressional Budget Office concluded that fiscal
substitution would be less likely in EIPEA programs than in previous PSE
programs because “The enrollees are less likely to have the skill
characteristics of those who would normally be hired” and *“Local projects
are not likely to produce goods and services normally produced by state
and local. governments."? i

The more restrictive eligibility. criteria for project jobs had a decid
effect on the size and the characteristics of the population eligible for psE -

* " jobs and resulted -in project participants who generally were more
disadvantaged in the job market than .those hired for Title II or Vi
sustainment psk. Higher proportions of project employees had less than a
high school education, were nonwhite, came from families receiving AFDC,
were economically disadvantaged, and suffered from employment barriers
such as a health problem, criminal record, or limited English speaking *
ability (Table 23).

The characteristics and skills of the eligible participants wege a
significant factor in decisions on the kinds of project activities to
undertake, especially those operated by government wgencies. Restricting
cligibility to the low-income, long-term unemployed resulted in an

Congressional Record, August 10, 1976, p. S14076.
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TABLE 24 Employment in State and Local Governments Compared with Title VI Project and Sustainment Public
Service Employment, by Occupational Group, 1977 (percent of total) ‘

E Title V1 Projects .
All State g
‘ . and Local Title Il Title V1 Government
Occupationat Group . ° Government PSE Sustainment Total Agencies
ALL DCCUPATIONS 100 100 100 100 100
Total white-coltar 65 ) 51 46 6 e 31
Professional, technical, and administrative 45 23 * 20 19 14
Clerical v 19 28 25 17 17
Total blue-collar 13 29 35 47 s8.
Crafismen 5 g 9 .o 17
Operatives 4 6 5 5 2
Non-farm laborers 4 14 21 29 39
Service workers 2 20 19 17 10

- q

SOURCE. Compiled from unpubiished 1977 Current Population Survey data, Bureau of the Census, unpublished Continuous Longitudinal Manpower
Survey data, Westat, Inc.; and project data summaries for the 28 study areas.
NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
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emphasis on public works and parks prdjects, generally for oatdoor
cleanup dnd landscaping, which called primarily for unskilled workers.
The occupations of project employees,” especially those in government-
sponsored projects, are sharply different from the occupational pattern of
regular government employment and reveal a greater shift from the
regular pattern of government ‘employment than do Title II and VI
sustainment PSE. Projects require relatively fewer professional and
technical workers, a higher proportion of blue-collar workers (especially
laborers), and relatively fewer service workers (Table 24 and Figure 3).

The. heavier concentration in the lower skill categories and -an
occupational- pattern-riarkedly- dissimilar from -the-employment matrix of
the regular ;- lic sector suggest that substitution was less likely to occur
in PSE proje..s. R -

*
” -

WAGE RATES, ’e

-

* Prior to the 1978 CETA reauthorization, wages for PSE jobs paid from

CETA funds were limited to an average of'no more than $7,800 for the
country as a wholé and $10,000 for any position. However, there was no
limit on thé extent to which CETA wages could be supplemented with local
funds and some jobs were reported to pay $15,000 to $20,000 a year.
Supplementation of maximum levels was sometimes necessary, particular-
ly in high-wage areas, since employing agencies were required to pay CETA
workers the prevailing wage. o

Limiting the level of wages for PSE jobs was expected to discourage
substitution because it was assumed that well-qualified persons sought for
regular public sector activities would not be attracted by the lowered CETA
wage levels. However, as has been noted, high rates of substitution were"
reported for sustainment PSE although the wage provisions for project and
sustainment PSE were the same. Indeed, average beginning wages for PSE
jobs were nearly the same—$3.49 per hour for Title I1, $3.56 per hour for
Title VI projects, and $3.58 per hour for Title VI sustainment.®

Wage rates and the effects of the new wage provisions in the CETA
reauthorization are discussed more fully in Chapter 9.

THE RESTRAINING INFLUENCE OF PROJECTS

The study data indicate that, in the first' year of operation, PSE projects
were much less likely than sustainment PSE to result in the substitution of

$Unpublished data Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc.
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CETA funds to pay for jobs that would otherwise have been supported from
other sources. In 15 of the 25 areas, field observers reported that
practically none of the Title VI project activities would have been
supported with local funds because local revenues were inadequate. These
comments were typical:

The city is in a tight financial situation. . . . most of the PSE work would simply
not have been undertaken if CETA funds had not-been available. Probably no local
funds would be made available.

The projects are umportant public services but the political climate throughout
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the county is for tax relief rather than service expansion. It is doubtful that the jobs
would have been created without CETA.

Field observers in nine other areas said that a small share of project
activities would have been provided in the absence of CETA. In one area it
appeared that substitution was more extensive.

Local officials, when asked about specific projects in their communities,
reported overwhelmingly that they would not have been financed in the
absence of CETA. When asked in another query to rate project and
sustainment PSE in terms of job creation, two-thirds replied that projects
were more likely to result in net job creation. A study of substitution under

‘the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act, made by the ‘Brookings

Institution, also found that the rate of substitution in projects was only
half as high as that of regular public service employment (National
Commission for Employment Policy, 1979, p. 18).

SUMMARY "AND CONCLUSIONS

EJPEA’s 12-month limit on the duration of individual projects was only
partially effective in discouraging substitution. More than half of the
reporting areas discounted the 12-month limit and expected to “recycle”
some of their projects.

Initially, the Department of Labor sought to strengtlien the effectiveness
of projects in controlling substitution by restricting projects to “new kinds
of activities.” Pressures arising from the administration’s emphasis on
sharply expanded and rapid hiring for economic stimulus purposes led the
department to abandon this limitation and to permit program administra-
tors to use projects for the expansion of regular government activities, thus
increasing the likelhood of substitution. More than 40 percent of the
projects were found to be either expansion or maintenance of ongoing
activities. '

Greater use of nonprofit organizations for project PSE was a positive
factor in controlling substitution, as were the more restrictive criteria for
project participants. On balance, the project design for employing jobless
persons, although compromised for the sake of épeed‘y implementation,
served the intended purpose of creating new jobs and useful seérvices with
less potential for substitution than in sustainment PSE programs.

Measures to restrain substitution are not withoutgglgir costs. The price
may be less useful services, less enrollment of the mos?'nccdy. and less
transition of project participants into nonsubsidized jobs. The most useful
community services are often those that expand regular activities of
government and nonprofit organizations. If emphasis is placed on new
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types of services to reduce the possnblhty of substitution, it is likely to be at
the expense of usefulness.

Using nonprofit organizations to operate projects may be effective in
controlling substitution. However, these institutions tend to employ the
most qualified of'the persons eligible, and this conflicts with the ObJCCthC
of employing those who are most in need. :

Both of these strategies, PSE jobs in new activities and the use of
nonprofit organizations, are¢ less likely to result in the transfer of CETA
employees into regujar jobs. Conversely, psg employment in an ongoing
activity of a government agency increases the possibility that the PSE
worker may be absorbed by the agency operating the project. Here again,
the objective of constraining substitution by these devices collides with the
job placement abjective of CETA.




¢t

. Project
Services

When Congress mandated the use of projects for the expansion of CETA

public service employment, it wanted to be sure that these projects would
furnish useful public services. Carl Perkins, the Chairman of the House
Committee on Education and Labor, cxpressc&this interest during the
debate on the 1976 legislation [Congressional ~ Record, 1976,
122(141):H10400): .

. we have occasionally had a hard time identifying.the specific accomplish-
ments of public service employment beyond the primary one of providirg an
unemploved person with a job. . . . By moving in the direction of projects + aich
will perform some new or different service, we should add 2 lot more visibility to
the use of this money so that people can actually see what their tax dollars are
doing for them.

This chapter presents judgments of project usefulness by field research-
ers and local officials, and an analysis of project -activities. It describes
typical project activities and occupations in each major public service area
and indicates how projects are affected by the qualifications of the
available applicants. The services and occupations in government agency

and nonprofit organization projects are compared and project occupations

" are matched against those of the long-term unemployed.
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PERCEPTIONS OF PROJECT USEFULNESS ~ ‘

When local officials were asked about project services, 95 percent of the
fesponses rated them as “very useful.” Half of the replies came from cETA™

" .administrators, and most of the rest were from members of cETA planning
councils.

Their views were sixpported, but less overwhelmingly, by the field
research associates. In about two-thirds of the prime sponsor areas, the
research associates reported that make-work was insignificant or repre. .
sented only a small portion of tatal project effort. In the remaining areas,
make-work was estimated at 10 to 25 percent of the total project activities,
and in a few instances it was described as substantial. .

Activities identified as make-work included the cleaning of roadsides
and ditches, arts projects, and surveys of community needs. However,
perceptions of make-work lie iri the eyes of the beholder. Arts projects and
roadside cleaning considered as make-work by some would be viewed by
others as useful for improving the quality of life in their community.!’
Some of the marginal outdoor cleanup and beautification projects were

. attributed to pressures from the Department of Labor for rapid hiring.
They were undertaken because they could be implemented speedily.

The conclusion that most project actiyities were useful was“consistent
with results of other studies of public service employment. A recent report ,
on Title VI project activities of 30 aress states (MDC, Inc., 1978, p- 23):°

Researe were convincéd that most sponsors generated proposals that local
officials perceived as both uscful and needed. The projects . . . clearly amounted
to more than leaf-raking.

A Brookings Institution study (National Commission for Manpower
Policy, 1978a, p. 96), referring to all CETA public service employment,
including project activities, reported that “Little evidence was found by
associates that PSE is a make-work and leag-raking program.”

PRIORITY RATING OF SERVICES

Funding priorities reflect judgments of service usefulness in relation to
costs. Resources are limited; demand for services are not and a choice
must be made. How high on local priority lists are Title VI activities?
When asked whether specific Title VI projects would be funded with local
resources if local revenues were 25 percent greater than at present, local
'A mational survey of opinions on unemployment and related problems found‘that “cleaning

up neighborhoods”{ganked as the second most useful activity for persons in jobs created by
the federal government to attack the unemployment problem (Public Research, 1978, p- 114).
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4 TABLE2S _ [drcenl of Title V1 Projecls: Likely t0 be Financed with Local
_ Funds if Local Revénues Were 25 Percent Greater, by Area

P

. . Wnemployment Level, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas
. * ‘ Al High Low
- Sample . Unemployment * Unemployment
Type of Project Areas Arc/a.; Areas
/‘\\
Government and nonprofit 34 7 \A/ 86

ofgemization projects R
Government projects 37 39 33
Nonprofit crganization projects 3, 36 19

SOURCE: Based on responses of local officials with respect to 110 projects.

.. . officials in the 28 study areas said one-third of the projects would 5robably
be supported, but two-thirds would not (Table 25).

~ Project usefulness was limited by some of the GETA provisions~The PSE
titles seek to create additional jobs and therefore prohibit the funding of
activities that would be supported from other sources in the absence of
CETA. Consequently, project activities tend to be lower in priority than
those currently supported by local tax revenues.. In the interest of
maximizing the number of jobs, at least 85 percent of PSE funds had tobe ¢
used for participant wages and fringe benefits. This discouraged the
development of desirable projects that required larger expenditures for
materials and administration. To serve persofs most in need of jobs,
projects could hirs only the low<incorae, long-term unemployed—many of
whom were relatively unskilled. The need to design projects for these
persons (discussed below) sometimes limited their usefulness.* Finally,
pressure for large-scale and rapid implementation was a significant factor
in the choice of some lower priority activities.

The expectation that project activities, especially those of nonprofit
organizations, would be supported if greater local revenues were available
was reported more frequently in areas of high unemployment. The demand
for public services in such areas was apparently not as well satisfied
through their regular budgets as in areas of low unemployment. A higher
priority was also somewhat more likely for government than for non(roﬁt
organization projects. .

- -

PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT WORKERS

How project wotkess do their jobs has attracted as much attention as what
they are domg. Looking at job performance, local officials rated project
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participants as “‘about the sanie as non-CETA workers doing similar work”
in 71 percent of the responses. The remaining answers were divided.almost
equally between those who considered project workers to be above gverage
and these who rated them below par.? Poor performarice was attributed to
high turnover in a few cases and to poor motivation because of the short-
term nature of the jobs in other instancgs.

L4

PARTICIPANT QUALIFICATION§ AND PROJECT DESIGN

The qualifications of persons eligible fo?j:)bs were a significant factorin -
the design of Title VI projects, especially those operated by government
agencies. In the 1976 revisions to Title VI, Congress sought to ensure that
public service employment programs would be directed more than
,previously to persons who faced the most difficulty in obtaining work. This
group includes many who, because of inadequate education, lack of
experience, minority status, or other disadvantage, firid it especially
difficult to obtain employment. . .

Local officials 'rcportcd that the skills available among persons eligible
for employment influenced the design of Title V1 projects in 24 of the 28
areas. In 15 of the arcas, CETA staff anticipated that a high' proportion of
the eligible persons would have few skills, and they advised agencies that
might sponsor projects to design activities for this group. In the other nine
areas, project delays were encountered because the skills necessary were
unavailable or had been exhausted from the pool of eligiblés. Some of those
projects ultimately found persons with the necessary skills. In other cases -
the projects were redesigned or dropped. In the four remaining areas, the
tighter eligibility requirements posed no problem. High unemployment
ensured an adequate supply of persons even for projc«;ts needing a wide
range of sKills,

Jobs' fog unskilled workers were created mainly through government
agency projects and resulted in an emphasis on parks and public works
projects. Almost 30 percent of project employment was in such activities,
i.e, developing parks and recreation facilities, maintaining grounds,
cleaning streets, collecting garbage, flood control, and repairing streets and
sewers. Field researchers for a few areas found that creating projects to
match the skills of the eligible participants resulted in some activities of
little value.

*The study of public service employment by the Brookings Institution also reported that psE
participants (including projects and regular PsE) performed about as well as other employees
(National Commission for Employment Policy, 1978a, p. 62.)

- 158




_ Project Services . 141

SERVICES AND AKILLS

_Title VI projects span a broad spectrum of local government and nonprofit
organization activities—from cleaning ditches to urban planning, from
tutoring slow learners to.paintings and sculpture for public buildings, and i
from developing parks and.playgrounds to the weatherization of homes of . .
the poor. Qccupations ranged from laborer to engineer, from construction
craftsman to social worker, and from otice clerk to teacher. .
The largest share of project employment was in public works, which N
accounted for 76,000 positions or 23 percent of the total. The activities
were mainly maintenance and repair of public areas and faciiifies, not new
construction. Social services, cdlﬁion, and parks and recreation each
accounted_for over 55,000 positiofis or 18 percent of the total. Of the
remaining activitiés—housing, health and hospitals, law enforcement,
dﬁmcral a_dministra‘tion, crehtive arts, and “other”—none empioyed more
an 7 percent of the total (Fable 26).
Almd@g half of all project positions were in occupational groups with
relatively high skills, including craftsmen, professional, technical and
administrative workers, and paraprofessionals. However, the single occu-
pation with the largest share of project employment was also the least
skilled. Laboring positions accounted for 28 percent of all project jobs. The
remaining jobs were filled by clerical workers, service workers, and
operatives (Table 26). ) )

L 24

. Public Works

All st projects for. public works use high proportions of blue-collar
workers—89 percent overall. However, projects for building and equip-
ment maintenance and repair use a much higher proportion of skilled blue-
collar worker ‘than other public works projects. Forty-five percent of the '
jobs were for craftsmen and only 26 percent for laborers. Prime sponsors
reported the use of construction workers to build shelving, painters ta
work on county-owned buildings, maintenance raechanics to renovate air-
conditioning systems, and laborers to clean and repaint fire hydrants. In

3A sample of about 1,100 Project Data Summaries (PDSy) representing the Title VI project
activities of the 28 areas in the study were examitded to develop information on the
characteristics of PSE projects. The PDS« were the basis for estimating employment by activit)
and occupation in government and nonprofit organization projects, high and low unemploy
ment arexs in the city, county, and balance-of-state areas. Information on wages and the size
of projects was also developed from the PDS sample. The sample is described in Appendix A.
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TABLE 26 Title VI Project Employmet, by Public Service Function and by Occupational Group, 1977 (percent of

! total) B .
.; Occupational Groups . t
- Percent All Professional, Yara- J
Pubbc Service of Occup  Technialand  profes: -Craft operas rvice
C . + Function ’ Number / . Towl uons Administrative sionat? Clencal Workers auves Laborers Workers
. TOTAL 26600 100 100 14 177 12 a7 s T3 e ey ]
& Public works and conservation 76,000 23 100 3s b ] 22 5 62 2
Building and equipment 13.000 4 100 1 ' 1 1 45 14 26 12
maintenance and repair -
. Other public works 63,000 19 100 3 - 6 ° 17, 3 70 - 1° .
Social services ' 59,000 18 100 26 36 16 4 4 v 14
Education 57,000 18 100 14 h 157 { 13 7
Teaching related 24,000 7 100 20 58 8 2 b 7 3 -
Buildings and grounds 14,600 4 100 - 3 7 46 1 35 8
Other services . 19,000 6 100 17 14 -41 g 2 "~ 5 12
\ Parks and recreation 56.000 17 100 8 8 2 19 3 58 2
’ Facilities 42,000 13 100 1 - 1 23 2 [y b
Services 13,000 4 100 32 34 4 4 4 13 8
Housing 24,000 — 7 100 6 5 9 62 5 11 1
calth and hospitals 17,000 5 100 17 32 16 5 4 75 21
Law enforcement 14,000 4 100 17 . 7 23 )| 1 4 50
GeneYal administration 8,000 2 100 30 3 66 - - 1 -
Creative arts 7,000 2 100 15 16 6 2 1 - -
Other 9,000 3 100 26 14 25 15 1 11 8 *
SOURCE: Expanded U.S. totals based on sample of Project Data Summaries for 28 study areas. !
NOTE: Detail may not add to total because of rounding.
a Posyons 1n which the workers perform some of the dutes of a professional person or technician, but which do not require the formal training or ex-
o perience normally required of a professional or technician.
E K : b Less than 0.5 percent. 1 G 0
o
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TABLE27 Title VI Project Employmentin Public
Works, by Subactivity, 1977 (percent of total)

Subactivity . Percent
_ ALLPUBLICWORKS \ 00 !
Gtounds maintenance and beautification . 25
Buildings and cquipment maiatenance and repair 17
Street, sidewalk, and gewer repair | 4
Street and alley cleaning LT 10
Flood and erosion control, drainage., and water - * 8 ,
area clednup .
. Environment and cqnservation o 6
- Garbage collection 3 S
Other public works . 14
n N
SOURCE: Expanded to U.S. total based on sample of Project ‘Data
. Summaries for 28 study areas.

.

other public works activities, projects employed primarily unskilled labot,
an average of 70 percent of total employment.

The percentage distribution of project employment in public works by
major subactivities is shown in Table 27.4 ‘

Social Services

Title VI projects included a variety of social services, with no stiong
concentration in one field. Among the services most fr{qucntly provided
are:

« support for former mental petients in making an adjustment to
“outside” living; :

« day care, recreation, and low-cost meals for the elderly;

« shelters anid counseling for battered women and their children;

« surveys of community needs for social services and the availability of
such services; .

« job search assistance to veterans, youth, and the elderly;

« treatment for alcoholics; .

« expansion of legal aid and social services; and

+ home-managemnent training for tenants of housing projects.

Projects that included more than one type of activity were classified by the activity with the
largest share of project positions.
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Skills employed in the social service projects were heavily white collar—
78 percent of total. Paraprofessionals were the largest occupational group;
they advised the elderly, minorities, and economically disadvantaged
persons on services available, acted as parolee service aides, handled
community relations in housing projects, assisted adoption agencies,
worked with students with poor school attendance, and conducted

“surveys. Social workers made up more than half of the next largest

occupational group in the social services function—the profcssibnal and
technical workers: -

Education Services .

Only 42 percent of the project activities in education was,related directly
to instruction. Instruction-related projects included a high proportion of
teacher assistants, who were classified as paraprofessionals (Table 26).
They were tutors for immigrants and underachievers, aides for students
with visual or other learning handicaps, and assistants for pilot reading

programs. .

About onc-founwf the workers in education services projects were
occupied with maintaining school buildings and grounds and alnost half
of them were craftsmen. Relatively high proportions of general mainte-
nance workers and painters were used. Smaller numbers of skilled
workmen such as carpenters, plumbers, masons, and equipment repairmen
were employed. All these workers were classified as craftsmen, although a
few were reported as trainees. Activities under education classified as
“other services” included efforts to reduce truancy, cafeteria operations,
and office services.

»

3

Parks and Recreation

The development and maintenance of facilities took about three-fourths of
total park and recreation PSE employment; recreation services, the
remainder. Many projects for the development and maintenance of park
facilities require the same skills as those for public works outdoor
maintenance and beautification. A high proportion of the project jobs (72
percent) were thus for unskilled labor. However, recreation services call
for different qualifications. These projects employed skilled personnel to
teach water safety to school children, supervise arts, crafts, and sports
programs, expand day camp activities, and promote Boys and Girls Clubs.
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Housing o . b

Housing activities, which employed 7 percent of all project workers, were
devoted primarily to weatherization and repair of homes of low-income
families. These projects were also supported for their energy conservation
features. The home insulation program was often sponsored by community
based organizations, which ligk tunds from the Community Services
Administration for insulatjéh materials with Iabor paid by CETA. There
were also a few projects¥or improving the maintenance and security of
public housing. ‘

Health and Hospitals

Health services included screening persons for hypertension, providing
emergency services, and supplementing the nurses’ aides and ward clerk
staffs.

Law Enforcement

Law enforcement, corrections, and court-related activities depend heavily
on service workers, and half the employees in these projects, including
police officers, police aides, correctional officers, and security guards for
public buildings, were classified in this category. In Chester County,
Pennsylvania, an innovative project employed police officers, community
relations specialists, and outreach workers of all races to improve relations

* between police pnd ethnic communities.

The Arts

Creative arts jyojects, which accounted for only 2 percent of all project
employment, had -the highest proportion of professional and technical
workers—75 percent. Musicians performing at hospitals, convalescent
homes, and schools; dance instructors organizing programs for students,
senior citizens, ard the handicapped; and artists working to establish a
neighborhood arts program were typical activities.

GOVERNMENT AND NONGOVERNMENT PROJECTS

The role of nonprofit organizations was significantly larger as a result of
EJPEA than it had been before. By the end of 1977, 30 percent of all project
enrollees were in activities sponsored by nonprofit organizations compared
to 15 percent in PSE programs in 1975.
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The Conference Committée on the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension
Act had encouraged the use of nonprofit organizations to operate Title VI
projects on the premise that projects of nonprofit organizations were less
likely to result in substitution and would increase the likelihood that
*“project jobs would be meaningful and productive.”

Among nonprofit organizations, ahout 30 percent of employmcnt was in
projects sponsored by community-based organizatiogs, and the rest was in
projects conducted by various local social service agencies. .

Government| projects were concentrated in public works and the
development of| parks and recredtion facilities, which togcthcr accounted
for 54 percent o cmploymcnt (Table 28 and Figure 4). Almost three out of
five of the jobs|{in the governmegt projects were characterized a3 blue-
collar, traditionhlly male positions afid almost 40 percent were in the
(Table 29 and Figure 5). The project activities of the
tions, on the other hand, were largely in social services,
improving the h usmg of low-income famxllés, and spcclal instruction for
students with 1 ing difficulties. Seven percent of nonprofit prOJcct
employnient was |in creative arts activities. Nonprofit groups devoted a
larger share of théir project to health and hospxtals than did government
agencies. Social sarvices, teaching,, arts, and health activities employed
chiefly professiona] and paraprofessional workers, often women. Housing
improvement projetts required blue-collar workers, primarily craftsmen.
Thus, 70 percent ol }nonproﬁt project jobs were in three high-skill groupe

professional and technical workers, paraprofessionals, and craftsmen.

The occupationa), composition of projects operated by government
agencies is very similar to that of the long-term unemployed population,
but not ncccssanly similar to the low-income long-term unemploycd from
whom pro_]ect enrollées are drawn. Government projecfs used about the
same proportion of professional, technical and managerial, and clerical
workers as were found among the long-term unemployed in 1977. “The
projects used a som what higher proportion of blue-collar workers but
these were primarily ip the laborer group (Table 30).

While the relatively high proportion of laboring jobs in the government
agency projects mdlc?m the dcgrcc to which these agencies were creating
activities to cmploy ersohs with minimurn skills and the ease with which
projects employing sfxch warkers could be launched, the concentration on
laboring jobs traditionally filled by men constrained the number of jobs for
women, who constlcluted 51 percent of the eligible group, but only 33
percent of project cxpployment

Nonprofit organizations tended to use prolccts to promote the same

kinds of social services they normally furnish. As a consequence, the

proportions of professional, technical, and managerial workers are much
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TABLE28 Title V1 Project Employment, by Function and by Type of
Project Sponsor, 1977 (percent of total)

Type of Project Sponsor
Functional Government Nonprofit
Area Total . Agency Organizations
ALLFUNCTIONAL
AREAS 100 100 100
Education 18 19 13
Teaching related . 7 6 10
Buildings-and grounds 4 6 1
Other s¢ rvices 6 7 2
Sacial services 18 8 40 .
Health and hospitals 5 3 8
Parks and recreation 17 21 9
Facilities 13 17 5
Services 4 4 ¢ 4
Creative arts 2 a 7
Public works . 23 33 3
Grounds maintenance and 6 8 1
beautification -
Building and equipment 4 - "6 a
maintenance .
Strect and sewer repair 3 5 -
Street cleaning 2 3 a W
N Drainage and flood control 2 3 a
Gatbage collecuion ] 2 -
Environment and conservation | 1 2
Other public works 3 5 “
Housing 7 4° 15
Law enforcement 4 5 2
General admunistration 2 3 -
Other 3 2 3
Total employment (326,000) (221,000) (99.900)

SOURCE Expanded to US total based on sample of Project Data Summanes for the 28
study areas ’
NOTE Detail may not add 1o total because of rounding

2 Less than 0 5 percent . .

N 165
ErSC 65
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TABLE 29 Title VI Project Employment, by Occupational Group and by
Type of Project Sponsor, 1977 (percent of total)
Type of Project Sponsor
Occupational Government Nonprofit
Group Total Agency Organizations
j ALL OCCUPATIONAL
GROUPS 100 100 100
Total white collar 43 35 62
Professionals, technical, and 14 10 25
managenal
Social workers 4 2 8
Teachers 2 2 ki
Whnters, antists, entertainers 2 1 5
Other professional/technical 7 5 9
and administrauve
Paraprofessionals? 17 12 26
t Social work paraprofessionals 7 5 12
Other paraprofessionals 10 7 14
Clenical workers 12 137 11
Typists, secretanes, and 4 4 5
stenographers B
Other clenical workers 9 9 6
Total blue collar 48 58 27
Craftsmen 17 17 19
Buikding and equipment 10 10 12
’ maintenance and reparr
Weathenization crafismen 2 b 5
. Other craftsmen S 7 1
Operatives 3 3 ) 4
Laborers 28 39 5
° Grounds and streets cleanup 22 30 ) 4

apd maintenance workers

Other laborers 6 8
. Total service workers 8 8 1
Protective service workers ki 3 ki
Other service workers 5 5 7

’

_SOURCE. Expanded 10 U'S twtal based on sample of Project Data Summanes for the 28
" study areas
NOTE Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

“ Positions in whech the workers perform some of the duties of a professional person or techm-
uan, but which do not require the formal traimung ur expenente normally required of a profes-
sional or technician )

5 Less than 0 S percent

| ERIC 166
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FIGURE 4 Title VI Project Employment in Government and in Nonprofit
Organizations, by Type of Activity, 1977

higher than are found among the long-term unemployed. Because of their
emphasis on social‘services, teaching, and health activities, the nonprofit
projects were a better source of jobs for women than were the government
projects. '

In broad terms the projects of government agencies created jobs for men
with few skills, while the projects of nonprofit organizations focused more
on the services to be provided and less on meeting the job needs of persons
with few skills. Although data are not availuble on proportions of men and
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TABLE30 Title VI Project Employment, by Occupationsl Group and by
Type of Project Sponsor, Compared with Long-Term Unemployed, 1977
(percent of total) '

Type of Project Sponsor
Long.
Term - Govemn- Nonprofit
Occupational Unem- ment Organi-
Group ployed Total Agencies zations
ALL OCCUPATIONAL
GROUPS? 100 100 100 100
Total white coltar 33 37 31 49 .
Professionals, technical, 13 21 15 34
and managerial
Clerical workers 15 16 15 15
Sales workers 5 - - -
Total blue colar : 41 48 58 27
Craftsmen 12 17 17 19
Operatives 21 3 3 4
Laborers 10 28 39 S
“Service workers 14 15 11 24
No previous work expenence 10 - - -

SOURCE 1977 employment and earnings data, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S, Depantment
of Labor, PSE project employment expanded to U.S. total based on sample of Project Data
Summanes for the 28 study areas. .

“In this able the paraprofessionals, shown as a separate group In previous tables, have been
classified in the professional, clerical, and sarvice worker groups to conform with the Census-
CPS systenmi used for the long-term unemployed.

women in government and nonprofit projects, it appears clear from the
activities and occupations that women made up a much higher proportion
of employment in the projects of nonprofit organizations.

IMPACT OF PROJECTS ON GOVERNMENT SERVICES

PSE projects had only a minor effect on total government employment. In
threg functional areas, however, the impact was significant. The 48,000
project jobs in parks and recreation scrvni;;madc up 30 percent of
government employment in the function, and’pse workers in government
projects for public works and social services were 6 percent and 4 percent,
respectively, of total employment in those functions (Table 31). ,
The concentration of government projects on parks and public works
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. FIGURE 5 Title VI Project Employment in Government and in Nonprofit
Organizations, by Occuphtional Group; 1977

)

has been attributed to an emphasis on developing jobs for blue-collar .
workers with few skills and the ability to start such activities quickly.

beial services, however, require mainly professional and paraprofessional
‘workers, as well as some clerical and service workers, and concentration
on this activity probably reflected an interest among government agencies
in meeting the social service needs as well as the employment needs of the
low-income population. ' ’
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TABLE31 Employment in Title VI Government
Agency Projects as Percent of Total State and Local
Government Employment, by Function, 1977

PSE Projects
as Percent
Functional Area of Total

TOTAL

.Parks and recreation

Public works

Social services .

Law enforcement and corrections
General administration
Education

Health and hospitals

Other

17

B mes o e e o N O N

SOURCE: Computed from Project Data Summaries for 28 stucy areas
{exranded to U.S. totals) and Public Employment in 1977, Bureau of
the Census.

PROJECT SERVICES IN CITIES AND BALANCE-OF-STATE AREAS

The kinds of activities and occupations found in Title VI projects varied in
some respects with the type of prime sponsor jurisdiction—city, county,
consortium, or balance of state.® The sharpest differences were between the
most and the least densely populsted areas. Characteristically, cities placed
greater emphasis on social services and law enforcement, while balance-of-
state areas concentrated more on public works, school facility mamte-
nance, and conservation (Table 32).

" These differences are understandable. Crime rates and public safety
probleras such as traffic control are much greater in cities than in the rural
areas served by balance-of-state prime sponsors. In- 1976, the rate for
major criines in cities of over 100,000 was dve 7,500 per 100,
population, but was half that in cities of less than 10,000 population
2,200 per 100,000 in rural areas (U.S. Department of Jg;stlcc, 1977, pp.
153-4). While similar data on the need for social services are not readily
available, social problems are concentrated and more visible in large cities.
Moreover, large urban areas are served by a variety of specialized

8A city or county with a population of 100,000 or more may elzct to become A CETA prime
sponsor. Areas eligible to bécome prime sponsors are encouraged to combine with other
jurisdictions to form consortia. Counties of less than 100,000 population that have not joined
consortia becom:e part of a balance-of-state prime s'ponsor.\

-
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TABLE32 Title Vi Projé'ct/ Employment, by Function,
City and Balance-of-State Prime Sponsor Areas, 1977
(percent of total) b :

.
[y

o Type of Prime Sponsor
. T
. Functional . Balance

. Area . City of State
ALL FUNCTIONAL AREAS . 100 100
Education . 10 19
R Teaching related K} 9
Buildings and grounds a 6
Otherservices 7 4
Social services 23 13
Health and hospitals 7" 9
Recreation and parks <N 13 . T
Facilities and equipment 8 11
Recreation services -3 2
Creative arts 4 a
Public works and conservation 21 35
Housing 7 5
Law enforcement 10 ’ ]
General administration 2 2
Other 4 2
Total project employment (62,000) (82.000)

SOURCE: Expanded to U.S. total based on sample of Project Data
Sunimaries for the 28 study areas.
NOTE: Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

a1 ess than 0.5 percent.

nonprofit organizations that are not as likely to be present in less densely
populated areas. City prime sponsors ixﬂre'mdy sample used 30 percent

of their funding for projects sponsored by nonprofit organizations, but
balance-of-state areas used only 15 percent.

Qccupations

The differences in the project activities between city and balance-of-state
arens are reflected in their occupational patterns. City-funded projects
employed a much higher proportion of professional and technical workers
because of the social services and arts activities. More than 60 percent of
the project employees in balance-of-state areas were in blue-collar jobs
(Table 33 and Figure 6).
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TABLE 33 Title VI Project Employment, by Occupational Group, City
. and Balance-of-State Prime Sponsor Areas, 1977 (percent of total)

SOURCE. Expanded 10 U.S. total based on sample of Project Data Summarics for the 28
study areas
NOTE. Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

' Type of Prime Sponsor

Occupational Balance

Group - City of State

ALL OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS 100 100

Professionals, technical and administrative 19 5

Social warkers 5 1

Teachers 1 1

Writers, a;nsts entertainers 5 a

Administrators and managers 1 ’ 1 ’

Other professional/technical and administrative 9 3

. Paraprofessionals® - . 21 18

- Social work paraprofessionals 10 4

Other paraprofessionals : 1 14

Clerical workers ) 13 6

. Typists, secretanes, and stenographers 5 1
Other clerical workers 8 5

| Craftsmen 12 23
| Building and equipment maintenance and repair 6 14
| Weathenzation craftsmen a’ 2
} Supervisors of laborers 2 2
Other craftsmen 4 5

Openatives A 5 2

Drvers i 1

‘ Other operatives 3 1
Laborers 18 38

Grounds and streets cleanup and maintenance workers 12 25

Other laborers 7 13

Service workers 10 8

Protective service workers 9 1

Other service workers ] 8
Total employment (62,000) (82.000)

¥ Lessthan 0.5 percent
b positons 1n which the workers perform some of the dutlcs of a professional person or tech-
nician, but which do not require the formal training or expertence normally required of a pro-
fessional or iechnician,
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FIGURE 6 Title VI Project Employment, by Whie-Collar, Blue-Collar, and
Service Occupations, City and Balance of State Sponsors, 1977

SUMMARY

Almost all Title VI projests provide useful public services. However, in thc‘
absence of CETA very few would be continued with local funds at present
revenue levels and anly a third would be supported if local revenues were
25 percent greater. CETA project employees performed their duties about
as well as regular public workers engaged in the same kind of work.

Public works and parks and recreation accounted for more than half of
the employment in government projects. The emphasis upon these kinds of
projects reflected the skills available among persons eligible to be hired and
the ease of implementing such activities. As a result of these project and
participant selection priorities, 39 percent of all positions in government
agency projects were for laborers—about 10 tines the share for laborers in
state and local employment as a whole and much higher than the
proportion of laborers than among the long-term unemployed. These jobs
are tdrgeted to those who have the most difficulty in obtaining regular
employment, but they are unlikely to furnish the kind of training or
experience that will help them obtain regular jobs or provide a career
potential.

Because of their predominant emphasis on jobs customarily filled by
men, public works and park development limited the opportunities for.
AFDC mothers and other women. '

Nonprofit organizations managed about 30 percent of all project activity
and concentrated on providing social services and housing improvement to
low-income persons in their communities. However, these activities called
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for relatively high proportions of professional and skilled workers and
there was a greater tendency to “cream” the pool of eligible participants,

Because of their concentration on social service and arts activities,
which typically, employ more women, the projects of nonprofit organiza-
tions created relatively more jobs for women than 'the projects of
government agencies. '

The patterns of project activities and occupations were différent for
cities and rural areas. City projects concentrated more on social services
and law enforcement, because welfare and public safety problems are morz
- evident in thickly populated areas. In rural areas there was a greater
emphasis on education (especially maintenance of school buildings and
grounds) and public works and conservation. These activity differences
resulted in larger proportions of white-collar and protective service

workers in city projects and heavier concentration on blue-collar workers
in rural areas.




Project
Process , )

To reach the psg enrollment goals of the Economic Stimulus Appropria-
tions Act in the time set by the administration, prime sponsors reviewed
about 85,000 project proposals and contracted for more than 50,000. In all )
but two of the 28 study arees the project proposals were prepared in /
response to the prime sponsor’s formal Request for Proposal (REP). |
Large organizations with administrative staff and experience in respond- |
ing to RFPswere usually able to prepare project proposals with litle !
assistance from the prime sponsor staff. But small organizations often f
required extensive help. Generally proposals that did not comply with the
act or the federal regulations were returned with explanations and |

suggestions for bringing them into compliance.

In three-fourths of the study areas, local officials reported that the |
quality of the project proposals was adversely affected by the pressure for |
quick preparation. This may seem surprising in view of the time between ,,'
the announcement of the program in January 1977 and the start of

. implementation in May. The explanations were diverse. In the, expectation'
that Congress would enact the program promptly, some prime sponsors
gave prospective project operators early deadlines for proposals. Other$
waited until the bill. was passed, then scrambled to.complete project
proposals to meet the tight hiring schedules. In yet other areas, the
proposal process was reopened late in the planning period because the
definition of allowable activities was loosened after May 13, 1977, to
_permit expansion of ongoing activities. In some areas, the size of the
allocation was unexpectedly large and required quick development ‘of
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additional proposals. Agencies complained that there was insufficient time
to prepare proposals.

A few sponsors in the sample adjusted to the pressures for rapid hiring
by working first with government agencies capable of establishing large
projects. This was frustrating to nunprofit organizations that had been
pressured into preparing proposals ina hurry and were then ignored or put
off for moriths.

The pressure for speedy implementation led many sponsors to concen-
trate on projects that could be started quickly (outdoor maintenance and
park improvements). Serving the employability needs of the participants
and the service needs, of the community were often secondary consider-
ations.

THE SELECTION .PROCESS

Corflpctition for project funds occurred in 26 of 28 areas in the study.! The
proportion of project proposals approved in the first 6 to 8 months of the
PSE expansion average 64 percent, but was as low as 5 percent in some
areas. .

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION

After proposals were prepared and checked for compliance with thc
federal regulations, planning councils and prime sponsors concentrated on
a few significant criteria in choosing projects. The most frequently used
were the need for the service and the capability of the proposing agency.
Benefits to the participants and the use of the skills of long-term
unemployed workers were cited as criteria for project approval in slightly
more than half the study areas, as shown in Table 34.

DECISION MAKERS

The 1976 amendments to CETA required that Title VI project applications
be subniitted to the prime sponsor planning council for comment and
recommendation to ensure broad community consideration of activities to
be undertaken. Where council recommendations were not accepted, the
prime-sponsor was required to prepare a written statement of the reasons.
In all of the 28 study areas, the planning council as well.as the CETA

'In Texas Balance of State and the Balance of Cook County, all projects proposed to the
prime sponsor were approved. However, project review was done at the subarea level. In
Cook County there was no competition at the subarea level; the extent of the compctmon for
funds at the subarea in the Texas Balance of State is not known,
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TABLE 34 Criteria for Selection of Project Proposals, Samble Prime
Sponsor Areas (percent of responses)

) Percent of
Prime Sponsors
Criteria Using the
) ’ . Criteria
A
The need for the services proposed 96
Capability of the proposing agency and the likelihood for successful n
completion . .
Benefits to participants in employability development and 51
opportunities for transition
Use of the skills available among cligible participants 54
Costs—reasonable celation to benefits and wages in relation to 26
guidelines

administrator and his staff participated in project funding decisions, but
such participation was not always meaningful (Table 35). In 16 areas,
council review was not a major factor; it was either pro forma or heavily \
dependent on recommendations made by the CETA staff. In 7 areas, the
council recommendation was the most important factor in the prime
sponsor funding decision, and in 5 areas the council shared the decision
role with the CETA staff and elected officials. )

CETA administrators or staff were the most influential decision makers
in 12 areas. In § other areas they shared the responsibility with the
planning council or elected officials. In most instances the _project

TABLE35 Participation in Decisions on Title V1

Projecis to be Funded, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

(percent of responses)

Frequency of Participation
Individual or Group Often Occastonally
CET A administrator or stall 89 i1
Planning council 89 il
Elected official 46 21
Otherexecutive ofticer 36 21
Local legislative body 18 21
Employee union or organization i1 il
Community-based organization 7 32
Regional office stafl’ | 7 18
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summaries and recommendations were prepared by the staff and adopted
by the planuing council with little independent probing of the merits of the
proposals.

The selection of projects was an important matter to local élected
officials and in 20 of the 28 areas in the study they participated quite
frequently in funding decisions. In a few areas, particularly fiscally
distressed citics, elected officials and senior executives decided what was to
be done with funds going to city operated projects but did not become
involved wijth decisions affecting projects sponsored by nonprofit organiza-
tions.

The share of project funds allorted to nonprofit organizations was
associated with the extent to'which elected officials participated in decision,
making. In 13 areas’ where officials participated frequently in project
decisions, an average of 26 percent of funds went to nonprofit organiza-
tions. In 8 areas where elected officials never partitipated, an average of 40
percent of project funds was allocated to nonprofit organizations.

PLANNING COUNCIL ROLE

The requirement that planning councils review and recommend projects
prior to prime sponsor decisions on funding added a major operational
function to what had previously been a purely advisory role.

Planning council review of praject proposa)s usually was preceded by a
review by CETA stafl. The staff identified projects that did not conform to
federal regulations and often worked with the project sponsor to remedy
defects. Usually, only those projects that were in compliance with the
federal regulations went to the planning council. In 18 of the 27 areas
reporting, the CETA stafl recommended to the planning councjl the action
to be taken on individual project proposals. Generally thf GETA staff
prepared project summaries for the council and was available to assist the
council in its review.

As indicated above, the participation of the planning council was often
pro forma. The most frequent reasons for this were related t6 time. The
planning council gave its approval to decisions made by the CETA staff or
by officials of the prime sponsor government because it did not want to
delay or jeopardize receipt of funds. There were a few planning council
officials who preferred to limit their review to projects proposed by
nonprofit agencies. They felt that government agencies were the best
judges of activities to be performed in the projects that they would operate.

Even where the planning council attempted a substantive review,
council members said that it was not possible to absorb the amount of
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information presented. At best an occasional questicn might be raised or a
suggestion made for a modification of a project design. Stafi recommenda-
tions were almost always accepted. Two examples from the reports of the
field research associates illustrate the range of planning council
effectiveness.

Successful Piunning Council Review

In cne relatively small county, the CETA staff screened project proposals
for conformance with regulations and for adequacy of information. It then
presented the proposals and its recommendations to the evaluation
committee of the planning council.

The evaluation committec reviewed the proposals to determine the
nature of the services to be {urnished, the adequacy of supervision, number
of positions, wage rates, equipment and other costs, and the qualiﬁcatioris
required of project workers. Representatives of agencies applying for
projects attended the ineeting of the evaluation committee to answer
questions on the agency’s management capacity, financial situation, and
hiring and employment record. If the evaluation committee disapproved
an application, it explained why and, if appropriate, suggested alterations
that might make the proposal acceptable. This process required time, bt
decisions were made at this stage. The evaluation committee reviewed 200
projects and approved 143.

The recommended projects together with the committee’s analysis went
1o the full planning council, which also considered the types and quality of
services, the number of positions, and costs, but less intensively than the
evaluation committee.

Only projects recommended by the planning council were officially
submitted to the county board of supervisors, whexe final approval of the
council’s recommendations was usually automatic. However, one project
recommended by the council was rejected because the supervisors did not
approve of the services planned, and one not recommended by the council
was funded because the county supervisors were aware of the proposal and
particularly desired the services.

Although the council and especially its evaluation committee spent
considerable time in discharging their project review responsibilities, the
members were satisfied with their enlarged roles. Their intense involve-
ment and their ability to affect final decisions heightened their interest in
the entire CETA program. The CETA staff and the county board of
supervisors were also pleased because the procedures contributed con-
structively to the decision-making process.
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Unsuccessful Planning Council Review

At the other extreme, the study identified one lai ge city in which there was
no review of government projects by the planning council, and the review
process for projects proposed by nonprofit organizations was a shambles.
Nonprofit organizations were given only 2 weeks to prepare proposals.
Further, to reduce the prime sponsor’s work lead and to speed hiring, the
prime sponsor required that proposals include at least 50 positions. This
forced small organizations to make joint proposals, which were often
poorly prepared and combined disparate activities.

Each member of the planning council served on a project review
committee of three members. Proposals came to these committees without
prior screening or recommendation by the prime sponsor’s staff. Proposals
that were poorly prepared were returned for revision. The council
reviewed 263 proposals bi:t approved cnly 78. Because of tinie pressure,
the council did not have an opportunity to review many applications that
had been revised after initial rejection,

The planning council reviewed the proposal in terms of the usefulness of
the proposed community services and job, experience for the long-term
unemployed/t also looked at the . apability of the applicant agency. The
prime sponsor shared these concerns but in addition gave “a piece of the
action” to major ethnic and community-based organizations. About 40
percent of the projects of nonprofit agencies approved by the prime
sponset either were not reviewed at all by the planning council or not in
the form that was finally approved. Morever, some proposals recommend-
cd by the planning council were rejected by the prime sponsor without
explanation.

To relieve its fiscal straits, the city reserved two- thirds of the pro;cct
positions for govcmmcnt agency projects to maintain or expand ongoing
municipal services. The mayor and his assistants allocated the number of
positions for each agency, which was then instructed to prepare project
proposals. The prime sponsor, under pressure from the Department of
Labor to meet hiring schedules, initiated the city-sponsored projects in
advar.ze of review by the planning council. Although the council objected
to this procedure, it did not withhold its pro forma approval for fear of
jeopardizing pse funds, which were being used for essential city services.
Although the council did little else in the last 9 months of 1977 but review
proposals, their investment of time and effort had litile impact on the
project program.

Two factors help to_explain the different results in the two areas.
Although council members in both areas spent considerable time
reviewing large numbers of projects, the workload of the city prime

1&y




L4

Project Process . 163 -

sponsor was sigmificantly larger. The 263 agency proposals reviewed by the
planning council for the city generally were more complex than those
reviewed by the county council. In the latter case, the review workload
was large but manageable, especially after initial screening by the CETA
staff. In the city it was larger than council members could manage
effectively without screening and other assistance from the CETA staff.

Second, the prime sponsor actions supported and used the planning
council efforts in the county but undermined them in the city. The impact
on final decisions of the county planning council review justified the time
and effort; the city council did not receive the same satisfaction, and
council members sensed frustration.

Project Approval

At the end of fiscal 1977,2 planning councils in the sampie had reviewed an
average of 200 praject proposals and had recommended over 70 percent to
the prime sponsors for funding. Prime sponsors had approved only 64
percent of the number received. Thus, the competition for project funds
anticipated by Congress did in fact occur, and prime sponsors were able to
choose the better projects from a volume of requests that calied for more
funds than were available.

Differences in approval rates were not very large (Table 36), but
nonprofit organizations were less likely to have proposals accepted than
units of the prime sponsor or other government agencies. Project budgets
of nonprofit organizations were alsn more likely to be reduced.

Nonprofit organizations received 31 percent of the total funding for
projects—close to the one-third that the Department of Labor set as a
guide for meeting the congressional intent. Among nonprofit agencies, the
share of community-based organizations was 36 percent; the remainder
went to such groups as area-wide social service agencies, YMCAsand
YWCAs, and hospitals.

The large expansion of public service employment in 1977 broadened
the group of government agencies and community organizat.ons partici-
pating in CETA programs. Fourteen percent of the funds and 26 perceni’of
Ihe number of projects were funded to agencies that were participating in
CETa activities for the first time, according to reports from 13 areas.

Gixteen of 21 areas provided data for the period of May through September 1977 For 6
areas, the data were for a somewhat longer period, up to December 31, 1977
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" TABLE36 Title V1 Projects and Costs Approved, by Type of Project

Sponsor, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1977 (percent of total)

Percent of Percent of
Proposed Projects Proposed Project
Type of Project Sponsot Approved Costs Approved
TOTAL 64 63
Prime sponsor agencies 67 68
Other govemment agencies 62 64
Nonprofit organizations 61 59

NUMBER AND SIZE OF PROJECTS

Most Fitle Vi projects were small, employing an average of six persons.
Thus the funding of over 326,000 jobs involved about 54,000 projects, and
the number of proposals considered was even larger—about 85,000.

Almost one-fourth of the projects had only a single position, and the
two-thirds of the projects that had five or fewer employees accounted for
only 28 percent of all employment (Tables 37 and 38).

Projects operated by nonprofit organizations were smaller than those of
government agencies. Thirty-six percent of all positions sponsored by

TABLE 37 Title VI Projects Approved, by Size and by Type of Project
Sponsor, 1977 (percent of total) '

Type of Project Sponsor
All Government . Noprofit
Size of Project Sponsors Agencies Organizations
ALL Sle. GROUPS 100 100 100
| employee 23 23 23
2-5 employees 45 43 50
6-15 employees 26 28 23
16-50 employees 5 6 4
51 or more employees 1 . i @
Total number of projects (54.0C0) (34,000) (19,000)

SOURCE. Expanded to U.S total based on sample of Project Data Summanes for the 28
study areas
NOTE. Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

4§ essthan 0 5 percent
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TABLE 38 Title VI'Project Employment, by Size of Project and by Type
of Project Sponsor, 1977 (percent of total)

Type of Project Sponsor
All Government Nonprofit
e Size of Project - Sponsors Agencies Organizations
ALL SIZE GROUPS 100 L()(lm\t 100
1 employee 4 T 5
2-5 employees 24 21 31
6-15 employees 38 38 40
16-50 ecmployees 22 23 18
S1 or more employeses 12 14 7
Total employment (326.000) (227,000) (99,0003

SOURCE Expanded to US total based on sample of Project Data Summaries for the 28
study areas. -
NOTE: Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

nonprofit organizations were in projects of five or fewer, compared with 24
percent in government-sponscred projects of this size. This supports the
observations of some prime sponsors that the requirement that a
substantial portion of Title VI project positions be funded with nonprofit
7 organizations results in increased administrative work load.

d

WAGE RATES

PSE wage rates perform several important program functions. They help
determine the kinds of persons who apply, the types of jobs established,
and the,services that can be provided to the community, as well as the
number of jobs that can be supported by an appropriation. Persons cligible
or working in PSE who have opportunities in the regular job market will be
influenced in their choices by the relation of the PSE wage to carnings from
regular employment. The lower the PSE wage, the more likely that persons

. with marketable skills will find other jobs, thus leaving the PSE program to
persons less able to compete in the regular job market. The kinds of jobs
that can be created are dependent on the pSE wage because the prevailing
wage for similar work in the same agency must be paid. '

Prior to the reauthorization of CETA in 1978, the maximum annual wage
for a Title VI project job paid from CETA funds could be no more than
$10,000, and the national average could not exceed $7800. However
hiring agencies could supplement.the CETA wage by any amount. The
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TABLE39 Average Annual Wage for Title V1 Project
Positions, by Type of Prime Sponsor and by Type of
Project Sponsor, 1977 (dollars)

. Median .

Type of Primne Sponsor Annual Wage
ALL SPONSORS i . 7,690
‘Cities 8,830
Counties - 7,840
Consortia 7,780
Balance of states 6,230

Type of Project Sponsor

Govemment agencies 7,720
Nonprofit agencies 7,600

SOURCE: Expanded to US. total based on sample of Project Data
Summaries for the 28 study areas.

average (median) wage for project jobs, paid from both CETA funds and
supplements of local hiring agencies, was under $7,700 in 1977. psE wages
tended to be significantly higher in projects located in cities and lower in
balance-of-state areas.> Wages were_also moderately higher in projects
sponsored by government agencies than in those operated by nonprofit
organizations (Table 39 and Figure 7).

About one-third of the jobs in Title VI projects paid between $5,000 an
$7,000 a year, and another third were in the $7,000 to $9,000 range. Only
9 percent of the jobs paid $10,000 or more, but 28 percent of thé jobs
approved by city-based sponsors were in this category (Table 40) (42
Federal Register, p. 2421).

Local officials in the 28 areas studied were divided in their opinions of
the impact of the wage provisions on the design and operation of Title VI
projects. In half of the areas, including the six in southern states, the wage
limitations were not considered a hindrance. In these areas, prevailing
wages for the kinds of jobs created were usually less than $10,000 and

3The preliminary report of the Brookings Institution on CETA public service employment for
the National Commission on Manpower Policy tabulated project wage data sepanately for
large fiscally distressed citics, other large cities, small cities, and suburban areas. The
Brookings report found a pattern of higher wage levels in cities than in rural areas; project
wages were highst of all in large fiscally distressed cities. Wages were also much higher in
sustainment than in project positions in the lu‘gc distressed cities (National Commission for
Manpower Policy, 1978a, p. 113).
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$7780

Consortium County Balance
- of State

SOURCE Project Data Summaries

FIGURE 7 Average Annual Wage for Title VI Project Positions, by Type of
Sponsor, 1977

there were plenty of applicants at thég\? wages. Nor was the wage limit a
problem in some high-wage areas, such as New York City, where the
salaries for jobs in gov‘gmment agencies were supplemented by the city and
where nonprofit organizations found persons willing to take such skilled
jobs as nurse, teacher, and social worker within the $10,000 limit.

But in other high-wage areas, the wage ceiling tended to limit the types
of positions to unskilled blue-collar jobs and lower “level clerical and
service worker jobs. Eight of 28 areas reported difficulty in hiring N
supervisors, professionals, and skilled workers. The wage limitation -
primarily affected govérnment agencies in areas where the wage scale,
frequently established in collective bargaining agreements, put all but the
lowest skill blue-collar jobs above $10,000. The extent to which CETA

* wages have been supplemented by employing agencies has been small—
only 3 percent of the project jobs were above $10,000. Eleven percent of
project jobs in the cities surveyed paid above $10,000. Nonprofit agencies

Q
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TABLE40 Title VI Project Positions, by Annual Wage Class and by Type
of Prime Sponsor, 1977 (percent of total)

Type of Diime Sponsor

¢ Annual . All Coun- " Con- Balance

Wage Class Sponsors Cities ties sortia of States
ALLWAGE

CLASSES 100 100 100 100 100
Under $5,000 7 4 7 4 15
$5.000-56,999 32 14 22 34 54
$7,000-$8,999 34 41 44 33 21
$9,000-59,999 17 17 19 25 6
$10,000 6 17 7 3 1
Over $10,000 3 11 1 a 4

SOURCE Expanded to US total based on sample of Project Data Summanes for the 28
study areas.
- NOTE: Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

@ Less than 0 5 percent

L

were not as limited by the prevailing wage requirement. However, they
were less able to supplement the CETA-funded wages, and some had
. difficulty hiring at the wages offered.

In a few areas the wage levels were said to be so low as to cause high
turnover, especially of veterans. There also were some reports that income
from unemployment insurance benefits and from public assistance was
competitive with PSE earnings (after taxes) and thus discouraged the
acceptance of PSE jobs.

The differences between governmental and private-sector wages for
similar jobs were seen as a potential problem in Philadelphia and Lansing,
where the government scale for laboring jobs was in the $8,000 to $10,000
range, while private-sector rates were sxgmﬁr)‘\tly less. The concern was
that low-skilled persons in CETA jobs paying apptpxnmately $10,000 would
be reluctant to move on to comparable jobs at lower wage levels in the
private economy.

WAGE DIFFERENTIALS FOR MEN AND WOMEN

The earnmings of men and women in PSE employment appear to make PSE
jobs relatively less attractive to men than to women. The average project
wage for men was only about half their earnings in regular (non-PSE)

1&6
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employment. While the project positions filled by women averaged 9
percent lower pay than those held by men and average wage rates were
lower for women in every occupational group, the average annual pay rate
for project positions filled by women was about 80 percent of the average
earnings of all women employed full time in jobs in the economy as a
whole. Annual project wage rates earned by women were closer than
men’s to their average full-time earnings in regular employment for every
occupational group. In service jobs, women project workers earned more .
than women service workers (excluding private household workers) (see
Table 41 and Figure 8). '

WAGE CHANGES IN THE REAUTHORJZATION ACT OF 1978

PSE wages were a major issue in thé congressional debate on the
reauthorization of CETA during the summer of 1978. Three aspects were
considered: (a) the average rate for all positions, (b) the maximum rate for
any position, and (c) the extent to which local funds could be used to
supplement the PSE wage.

The House of Representatives favored a sharp reduction in the
permissible national average wage (from $7,800 to $7,000) and voted to
limit the maximum wage to $10,000 ($12,000 in high wage areas), The
Senate bill left the national average wage at $7,800. Both the House and
Senate bills limited supplementation.

In the House debate the major reasons advanced for the lower average
wage and for restriction of wage supplementation were that CETA jobs in
the $15,000 range were politically indefensible when the average wage for
all jobs in the economy was $11,000 ‘and that CETA jobs should not be
more attractive than alternative opportunities in the private economy.

Some bélieved that the amendments would be severely restrictive in
high-wage areas. The maximum wage would make it difficult to recruit
supervisors and establish the kinds of jobs that would prepare CETA
participants for employment in the competitive labor market. It was also
thought that the $7,000 national average would hinder the program
because it would be lower than prevailing entry level wages for many jobs.
The compromise finally enacted provides for a national average wage from
CETA funds not to exceed $7,200 in the first year. For each area the
fage is to be adjusted by the ratio of local wage rates for unsubsidized
employment to the national average (DOL regulations set a fioor of $6,635,
the lowest required average for any area).

The $10,000 ceiling was retained except that in high-wage areas it may
inreased up to $12,000, depending on the relation of average wages in
the area to the national average. Supplementation of the Title VI CETA

18




TABLE4]1 Average Annual Earnings of Men and Women, by Occupational Group, U.S. Total and Title VI Projects

(dollars)
Men Women
’ ~ n

~ .

o) Projects as Projects as
Occupational us. Title VI a Percent of U.Ss. Title V1 a Percent of
Group . Tota¥ Projects U.S Total Total Projects U.S. Total

ALL OCCUPATIONS 15.004 7.634 51 8,598 6,968 81
Professtoaal and techmical 18,952% 8,34} 44 11,5826 7.946 69
Clerical 13.204 7.675¢ 58 8,404 6.947 83
Craft and kindred ‘ 13.933 8.278 59 8,094 8,133 100
Operatives 11.994 7.634¢ 64 7,024 $5,866¢ 84
Laborers, except farm 10.366 7,280 70 1,159 5,658¢ 13
Service workers, except private household 10.761 7.134 66 6,108 6,344 104
SOURCE Tutle V1 project wages for 1977 based on unpubhshe-d data from the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc Data for U S
total from Money Income i 1976 of Familtes and Persons in ¢ United States, Burcau of the Census, July 1978
“ The census data refer 1o Qcar-round full-ume workers classified by their longest job in 1976 and include total money earnings
b professional and technical excludes the self-employed. .
< Data cells for which the weighted totat s less than 7,500 CET A participants. The esumated relative standard error exceeds 10 percent for cell totals of
less than 7.500 '
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FIGURE 8 Average Annual Earnings of Men and Women, by Occupational
Group, U.S. Total and Title V1 Projects

. !

o |
wage by the locality is limited to 10 percent (20 percent in areas where
wage rates are 125 to 150 percent of the national average). Thus the
maximum wage after supplementation is $11,000, rising[to $13,200 in most
high-wage areas and $14,400 in a few places where wage rates are 25to 50
percent above the mational average. No supplementation is allowed for
Title [ID, the public service employment program for the structurally
unemployed under the CETA reauthorization act.

189
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TABLE42 Lowest Annual Earnings for Municipal Government Workers, Selected Occupations, Six Large Cities
- (dollars) | . ) :
/, ) Occupations
d . Janitors
City and Date Typists +  Refuse Park Laborers Porters Recreation
of Wage Survey Class B Collectors Laborers ClassB | Cleaners Leaders
Philadelphia, November 1977 9,360 10,200 10,200 10,200 9,600 -
.New York City, May 1976 11,300 14,200 15,034 12,500 8,350 10,200
Chicago, June 1977 6,500 14,600 11,700 - 10,000 -
Detroit, January 1978 9,900 13,780 13,780. - 10,440 12,800
Houston, August 1977 5,200 9,600 8,350 1,500 6,260 6,600
Los Angeles, October 1976 1,820 10,000 « 10,000 10,440 1,500 11,000

SOURCE: Computed from Municipal Government Wage Surveys for the Selected Cities,

19v

Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S Department of Labor.
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Effects of New PSE Wage Lumits

At a time when wage raes are rising, the lower mandated wage levels are
expected to discourage many applicants for PSE jobs but are likely to have
their greatest effect on two types of eligible persons—those receiving
income transfer payments «ch as unemployment insurance benefits or
welfare payments and persohis who may have alternative job opportunities.
Maximum annual unempl@yment insurance benefit rates are above $7,000
in 10 states and the Distrilt of Columbia, and Ui is not subject to income
tax as are wa i TA employees. Persons receiving unemployment
insurance payments in statespaying relatively high benefits may not find it
financially advantageous to ac{ept PSE jobs until they have exhausted their
benefifs. Members of families Yeceiving AFDC or other welfare payments
may also have less incentive to take a PSE job. To the degree that this
occurs. the participation of two groups specifically identified as targets in
EJPEA may be diminished. ‘

On the other hand, persons with marketable skills now being hired into
the better paying Psi jobs are more likely to seck unsubsidized employ-
ment as wage levels rise in the competitive economy but are held down in
public:service employment. This self-sclecting process may have the effect
sought by Congress of reserving pSE jobs for persons who are at the
greatest disadvantage in the job market. It may also discourage substitu-
tion since the kind of well-qualified persons sought by prime sponsors to
perform regular public service activities may be less available at the
allowable CETA wage. »

The wage provisions in the reauthorization act probably will have their
greatest effect in ‘northern cities where wages for both government and
private industry jobs are highest and where supplementation of the CETA
wage has been more frequent. With the average CETA wage reduced to
$7,200, it is likely that employing agencies will have to increase the
amount of wage supplementation in order to fill jobs at prevailing wage
rates for some high priority projects. For example, the lowest wage for
refuse collectors in New York, Chicago, and Detroit was above the
$12,000 CETA maximum in 1976-1978.% Wages were also above $12,000
for park labo\{crs in New York and Detroit and for recreation leaders in
Detroit. Average CETA wages for Philadelphia and D\ﬁ:troit were below the
starting rates for typists, blue-collar workers, and recreation leaders—all
potential jobs for PSE employees (Tables 42 and 43). With continued
inflation and wage increases, additional areas are likely to find, in 1979,

1pLs wage surveys of New York City in May 1976. Chicago in June 1977, and Detroit in
January 1978

19]
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TABLE43 1979 Allowable Annual Average and
Maximum Wages under the CETA Reauthorization Act,

Selected Cities (dollars)
’ Maximum
. CETA CETA Including
City Average Maximum, Supplementation
Philadelphia 7855 . 10910 12,001 .
NewYorkCity ~ 8.690 12.000 13.200
Chicugo 8.417 11,690 12,839 .
Detroit 9.662 12.000 14.400
Houston 8.338 11,580 12,738 .,
Los Angeles 7.913 10.990 12,089

SOURCE. Federal Register. Vol, 43, No. 251, December 29. 1978, pp.
66135.52

P »

that the prevailing wages for jobs in which psg participants are frequently
used will exceed the levels set in the new PSE wage provision.’Cities under
severe fiscal pressure will find it difficult to use CETA employees to
augment the regular work force in essential services such as street repair ,
and cleanup, unless special job categories are created in which the
*‘prevailing wage” does not exceed the permissible CETA wage.

Government agencies in high-wage areas will be likely to put more pSg
funds than previously in lower level clerical, unskilled blue-collar, and
service activities. This could have the intended effect of directing a higher
proportlon of psSE jobs to those most in need and may constrain the _
substitution of regular workers by pse participants. But it méy also mean
that PSE jobs will be less likely to provide experience useful in the
competitive job market. '

Nonprofit organizations sponsoring Title VI jobs will not be affected to
the same extent as governinent agencies by the new wage limits. Their
wage levels for PSE jobs are somewhat lower and they are also more likely
to sponsor new kinds of activities with new types of jobs that do not have
established prevailing wages.

NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS AND PSE

Although allocation of pSE jobs to private nonprofit agencies that provide
public services had been authorized since the establishment of Titles II and
VI, relatively little of this was done prior to the 1976 amendments to
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. TABLE 44 Useof Nonprbﬁt Organizations for Public Service
" Employment Positions, by Type of Public Servjce Employment and by

N Area Unemployment Class, Sarnple Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of
positions) . , o
. » , L]
* PSE Positions in Nonprofit Organizations®
. ) . High Low
“ ? Al Unemployment Unemploymem * -
. Type of PSE Afeas Areas ) © Areas
Tile Vi projects 30 2 %2
Title VI sustainment -. 19 ¢ m, ' 28
, Title H : 15 10 . 21
* - Numberofareas  ° @y oy (12) )

« % As of September 30, 1972 for 15 areas and later dates up to the end of calendar .1977. for
v 10 areas,
.. .. g . .

CETA.S Only 15.percent of the positions were in nonprofit'organizations in
1975 (National Research Council, 1978b, p. 179). Congress required that a .
substantial portion of CETA poitions be assigned to nonprofit agencies. .
The Department of Labor interpreted “substantial portion” to mean ope-
third but-acknowledged the need for flexibility in applying that measure.
As noted previously, by 1977 30 percent of project employment was in .
nonproﬁt‘agcflcies. However, less than 20 percent of Title Il and .VI
sustainment employment (nonproject) was in activities sponsored by )
nonprofit organizations. . )

The proportion of project funds directed to nonprofit organizations was
about the same in areas of high and low unemployment. However, there
were substantial differences in the use of nonprofit organizations for the
Title II' and VI sustainment programs. High unemployment areas =
implemented ofly 11 percent of their sustainment programs through

. nonprofit organizations—less than half the share provided to such
organizations in areas with low unemployment rates (Table 44). Fiscal
pressures in high unemployment areas led'to a greater dependence on PSE
for essential government services and this is reflected in the relatively small
allotments of sustainment PSE to nonprofit organizations. '

The one-third requirement, which appliéd only to Title VI project ™
positions, forced areas of high unemployment to allocate an average of 29
percent of their project funds to /Qonproﬁt organizations. Cities experienc-

) 3See Volume 40 of the Federal Register, Title 29, ‘Section 99.42, January 10, 1975, p.-2367 and
) Title 29, Section 96.25(5), May 23, 1975, p. 22703. . R
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ing financial difficulties, such as New York, Philadelp(})l_i)/Cle'veland, and
Gary, were most affected and probably would have allodated )arg&r_ shar¢s
of PSE dollars to governmental agenciés for public services if not for 2’:
requirement to allocate a substantial portion to private nonprofit organi2a-

-«

.

\

-
.

PROGRAM EFFEGTS o

Contracting for projects with nonprofit organizations broadened the range
of services and increased the share directed to the needs of the low-income
population. Nonpyofit agencies hired relatively 'more women than did
government agencies. Also, the likelihoag of substitution of CETA funds
for lacat tax resources was reduced by funding nonprofit projects.

However, nonprofit agencies were not as successful as government
agencies in providing- jobs for low-skilled applicants, and some local .
officials thought that a job with a nonprofit organization%'as less likely to
lead to unsubsidized employment. Finally, participation in the program by
many small nonprofit organizations increased the administrative work
load of local CETA staff and slowed implementation of the program.

As noted in Chapter 8 the projects of nonprofit organizations
emphasized social services and weatherization and repair of homes of low- .
income families. Some local officials stated that nonprofit organizatiohs
were better at serving the needs of the disadvantaged community, while
government agencies in some communities were reluctant to undegtake
new -types of sprvices that, once-provided, might create pressure for their
continuance after CETA funds run out.

The activities sponsored by nonprofit organizations employed relatively
more professional and technical workers, paraprofessionals, and crafts-
men. Nonprofit organizations were also better at developing jobs for
women, who were not attracted to, or not hired for, the outdoor cleanup
and building maintenance projects of government agencies.

In two-thirds of the study areas (17 of 27), the greater involvement of
nonprofit organizations in projects increased administrative problems and
slowed’program implementation. Many organizations with small staffs and ~
no experience in government contracting responded to the announcenient
of the program. They often required considerable assistance from the CETA
staff in the proposal process and, when selected as contractors, during
project operation. | . :

"In response to pressure for rapid enrollment, many prime sponsors (1L -
out of 27 areas) concentrated on funding projects in governnient agencies
that ‘could enroll large nymbers of participants and the requisite
administrative apparatus and experience in CETA programs. Moreover,

[N
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t cy were m a bcttcr posmon than nonprofit orgamzatlons to transfer PSE
p 'ctpants info their unsubsidized jobs. R
officials reported thatthe large community-based’ orgamzatlons

- (CBOs) suct as the Urban I cague, community action agenciés, and .0IC ,

.
.

—

- were in a better position to obtain project funding than smaller nonprofit
organlzatlons These . CBOswere, tied. into inforination networks, had
previous experience with CETA, and had the staff to prepare proposals and

administer projects. Moreover, it was harder to turn them down because of
the support they could muster. . : :

JOBS, SERVICES OR FISCAL RELIEF ‘*(
Although thc'glcglslatlon states that PSE is to provide transitional
employment for the uncmployed in jobs which will provnde needed public
services, analysts .point out that the program also serves to relieve fiscal
problems—clther through the use of the CETA funds to pay for jobs that
would have been supported locally in the absence of CETA, a pl'Ohlblth
practlce, or by providing services that reduce thc pressures to_increase
" local taxes. -

Despltc the job creation purpose stated in the legislation, local
respondents were not unanimous in identifying this as a most- |mportant
result of PSE, Less than 80 percent of.local officials who were familiar with
the prograin chose “jobs for the unemployed’” as a most important effect of
projects. Provxdmg essential services was an important result of both
government and nonproﬁt projects, accordmg to about 40 percent of the
officials. Few officials said that fiscal relief was a major result of projects
sponsored by nonprofit organizations, although 29 percent of the officials
que"lcd identified it 2s a most important effect of government sponsored
prOJects (Table 45).

The 'belief that a most important effect of projects was to .provide

»- esséntial services was much more widespread in areas of high unemploy-

“

ment-than in low-unemployment areas. About half of the officials in high-
unemplbymcnt areas, but oiily about a fourth of those in low-unemploy-

ment areas, reported | that the provision of csscntlal services was an

|mportant product of PSE projects. In High-unemployment aregs, fiscal
relief was three times more likely to be pcrcewcd as a sighificant result of
-projects opeiated by government agencm than in areas of low unemploy-
ment.

The more widespread belief in areas of high unemployment that the
benefits of PSE went hcyond “jobs for the unemployed” probably arose:
from the greater need for social welfare services and. the difficulty of-
maintaining normal services in such areas. A community faced with this
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v/ TABLE 45 Local Oﬂicnals Judgments of Most Importam Effects of N
. Government Agency and Nonprofit Orgahization Projects, Sample Prime *
Sponsor Areas (percent of respondents) /

Projegts of - e
' ~— K g -
. . \ Governnient, ~ * Nogprofit -
“Most Imponant Results Agencies . - Organizations
- . IﬂrATCIIS * " i A Tl
Providing jobs to the unemployed 76 19
* Providing essential services . B} 36 42: .
"~ Fiscal relief for local govemment . ’ T4 Y
. Number of Respondents 140 (136) )
Areas of High Unemployment®
. Providing jobs to the unemployed . 6 - ., 81
‘ Providing essential services : 44 52 7
. Fiscal relief for local government - 3 - 5
“Nuriber of Respondents ) 9 \\
Areas of Low Unemployment® .
Providing jobs to the unemployed ) \76 . ) 71 . ot
Providing essential services - 24 . 30 ’
‘ - Fiscal relief for local govemment 14 2 a
Nnﬂber of Rcspondcnls (58) (57 .

NOTE. Percents may add to more thdn 100 beciuse some respondents identified more than
one of the lthC effects as most important.

9 Fifteen areas with uncmploymcnl rates above 7 percent were grouped intoa hngh uncrr)ploy-

y . ment category and 13 with rates below 7 percent were grouped into a low unemployment
s category. Sge Appcndlx B. ' ..

.
i

situation s fnore .likely to use pubhc service employmcnt fot services
considered essential®and to find that it alleviates fiscal pressure on local
. government. In areas of low unemployment, most local officials thought ¢
that “jobs for the unemployed” was the only major effect of project PSE.

{

TRANSITION TO UNSUBSIDIZED EMPLOYMENT

Improving the abxllty of participants to obtain unsubsidized cmploymcn\t .
and helping them find jobs is a major objective of all federal employment
and :training programs. In the first year of the pgoject program, litile
- *__ .attention-was—given- to--the-- transxtxonuof~pamclpants~to~‘unsubsxdxzcd
.- cmploymcnt and the short- tcrm projéct JObS were less likely than regular

[ '
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.

e % -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




v 179

(sustainment) public service employment to serve as a bridge to an
unsubsidized job. The neglect of transition was due to a number of factors.

Project Process

1. The insistence on }apid hiring. Stimulation of the economy through -
the program was a major element. Sponsors were so pressed to report
inéregsed hires each week that less immediate concerns were pushed aside.

. <The urgencies of the moment,.such ds processing proj\ccts and monitoring
enrollmerit schedules, left little time for such fundamental objectives as
transition, training, or cmpl.oy;bility development. -

. 2. Participant.characteristics. In 70 percent of the reporting areas, local %
officials considered_ project enrollees to be less qualified than those in b
susta'mr‘ne;it positions for transfer to regular, unsubsidized jobs in their
agencies.® .o

3. Duration and type of activity. Because of the 12-month limit on
projects, positions in those activities were often viewed as temporary, as
contrasted with positions funded usider Title IT and VI sustainment, which
were séen as “permanent”’ in a number of areds. In some of the latter areas,
the sustainment positions provided experience in the regular work of the
employing agency, and the CETA staff required that the employing agencies .

" transfer a percentage of ‘the BSE workers to the regular payroll. If the
trandition requirements were met, the prime sponsor would refill the
vacated regular pSE positions with new CETA enrollees. However, the same
commitment to transition was not required for positiongfunded under the
project mode—partly because the project activities were short-term and
also because projccts‘ were less likely to be similar to ongoing activities of
the sponsoring agency. The limit on project duration also discouraged
training and preparation for transition in some areas. : .

As noted previously, the 1978 amendments to CETA extended the
allowable duration of projects to 18 months or to 36 months if the pAime
sponsor judges that the project is fulfilling fhe requirements of the
program. “Limited duration” will be less of a distinctive characteristic of .
project PSE in the future. . " : .

4. Limited benefits from project experience. A substantial proportion of
the local officials interviewed were concerned that many jobs did not’
provide experience that was in demand in the, competitive job market. This |
was true of government agency projects fdr outdoor cleanup and of
nonprofit organization activities that had no counterpart in the private
economy. At the end of the project, the participants were likely to be back
in the job-market with the same limited skills.

. - -

T S U [ ek
SChapter 6 analyzes the characteristics of project pdrticipants\and compares them with those
ofparticipants in Title II and Title VI sustainment programs.

Al
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- 5. Greater use of nonprofit organizations. Officials in about one-fifth of
the areas studied thought that employment in a noriprofit orgamzatlon
project was less hkcly to lead to an unsubsidized job with that agency. n,
Much of the experience that participants gained was not applicable in the <
job market, and the nonprofit sponsoring agencies usually had enly a small ’

" regular staff, and thus seldom had o;i_cnings for project workers. )

. .

- ) N J .,
. L IMPROVING JOB. PLACEMENT .

After the hiring goal had been reached, the Department of Labor directed
its regional offices to push job placement efforts .of prime sponsors and
local employment service offices. Prime sponsors were instructed to
develop an ‘employability plan for each PSE participant and to/rcglstcr
participants with the local office of the state employment service at least 30 N
days beforé project termination. At the time of this study, cmployment .

. service offices were being requested to make special efforts to refer pPSE -
participants to job openings. Counseling, job search workshops, and a

. ~number of other special efforts to place PSE workcrs into competmvc JObS '

were also suggested (MDC, Inc., 1978). ‘

¢
-

RESPONSIVENESS OF PROJECTS TO EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINIKG
NEEDS . .

Among local afficials who were queried about the responsiveness of the

various CETA programs to their structural manpower problems, the_ qlear .
choice was -the Title I comprchcnsnve manpower programs (Title IIB

under the reauthorization act) over project employment programs. The -

PSE project actlvmcs were generally characterized as a short-term solutig i

to a long-term problem. Title I~ programs, .on the other hand, W&e’ .,
regarded as addressing the long-term needs of the structurally unemploy
through training and education. Recognizing the need to make PSE more
relevant for the labor market adjustment of partncnpants, the CETA
reauthorization of 1978 requires that 10 percent of Title VI funds in fiscal
1979, and 5 percent thereafter, must be spcnt for training and other
cmployablllty serxices.”

Y -
.

- L
. ~ex .

_"The CETA_reauthorization act requires an increasing share of Title 11D funds for trammg ’

——— e A SR e

and employability development—from™10 percent in 1979 to 22 percent in 1982.

* . L4 x¢
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H - -
SUMMARY ‘ . .

About 85,000 project propbsals were received by the 450 prime sponsors
and more than SOQOO(‘)=> were funded. The major criteria for project approval
were the need for'the services, the capability of the proposing agency, the
benefits to the participants, and a project design that used the skills of the
low-income, long-term uriemployed. Decisions on projects to be funded

were made by CETA administgators and staff, elected officials, and planning

_ councils. Elected officials played an’active role, especially for the portion of

project activity proposed by prime sponsor agencies.” . -
The requirement that the planning council review project proposals was
a major addition to its workload at a tiine when Qther CETA initiatives
were also under way. The effect of these new responsibilities and the
exiremely tight time limits in which they were to.be execiited did not, in
most instances, permit adequate review of project proposals by the
planning council. Moreaver, it took time and attention away from the
planning. monitoring, and evaluatiop of Title I and other CETA prograngs.
However, the process did work well in areas where the council (or a review
subcommittee of highly motivated members) was willing to devote a good
deal of time to the review process, where the council review was seriously
considered in funding decisions, and where the number of projects was not
overwhelming. < N ?

Wages .

The legislative provision that limited PSE wages to be paid from CETA
funds to $10,000 for‘any position (with unrestricted supplementation from
local sources), and to $7,800 for the nation’s average, provided adequate
wage flexibility in most areas duﬁn‘g the 1977-1978 expansion of PSE.,
Average project wages, including supplementation by hiring agencies, were
slightly below $7,700; only 3 percent of the project jobs paid above
$10,000. In some high-wage areas preferred services were not provided
because CETA wages for the entry level jobs were below the prevailing rates
‘of pay. Ina few-areas, the PSE wages provided little cconomjc'inccmive to
persons: receiving unemployment ingurance benefits or other transfer
payments. . .
The reduced average PSE wage and the limits on supplementation in the
1978 reauthorization’ of CETA were expected to accomplish more
effectively the two key objectives of CETA .publi¢ service employment:
limiting the program to those most in need and-constraining substitution.

“The sélf-enforcing wage device was believed to be more effective than the

B
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alternative ‘of adding piles of-new detailed - prescriptions.. There ‘may,
however, be some side effects of the new wage-provisions, The lower wage,
while_discouraging the better qualified from seeking pse jobs, may also’
discourage welfare clients and otheT transfer payment recipients who may |
find that the net value of their transfer payments may exceed the psg wage.
The wage limitations may also severely restrict the kinds of jobs that can \
be created in the major northern cities where even the starting wage for e
some low-skill occupations exceeds the maximum -allowable level for the
_ reauthorization act. Because the lowef wages may tend to limit the types of
positions that’can be ‘created and to concentrate enrollment on persons
.with few skills, the usefulness of project services islikely to be diminished.
In this connection the critical qucstlon is which of the multiple objectives
of CETA PSE is primary: serving pcrsons whose needs .gre greatest or <
providing services preferred by lo;(fal officials. '

Nonprofit Organization Participation .

Congmssnonal intent and poL regulations resultcd in 30 percent of the
project positions funded to nonprofit organizations that were more. likely
than those of government agencies to provide social services, home
weatherization, and community arts activities. The services were perceived ’
as essential as often as those of projects operated by government agencies
and were less likely to result in substitution. Nonprofit organizations were
also more dependent on well-trained personnel—professionals, paraprofm- .
sionals, and blue-collar craft workers. R -
Because many of their projects were small, the participation of nonprofit
orgarnizations resulted in a high administrative work load relative to the
positions funded. Local officials also questioned the ability of nonprofit
organizations to transfer PSE workers to regular jobs on their own staff or
. to other unsubsidized employment. | ‘

+

-

Employability Development and Job Placement

The most sdrious deficiency of project pse was the absence of a long-term
benefit to participants. There was little training or other human capital

velopment in the first year of the expanded program. In the view of
many local officials, most pSg participants would be no more able to
compete for unsubsidized jobs at the end, of their project employment than
before. The Departmen't of Labor and the ‘Congress recognized the absence
of "employability devclopmcnt and .low job placement rates as serious
shortsomings. After ‘the PSE, expansion goal was achieved, the Labor




P

¢+ N . . o -
. . .

- ' . 183

»e

Project Process”** .o .
. . s X M .
Department issued instructions. for the development of ifitensive job

- placement efforts by prime sponsors. In,reauthorizing CETA in 1978, the'

Congress required that a share of Title VI funds be used for training and
other employability services. A major test of the program beginning in
1979 will be its ability to move participants to unsubsidized jobs. -
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Appendix A:

' Description of .
the Sample of ‘
Project Data
§umrharies_

The information on project-activities and occupations in Chapter 8, as well
as data on size.of ‘projcéts’and pagt of the data on wages in Chapter 9, are
taken from a sample of Project Data Summaiigs, (PDSs) for 28 prime
Sponsor areas. Prime sponsors are required to-prepare a PD§ for each Title

'Vi public service employment project (see specimen on the following

page). .

For most of the 28 areas, samples of 40 PDss were drawn systematical-
ly—except for areas where there were fewer than 40 project data
summaries. In a few other areas, 1 to 3 PDss that had beén selected for thé
sample did not contain enough information to be usable. In 8 areas, the 10
largest ppss were selected and 30 more were selected systematically. A
sample of 70 was taken for Texas Balance of State because of the large
nuinber of projects jn that area. The 100 pDss in the sample included about
11,000 project positions. '

Employment in the sample projects for cach prime sponsor area was
initially inflated to the area’s total project employment as of February 28,
1978, when total public service eniployment réached the goal of 725,000
participants. . : il

The figures.for each of the 28 areas were then expanded to national
totals. This was done by inflating the data for the sample prime sponsors to
totals for the United States. The 28 sample prime sponsor areas were
selected to represent over 450 prime sponsors in the United States, from
strata classified by type of sponsor (city, county, consortium, or balance of
state), by size, and by unemployment rate (in 1973). Project employment
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. SU}QL\.".Y OF A COMPLETED PROJECT DATA SUMMARY 4
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in the sample areas was inflated to total project employment for the strata
which the sample areas represent. Finally, strata totals were combined to
obtain estimates of total project employment by type. of activity, by
occupation, and by other variables. Employment across all strata adds to
the.326,000 project workers in the 48 contiguous states, excluding those
employed in projects sponsogcd by Indian organizations.
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TABLE B-1 Unemployment Rates of Prime Sponsor Areasin the Sample, Annual Average 1977

"

»

. Unemploy- Unemploy-

High-Unemployment Areas ‘ . mentRate - Low-Unemployment Areas . ment Rate L

. .
Stanislaus County, Calif. - 14.2 Kansas City-Wyandotte County Consortium, Kans. 6.4
San Joaquin Consortium, Calif. . 110 Balance of State, N.C. A . . 64 . .
Balance of State, Ariz, 10.5 * Chester County, Pa. v 6.1 .
New York City, N.Y. 10.0 - " Lorain County, Ohig 6.1 ¥
Philadelphia, Pa. 9.7 . Cleveland Afea-Western Resrve *6.1 "
Pasco County, Fla. 9.1 " Consortium, Ohio L '
Balance of State, Maine ' 8.9 Orange County Consortlum Cahf 59
Gary, Ind. . ) 8.7 St. Paul, Minn. 4.6
Middlesex County, N.J. 8.5 Balance of State, Tex. 4.6
Cathoun County, Mich. : v 84 Raleigh Consortium, N.C. 4.5
Long Beach, Calif. 80 Cook County, 1il. 43 ;
Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Consortium, Fla, * 17 Capital Area Consortium, Tex. 4.2
Union County, N.J. . , 1.5 Topeka-Shawnee County Consortium, Kans. 4.2 .
Phoenix, Ariz. - 7.4 . Ramsey County, Minn. ; 3.§ )
Lansing Tri-County Regiona! Manpower 74 o

Consortium, Mich. N :
- = =
SOURCE: Bureau of Labor S:atistics, U.S. Department of Labor. , .
N §
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TABLE C:I" Characteristics of New Enrollees, Public Service
Employment, Title V1, Fisca} 1976 and 1977 {percent of total) )
' _  Fiscal 1977 AN
v : o Oct. 1975- - . T
-Characlcﬁstics’ . Coe Sept. 1976 . Systainment Project
- ‘. ) @ | 3)
- TOTALNUMBER ~ 150.000/ 127,140 145,800
Sex: Male 64 . . 63 - 61
N Female 36 3 33 ’
Age: 1621 2 21 20"
. 244 £3 68 67.
SooL 0 as+ - 2 1 e 13 -~
__ Race: White (excluding 0 - 65 59
e e Spanish American) . e
Black ‘ 2] ' 26 3
. Spanish Americani and other 9 ) o9 .9
- Education: 0:11. AT 22 29
- A P .4l 40 31
S 134 Mo _ 38 3’
AFDC recipient . 4 8 15
. Economically disadvantaged 46 57 3
~  Towlveterans -~ 2 P 3
Unemployed? 52 - -67

SOURCE: Continuous Longuudinat Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc . colum&om chon.
" po. 7 column 2 from unpublished data; column 3 from Report no. 8.

“ﬁnén‘oﬁcd the day before entry.
&
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TABLE C-2- Characteristics of Ncw Enrollees, Public Servnce Employment, Tmes 11 and VI, Fiscal 1976 and 1977 ”

(percent of total) ,
’ ) Fiscal 1977 . ‘
a © O TileVl | . Titles
5 Fiscal . : “ v NandVi-
.. Charcteristics -1976 Title Il Sustainment Project Combined
X ™ — - T
S ~ M. @ . » .. @ )
* , TOTAL NEW HIRES ! ~242,700 100,986 T 127,140 145,860 373,926
Sex: Male 63 61 63 . S Y T4
, Female » 37 39 37 33 36
- Age: 1621 24 2 21 20 21
\ 2244 £2 63 68 ) 67 66 *
45+ ' . 14 15 11 13 13
¥ Race: White (excluding Spanish Americar) 68 68 . 65 59 63
Black yX] 2 26 32 28 ¢
Spanish American and other , 9 10 . 9 9
y Education: 0-11 28 2 j\— 29 24
12 43 40 - 40 37 38
13+ ! 29 38" 39 33 36
AFDC recipient S ~ 4 8 13 10 s
Economically disadvantaged 44 46 57 73 . 60
Total veterans 26 2 27 3 2
. Unemployed? R 43 = - 67 f -

N

N

SOURCE. Conunubus Longitudinal Manpower Sutvey, Westat, Inc., column 1 from Repor't' no. 7; columns 2 imd‘ 3 from unpublished data; cbl@lm 4

from Reportsno. 8.

4 Unemployed the day before entry.

n
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" 1977 (percent of total)
. f 7 TitleVl
Title 1 - Fiscal 1977 Titles Il and VI
. - Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Sustain. ~ Fiscal * Fiscal
G Characteristics 1976 1977 19768 ment Projects 19764 1977
< s
TOTAL PARTICIPANTS? 11,558 18,488 20,898 < 15,564 11,820 - 32,456 45,782
‘ Number of sponsors 20 22 20 22 22 20 22
. Sex: Male 59 59 64 61 67 62 62
..~ Female 41 4] 36 39 <33 38, 38
. Ager 16-21 20 20 21 20 20 21 ' 20
- 244 65 65 65 63 67 65 65
454 15 ‘IS 14 o 17 13 14 - 15
. Race: White 63 71 68 “70 60 66 68
Nonwhite 37 29 2 30 40 34 32
Education: 0-11 » 21 16 20 19 26 20 . 20
' 12 « 43 43 41 45 45 42 44
13+ 36 41 39 - 36 29 . 38. 36
AFDC - - .6 ., 10 8 9, 17 7 11
bconomxmlly dwadvamaged 45 Sl 44 56 83 4 61
ul l2\ , 17 15 17 21 . 14 - 18
Vietnam veteran ™ 3 7 5 7 6 4 &
| Disabled veteran ) 0 o 1 1 1 ! 1
| Unemployed 8l 15 85 n 93 84 . 78 .
I,-———_-ﬁ —— ——SOURCE:-Primo-Sponsor Records-collected-for-20-0f-28-sample-arcas-in-fiscal 1976 and-22-0f-28-sampleareas-in fiscal 1977, :
L
| < July 1975-June 1976, .-
5 Cumulative participants, N

Emc'

o

[

2

TABLE C.3 Characternsucs of Public Servxce Employment Parucxpants Sample anﬂ Sponsor Areas, Fiscal 1976 and _




