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;Loulsv. Cabot

Vice g‘_hm_rfngn

penqcm organrzauon devoted to nonp’rrusan re
search educauon and pubhcauon in ecenomrcs
government forelgn pollcy, and; the' so"lal “science
generally Its prlnclpal purposes are to ald m the de
vclopment Sf sound publrc polrclcs ‘ahd ,to promote-
public understandmg,of issues of nauonai rrnport.rnce
‘The Institution was founded on Dect:mber 8,:1927,
to merge; ‘the acuvmes of the' lnsmute for Governmen :
Rmearch founded in" |9I6 the Insmute of Econom

pon ible for the general :

‘admmrstrauon of the lnsmuuon ,whrlc the: immediate

Airection” of the policies, progrn , and staﬂ' i vested

- in the: Presrdent ‘assisied by’ an'advr,sory committee 0
‘the:ofﬁcers and_ staﬁ The by-laws of the' lns'nrueron

Apossnb!e'the conduct of scnennﬁc rescarch and pub-

rcauon‘ under the most favora’bl nditions, and to
afeguard lhe mdependence of ih¢ research st.nﬂ'_ln
the: “pursuit. of' their stidies’ and in the- pubhcauon of

‘the results of. such atumes -1t i not apart_of . thelr

function: 1o determnne, contro] ‘or mﬂuence \the; con- _

‘duct of parucular nvesngauons or

¢ : sponsnbrluy for ”he de-
cision’ to put‘rsh, a manuscrrpt as:a’
ln rcachmg h
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ork expenfnce for partncu ar egments of the poverty froptﬁqu,pn such a
MheadsA f families receiving welfare; older workers, in’ rural ;
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THE PUBch ssavrca ;zMPLOYMENT PROGRAM R o ‘;3 e
L vnded for a publlc service empl’o‘yment program to combat structural un- :
employmeat A state or local ]Ul‘lSdlCthﬂ or part of a junsdlCtIOH was
ehglble for a utle I grant if it was classiied as experlencmg “substantlal
-';'.’ unemployment”—’—a rate-of .6.5 percent or more for/three consecutive  *
" ‘months.. People were ellglbleg ) artlclpate if they were unemployed or
underemployed~that is, workin; ly part time for | econom|c rTeasons or
' 'worklng full tlme but eamm Tess than a poverty-level income. _The. funds
~were to be pa1d to‘orgamzatlons th tthe actrefers to as pr1me sponsors
" In DecemMer 1974, just haif 2 a year after CETA went |nto effect Con-v
¥ gress responded to the deepenlng recession by add1ng anew sectlon to the
act “The Emergency Jobs“and Urlemployment Assistance Act df 1974
,_,estaousneo title- VI of \,ETA as“a‘temporary co%ntercyclncal prografn of -
- public. servnce employment To be. eligible under title VI a person had'to - -
* have: been unemployed for thlrty days (or ﬁfteen days if the local unem-' .
: ployment rate was more than 7 percent) By June 1975 tltle VI of CETA
.. ~was’ provndmg Job., for. 155 000 person ; the, total ofditles II and VI, plus’
the remamder of the PEP program th was Stlll not phased ‘cut, brought
the ‘overal] enrollment to 310,000p persons SR ,/ SR
:'In 1976 Congl ess again made ; major cha?ges when it passed the Eg:r- R
gency Jobs' Program Extensnon Act: ‘This_act extended tltle VI-an
: effect crefat?.d- two. types of tltle VI posntlons One known as "sustaln-’
- ment” posmons ‘was deslgned to, allow govemments that had been allo—
“cated’ a certain number of.PSE posmons under the 1974 %to keep these-

e

osmons The second type-was_“‘project””. Eg_slt_lgs__Alln PSE workers
hrred under tltle VI had to be asslgned to special projects at would last

ne year or less and that w ‘not. have been undertaken with local R
funds alone Moreover, all new partlclpants asslgned to proJect posntlons SR ]

‘and: half. the new partrctpants assigned to fill vacancles in sustainment - '
posmons had to meet new ellglblllty requtrements that° llmlted tltle VI -
. funds to,persons who had bee‘l unemployed for ﬁfteen of the pnor twenty

S ane sponsors" usually have been states or‘ general~purpose local govern- .
ments serving an area with a populatlon of more than 100, 000. Many pnme spon-
'sors, however. are consortrums of several cmes or countras or both Consomums are
especrally common m suburban areas. In many states,’ rural areas’ are served by
prime sponsors that cover all jlll'lSdlCthﬂS that do not run therr own CETA prOgra
“or-belong” to a consomum ‘in such .cases’ the pnme sponsor _is referred lo.as the
: “balance of state™ pnme sponsor :Each prime sponsor desngnates a partlcular operat- .
- ing department of the government or govcmments involved to admmlster the PSE '
‘program. They in tum allocate publlc service. posmons to other departments .within -« k
partlclpatmg governments other govemments such as school dlstncts, .or nonproﬁt S
] oragamZatrons that scrve the pubhc ’ E e

Q
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gosnhons comparea thh only 50_ 000 for. tltle 11—
ments of a structurally/onente; prbgram and’ to le ay

ncovenng mstances “of
cases of nepotlsm And :




iE. P_UBLIC SERV!CE EMPLOYMbNT?PROGRAM :
the: average of all posmons) and on' the length of'tmle a person could

i remam in, the PSE prograni (elghteen months although the Department,"t‘ -

' ofLabor could grant waivers to mdlvldual sponsors for all or»part of their
artlclpants) T o .
In March:1978’ .enrollment.in tltles II'and: VI reached a peal\ as a result o
“of bemg bolstered by Presldent Carter s 1977 economrc stJmulus pacl\age
ich: added $4 bllllon 10, the fiscal. yedr 1978 budget for PSE. .Over
50,000 persons were employed equal to O_"percent of all’ unemployed,
persons in-th "labq.r force. Outlays reached'$5 -6>billion’ in_fiscal year ..
"::19"78 Smce then the size of, the program. has been reduced The average .
SE enrollment m ﬁscal_i1978 was’ 680 000 the average for scal 1979,

vas 557 000.. At ‘the ‘e d of ﬁscal year 1980 328 000 - persons were
nrolled L :

are prbvrded Succeedmg chapt s"deal wrth publlc |
m_ploy;rnent as countercycllcal‘_pollcy (chapter 2), as’s
fpollcy (chap'er 3), and asa vehl_cle

I publlc ﬁnances and mstltutlons and of the partrcular areas of gov
nt act1v1ty ' _Ier study None of the assoclates were ofﬁclally co
'nected with. th urisdictions i in the sample* ll-k'\vere resldents of the area -
ed and’ /,evote, an. average of: thlrty to slxty days to’ thelr par
tlclpatlon m the_ﬁeld stu' . Half of the assoclates ‘were polltlcal scientists .
WETe: e : Thelr names and 1ur|sd1ct|ons are llsted_onff

‘ rl\ed wrth thecentral staff in, developmgﬁommon ana-
lytical framework and research deslgn Using this design, the:associates
then orted"thelr observatlons of the effects of PSE in thelr ]unsdlcttons j

I DGR




PUBLIC SERVICE'EMPLOYMENT
th-the associates, re-
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COMBATING CYC LICAL. UNEMPLOYMENT

_“ment. However, oily a small percen

Sthispattern: © ol o o

bgtv_vgep'-su?tamment and prdject' PSE. - The job creation-effect is pamculalrly 2
-high in CBO [community-based organizations] projects. The fact that govern- . .
Jrent projects ave a higher rate ofjob creation*than gbvemmentsustai}nment .

PSE, but 4 lo

“ticipants; ;disﬁpgluiSh’\ c;arefﬂﬁl,l,x;bégv;y, '
‘two types ofworkers often perform
to a new neighborhood, represent the bu.lk'qf job creation inthe city govern-
tage of PSE project workers are.involved

“in’projects of this nature in city governmen, the vast majority (in our sample) -

are in projects nearly'i entical to the work of sustainment higes. This is cor:

roborated by the fact th¥ there are so many intertitle transfers. The workers "

are viewed as homogenedus 1abor. On the other hand, most CBO projects (in

“oursample) elithvér'repreﬁé'h,t""é.trqé'e)ltpa',nsion of services to a broader clientele
or consist of workers who are deemed so marginal that the sponsoring organi-
- zations would need to curtail thejr activities only very slightly in the ‘absence -

of these workers. -

pand existing serviceg rather than" assign them to special projects may
~ explain the"increase in_displacement for project. PSE employees. The

fd]lqwingz’gxc_:crpt frepr.a report by an assoc7f¢' in"a large city illustrates

 types of PSE’ jd_béﬂ:é'r_e"':é'tédf within city government have largely been laborer,

: ver: Creation rate thanjCBOs, is not at all surprising. Certain city -
depa‘l"’t‘rﬂr’xént's,,pa'rticularly the ones Jyith telatively small numbers of PSE par- ..
1ts; distin en project and sustainment workers. The o
strikingly different™tasks. These projects, .
such as a new computerization project or outreach of social service agencies ~

Q;ni}"ﬁridivnrg. that k.goi}gmmex'l'ts,of‘tc'IIT"uS:’ proj'ci;t- PSE_ positions to ex-.

clerical, or service" jobs, Most of thé job creation within city government has ... -

been in the primary service areas—public works (sewage; garbage.) , Street re-. .
“paif, and parks;andireérei‘tfé’ﬁ‘;—fpnd has represented- expansion of services
-rather than 'creat)ion'vi'ofv"'ncv‘y-,,services)or special projects.(This-applies to both

‘title IL:and title VI—sustainmeént andspe‘cial'prc';jects.),'l"h_is‘is the case because

~growth has basically-allowed' the cit} to 'stay even” with service demands—

0 maintain’ gﬂ)_(istihg'"isgr_vice,llevels‘,‘.bgt not'to “get ahead,” Thys, many of the '
SE participants are put to work doing-things that, while they might not seem,

like expansion of 'services to the o"utsidévobsérver,-‘frepre'sen_tﬂ expansion. They
re services that have often been planned but_have never been implemented

-dye o Tack of funds and persdrel, This is largely attributable to the local -

“political environment which dictates that'the city maintain a large budget sur-. - N

plus and :a stable tax rate at'thé:expense, if necessary, of increased service and,

_personnel levels.-

“Job; Cré:"ati_th'\}viﬁhin the CBOs has’ inéfeasinély-. répféSenf#d ‘cXp‘a‘mSio'h, of

services rather, than' special projects or new services. The' reason for’this is
that the pressure from_the PSE -coordinator to meet hiting :quotas Has been
‘best achieved by contacting-and then contracting

;t'he._'cityi.‘hasf‘tbr_aditiohall‘g?rbeenﬂund@:rStaffed and its normal rate of employee . - - -

‘with larger, é:tablislzed ‘nohn; S




‘v'PUBLIC \S§RVICE EMPLOYMENT,

‘ proﬁt Socral servrce-type agencie.t (who are tradltronally Short on funds but
‘jmore th "wrlhng to ex and servnces |f funds or personnel become avallable) i

: The etfect of dlsplacement is to hold down the number of personnel whlch th
clty would otherwrse hire. to expand or_maintain servrces There are’ no dra-
»matlc etferts that I have been able«to’ dlscern Mostly, agencles seem to begm'
by buymg i little temporary budget ﬂexnblllty Some appear tocross thc lme
* into dlspla(.ement qulte madvertently S : :

Frorn another large city: "o

S ¢ most cases, dlsplaeement in’this sample s\eems/to be a result of hrrmg indi-

‘rvlduals for )obs which would have béen created)wrthout PSE. Several subcon-
. .tractors of all major types, for example, have. used PSE partlc1pants to staﬁ
“new facllmes or programs whlch would have requlred regularly budgeted [
'ployees in the absence of thls fundmg source In other cases, hiring of clencal
~ and other workers for pro;ects ‘which are not fully underway and/ox assxgmng
“'them less than full time to PSE activities and projects has produced some dis-
placement Thls xatter type of drsplacement seems partlcularly easy wlth"' eri-
“cal, maintenance and srmxlar posltrons with’ easrly transferabl'e skills
- “While zﬂl of these mstances seem likely.to be, consclously planned displace
" ment more obvnous forms such as hmng of former employees and transferrmg
: ‘to the PSE pnyroll were not observed ‘But, cons;denng the cltys

/ ’,traceable forms of dnsplacement In addmon, ngen “this momtonng, rehmng
“or: transfernng would requu-e ‘a cham of cooperatlve conspnrators from. the
i evel of department superLl;ors to ‘the PSE umt

The rates of dlsplace nt m table 2-2 are for all PSE ]
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rate among sust ' nment posmons because pro_|ect‘, S
posltnons took a large share of all’ posmon , ;the overall dnsplac 'ment re-» Vo
1ained essentially the s same for the two obsetvation ; uenods} ’ R
: In evaluatm :hes anges, we kept two thmgs 1n mnd Flrst the July, s
and December observatnons occurred in the same ﬁscal year. for many of .
n ’m our sample bther researchers have suggested that__ ,
dnsplacement is likely to'incre _e with: each ne .'budget cycle as govern-
ment officials take stock of the servnces PSE workers are provndmg and,-’ ,

‘ figures for the:sustainment part',' SR
clude posntnons authonzed under t1tle II as well as the. N

[n this section th‘ data are analyzed separately for each of the follovg—-’ g
ing four' asses of Junsdnctxons for the PSE posmons they retamed for:
'thelr own department e SR LIS ;
"Dlstressed large cities. - Central cities w1th more than 250 000 r N
that rated relatnvely;hlgh on ‘an index of urban’ drstress," developed by-
members of the field study group.?: : :

- Other Iarge cities. Acentral'cltles wnth more than’ 25()000 popu ation
that rated relatnvely low on the urban condltnons 1ndex, that is,
' tnvely well off -

maller cities (the largest b'elng a suburb
*and subur an countxes 7 :

weré rela-‘f c

 city °,f;11)?s,000ﬁ>‘:

. 2 For a dlscussron of the urban condmons index used to nne urbnn lstress see’
Paul R.Dommel and others; Decentralizing Commumty Developmem (US. Depart- '
ment o&Housmg and .Urban. Development, 1978), app:2.-A drstressed large city
was defined as’ one with a rating of . 250 or, more on this index. The index is con- -

tructed | by muluplymg a standardized | percentage of the populnuon ml poverty by
the: -standardized percentage of. pre-1940 housing and dmdmg the product by the =
tandardized percentage ofvpopulanon <h se from 1960 101975 GRS S RN




large
<. cities

;pnrpo.ées lassed by the assoclates as dlsplacemcn These same‘"Em
Ved!_’mfothc 30 pcrcem of thcxr PSE posmons to mmntam progrzim

t:
"effort 1s the/c‘,,vere ﬁnnncml cqnstrnmt which faces the city, its qunsx-govern
nd CBOs: L c fact n that the c'ty would hav :to_cut
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OMBATING CYCLICAL UNBMPLOYMENT v S 19
'_back in'a number of areastwithout the asslstance of PSE funds 0ther agen-
es, such as the Housmg Authorlty and CBbs, are in. cssentlally the ‘same
sntuatnon Those orgamzatlons have hmlted budgets, or in the'case of CBOs,"” .
vnrtually no fundlng whatsoever It follows that’ programmatlc needs’ attendant B
on' ﬁnanclal hardshlps exerted a slgmﬁcant jofluence over the ty; pes of jobs that L
Were created under PSE; agaln here,’ noted above, PSE slots were often used,., ]
to mamtam or provnde baslc seryice: _ e T
The hrgh rate of dnsplacement; dlstressed large cmes compares wnth o
rates of 11 percent for large cities that ‘were not ﬁnanclally dlstressed S
1 percent for»suburban Junsdlctrons and 18 percent for rural govem-' S
rnents For#all classes of Junsdlctrons taken together, the rate of drsplace- L

ment among posmons that,, the govemments retam for therr own use was e
"f22percent PR 9 cie il _ i

Emp oyment Eﬂ'ects by Degree of F lSCdI Pressure & . :, :yf‘_ R

.The sample govemments were also dmded mto groups accordmg to'-i‘ :
- the degree of ﬁscal pressure they faced that rs to what extent. local tax S
: recelpts were droppmg wht]e demands for serv1ces were nsmg T efour "
evels of ﬁscal pressure we: used are “none” (shown by three j nsdnc—
nons), “r elatn?ely httle” (shown by snx), “moderate” (shown by ,thnr-
teen), and extreme”.(shown by. fourteen) Because the classnﬁcatlon of
“fiscal’ pressure is’ for"‘he sample govemments only the PSE posmons
within the govemments are mcluded ' ‘ i
“In assessmg the degreé of ﬁscal pre ure. Junsdnct on faces, assocnates’
- were/asked to consider two kmds of: mformatnon First was the ob]ectrve
‘ﬁscal situation as'shown’ by tre -end cash’balances, rates of
growth in taxes and expendltures the | presence or absen e of fund 'deﬁcnts :
~the use of short-term borrowmg, increases or. decreases in’ the\tax base,j
bond ratmg, and i mcrease s or decreases in nommal tax he,seco'nd
‘kind of mformatron was more sub;ectnve mcluded here re essmen
by local oﬂicxals of the capaclty to expand actrvmes or. add new programs i
or servxces evxdence of mcreasmg'demands for services, elther from™ the_“_).‘
lnc_or from mandates from other govemments, s:gns ofa local tax .-
volt o “refusal to pass a tax or bond referendum and constramts on the :
abrhtyto increase taxes. : T e T
scal pressure,” as used here, is thus not th‘e same as “dlstress,” as S
that term is used. in. connection w1th mdexes of urban drstress A cnty.\'
could be expandmg its populatron and tax base, and thus not be dnstressed ;
but could nonetheless face a great deal of ﬁscal pressure Thrs co d hap-ﬁ
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,»nvely lmlc of mode
of trhexbr!,\PSE posmons fork specxal pro;ects than dxd othe_

isting ctMines _'(45 pex;cent) Junsdxcnons facmv"_

Acco ding

’The specnal project job. creation activities under itle VI really

from sustainment’ posmons in most of the public. agencies.” There is a: clear._‘
intent-to set up jobs th ‘will be- self-expmng ‘when a pnmcular tnsk is co
pleted. But, without access to’ capmﬁ’xi‘nd with| lnmntatnonron supervnfo‘rs‘ ther
1sad|mcully in dreammg ; ideast atdon’t séem totally ludn_cgqps There :
great number’of - data processing,: recetalogmg, filing, reoqdmg kinds
projects. that nre relnted‘ to improvement of the way. mfonnanon is hnndled

Somé re; s are being reached because of the lack of .office space,

1 ! [ A p essure mngh
i that:had been supponed locally as an alternanve to.
aboltshmg them, the ciates cl vslﬁ(“d 'uch shxfts as.program mamte-‘
nce, and thus job creation:

Other Types of Employmg Org mzattons

‘al govvemments“used two kmds of arrangements for PSE partici-
ants; employed outs;de"the”sample govemments“‘ subcontracnng and

outstationing.”




“PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT.

. Gene ally-t administrative arrangvmen
that allows smaller organizations lack g-payroll systems to employ PSE -

sl'
W3
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th; i , ‘
oPposxtxons had ore’ thnn;doubled for pro]ect posmons -
th ,

'en percent of the positions in other units of 1ocal’ govcmmen w
fi in the umber.of newly created
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ices beg n under Pb ~fu’n-'j »ng,

~ 3 vxnualli.‘ﬂone:would be able t
ply because of the ack of money' ’

‘ /e consndered such' replacement to be ]ob crea '
does,provnde

‘ cember 1977 school 'dlsmcts were second'
only'to on roﬂ_ organ zauons,a§jthe reqpne’ms of subcontracted PSE-

nployees More thaxi 8,000 PSE participant "worked in'school dlstn
t

. S
er than it was in the first: ‘found, app';lren '
mth»number ofn~ positions assngned to_thc schools :

t should be noted that‘ the ﬁrst ( bservatxon took pl
he‘ . . -







e tually happened to: the money
the PSE program

penditure e‘ﬂwecrs' refers to dlrect L_pendmg of ds on the wages
»ldlng ewly [’creat d’P E positions or on admmrstratlon, or
he use of funds released throug drspla ment fore pendrtures in other

3 their rncomes
Fund baIance effects occur when a gove ment d S
ocal 1

'ects cjo so dlrectly and
sectot\,We assume, hoWever that both app aches re;
ral defic cal go ernments;do‘not use:

,n‘fundsprovrded by_\_PSEtut‘ xnstead hold th nd bz
! us'nr(dno employment eﬂect either., " .=
a bas?é’ ne. Did governments spend thelr PSE
-yes Although 'as of July 1977 governments were
V“ntofthel___" e dr !

rectexpendlture %
vhile only about :

f » atlon,
0 y,féderal moneySpent _for salanes _of
regular admmlstratnve*employees and excludes PSE fpamcrpants‘ slgned
ter PSE Seco d, the sample includes | some small
te wn PSE’ progrnms but mstead '
subcontractors to,larger Junsdlctlons that handle a
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, CYCLlCAL';DNEMPLOYMENT EE IR R T
tTaE(ﬁ_d that PSE positions were bemg used to main:
t.thelr prewous lqvels they: counted those posmons in the * 3
lumn rather than the. drsplacement column because they_ R
eterrmned that the local government would have. abollshed those posi- - *:1 .
ions. unless PSE morrey had come along at the nght t1me As noted one v
f the gro rch» the’ assoclates make th1s determmatlon is 1nfor- o
‘matior on chianges in demand for ublic s services. I '
For e)rample the assoclate in large ﬁscally pressed c1ty reported o
An examinatios of the ratio of job- creanon program mamtenance posmons to' L
all Job,’creanorvposmons mdlcates that approxrmately 25:t0°30 percent of the . .. .~
cttys reation’ posmons in ntles II and: VI—su&tamment‘are program mamte-"’; RE S
ance on;__the other hand, none of the title I-pro;ect positionsare in e/h\t SRR
'.category._ This; mdlcates that the ' crty clearly treats ‘the programs differéhtl s
nd, ,-beyond the guldelmes is not about to create a possible problem by ﬁllmg..._ T
.l_ong-term need. wnh (strlctly) short-term money Vtrtually all of the posi-- "
tions we classrﬁed as mamtenance would have been classified as drsplacement; PRI
if the ﬁscal pressure ‘was- not so extreme. Title' In and VI-suStamment mainte-
nance posmons tend 'to .be necessary “for high- demand services which would ’
e " ' emergency, but are now. .used to maintain serv1ces S b
: By:contrast to our method an econometnc ora srmple trend study
ve determmed the rate at whrch locally funded employment had-
' ! 1ng in prewous years predlcted the increase in subsequent“» R
years based on'?that' ame Tate of i 1ncrease and determmed whether the~ L
rof-mcr ase in lqaally funded employment followed: th1s pre-f w
the Tate were 1 wer. than predlcted the dlﬂ’erence would be AR
' edlsplacement effect of PSE. - gut LT
ornia vaters’ passage of Proposltxon 131 1n June 1978 forcmg R
state and ‘local’ goVemments to hol h:down’ spendmg increases, was of = .
Se-a 'ma]or event that brou‘ght meifia; attentlon to the “taxpayers ]
2 ' _ 10F% ']noted that even’ before that tim
rowth in" local publlc employment had begun to slow For examplez*‘
rge Peterson of the Urban Instltute testxﬁed m J uly 1978 -

nand oo

| study™. s of employment data as a basrs f0r an .
mpa _/Ofiederal y. alded job programs. Comparing the trend in state and S
nent ange inthe level of ‘PSE, Robert D. Reischauter of. the IR
'on rmronal Budget Oﬂice esnmates that” between May 1977 and February 1978 L
hen’ the PSE program was belng expanded the’ drsplacement rate was 42" percent‘ )
See_prert D. Rerschauer, “The Economy, the Budget, and the Prospects for Urban.
‘Aid," in Roy Bahl, ed "The Fzscal Outlook /ar Cmes (Syracuse Umvemty Press,
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;‘3 3 L pUBLrt: serwrce EMPLOYMENT

'_Iyear out relatrve to natronalﬁ?duct but dunng the present economic recovery,

‘city expendrtures have grown.at a much slower rate;than national output Cities

"‘suffermg ‘economic ‘and’ populatron declmel have taken the'lead in restrai nrng
€ pendrtures 6"

‘ 2 SimrlarlyMrchael Borus of Ohio State Umversrty and Daniel Hamer-

-mesh of Mrchrgan State Um"ersrty reexalmned the: results of an ear.rer:
: L'econometnc study ‘of PSE" drsplacement and William ‘Mirengc
- "»Lester Rxndle' did a study or the National ‘Academy of Scrences that
used two dmere‘t,approaches to’ estrmatmg drsplacemen' . Both teams olia' ‘
T earchers found that" equatrons that allowed for declmes m the rate of
. growth of local employment fit the actual rate of mcrease ‘better than did-
_"equatrons that predlcted a constant rate of increase.™ '

a-’f Furthet evxdence ofa change i’ the structure of government employ

_ment comes from aclose look at ﬁgures on’ the overall number of state and:
~local: employees in the natlon, excludmg employees of publrc schools
' "_'Between October: 1970 and 1978 the total rose from 9 9 million, to 12.6
e mxllron publrc workers, 1 rate of increase of ercent 8
- This ﬁgurem ks the cha'nﬂgmeh,th curred, however. From 1970 t0'1975
"'the average annual rate of i mcrease in state and local noneducatron em-,

ployment was 3. 9 pe from_ 1975 to 1978 1t was. only 1. 7 percent :

":'.-,Thts latter ﬁgure 1ncludes PSE workers as well. as regular local and state

o -"workers. Even if after 1975 govemments began to displace their regular

: s with- PSE workers, the rate-of. 1ncrease for. total employment
would haVe remarned the same Instead the overall rate of’ rncrease
. §ropped suggestmg that governments were cuttrng back on growth 1n all

6. Tcsumony by George Peterson in LocaI i)zslre.ss Smte SurpIu:es Pr0posmon‘

13 Prelude to FxscaI Crisis or New Opportunmes7 Hearings before the Subcommit-

tee on the Cny of the House Commlttee on Bankmg, Flnance and Urban Aﬂ'alrs and

- the Joint Economic Commlttee 95 Cong 2 sess. (GPO, 1978), p. "76. "

7. Mlchael Boms and Damel Hamermesh Study of the Net Employment Effects"
of Public Semce Employment Econometnc Analyses,’? ’An lnrenm ‘R 'port to thei

'-;‘Congr'ess of. rhe National Commnsszon for Manpower Poncy. Job Creatxon through
> Public: Service Employment vol 3: Commts:xoned Papers (NCMP 1978), pp- 8

149 George Johnson and J ames Tomola' “The Final Substltunon Effect of Altern

ources, vol. 12 (W'nter 1977) pp 3—26 and Willmm Mxrengoff and Lester Rmdler,;

. CETA: Manpower Programs under Loc"' ‘Control (Nauonal Academy of Sciences,
. 1978), app B Borus and’ Hamermesh used a nonhnear funcuonal fomt erengoff
and Rmdler used a log .unctronal t‘orm

8. Survey of Currenr Buszness vanous ;ssues
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o e:rpp?};méﬁ‘t”déé;s!tnot reflect changes in the structare of that employmenty
~-when we look at differences among types of jurisdictions. Between 1970
- and 1976 the total number of noneducation public employees in all the
- laige cities in the study sample Tose by 4 percent (this Rgure includes
. PSE employees). There were big differences, Hoig\ieve_r,_iy:ri large cities that
~.faced a great de3 of fiscal distress and. large cities that did not. Total
in the latter went up by 13 percent, but dropped by A
.4 percent in_the former. Examples. of _c.hfstr'esscd'_ciﬁés-yin';th‘e sample are

~Cleveland, ,W'hére, total public employment d"rl'éppe_dv by 31 percent; De-

s

U As a grdup,f-:distfesséd:larég‘vc‘itkiés_l_éfé;'aided_disp'ro;a_t_)r;tiion\a'tély.fun.giéy —
= +.the PSE program because allocations are made largely on the basis of the -
. extentof local unemployment, which tends to be related: to the degree-of

" percent of all PSE enrollees as6f December 1977, but only 1 percent of >
~ [total "statt} and ]o'cva'bl e‘r_hp]oynfbn’té Thls ’Concentration of PSE positions in ey
' governments that appear in other respects to be departing from the'trend -~

.~ line of city employment adds_to'the.d_iﬂi”i:,ul_ty"of conducting econometric - - -
. ortrend studies of the program’s employment impact. - e

‘f*,We;f‘oﬁnd_ﬁtliautﬂsmall as well as large cities in the sample were cutting ~~
Y_;z;ck on local employment during the late -seventies, ‘For example, the -

"', associate who studied one small city reported that.the onset of “a p‘e‘riaq e
. -of fiscal austerity” | ardened atti judes against the use of PSE positions for ‘

displacementpurposes. + N\ S
By 1976, the:climate had chahged d matically. Most of the major projects. -
the city counicil members wanted Ye_ac ieVe%’ad been completed. Taxes had " _

. increas®d substantially and the city was begi  experic ;

.. pressure from the suburbanization of business. The 1976 council election re-
~'< volved around the issue of taxes, Con_s'en}aitiyés'_wdn‘two'qf the three seats up
* . for. e(le‘c’uony,;n‘e‘"remainihg_;;h'rée;membggs had sensed the attitude of the .

5 Wé~ find even mofg_'eviaende'that'a simple pryojec_:tiolnv of local and s;‘ta't;:é e

““troit, where it dropped by 8 percent; and Rochester, where fit‘_dr'oppgg‘p){;;_f?

ﬁnanéiz;lﬁ_’s't'reg‘s. The distressed large cities in the s‘ai"np']é accounted for4 -’

ning to experience its ﬁx"st,'real PRI

" voters before the 1976 election and the election outcome confirmed their inter- . T

.. pretation.: A’period of fiscal ‘austerity ensued, presided over by the same city
. managefwho had been'an expansionist in earlier years. As the next election .
- draws near; economic development and stable taxes are the main concerns of *.
the elected officials. The city manager's policy toward PSE has been consistent "

with the jéou_ncil'fs:;Sthtedjihténti'on .of not raising taxes. Thus’the political-

.. administrative climate is-against converting PSE positions fo unsubsidized =
-1 positions.” . ST R R ‘

v
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Pes, and an"" Aty
nthe__econon.,

: seetor by stablhzrng or reducrng taxe/s Another.

marned in'local fund balances and Were donng lr'tl ,
my, whrle we could_ not classrf)/the effect of the last 2 dollar?o’ of 100

results of research"on other block grants, such as’ general revenue shar-‘ :

studles ‘can varﬁwr

_pected t actunlly spend bctween 65vand 90 pereent of the grant money
'Gramllch d_,Gnlper esumnted that

sroup found through ltsvrevenue sharmg research that local governmenfs were usmg

367 percent of those funds for substrtuuon (when program mamtenance ls not
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dence 1ntervals—-tha&t is, the actual ﬁgures mrght fall wrthrn a broad range k
of poss1ble analysis_ outcomes Our results lre we11 w1th1n the possrblc

ange of Values reported by these stud1es

VSeveral {actors are. at work to hold down. he rat(e of d1splacement :We s
annot say actly what the ] rate would be 1f each of these factors were re-

moved but taken together they cert nly have an effect The most 1mpor— N

‘tantare the follow1ng A : : S

- As’ noted: 1n"‘chapter 1; shortly .before our—observatlons Congress
trghtened the ellglbrllty requrrements for the largest part of the program
and'requrred governments to place one-half of the new partrclpants in’

: posrtrons ‘related. to 1dent1ﬁable temporary pro;ects These changes were

tntended to make 1t more drﬂicult for governments to use-PSB posmons

'for d1splacement they apparently had the 1ntended eﬂ'ect

ta1ned ‘a’ “malntenance of effort”
lause that bans the use of CBTA money for d1splacement purpos :

Departm nt of- Labor ‘has 1ssued 1ncreasrngly stnngent regulatrons on:

thrs point: 'Except in the m0st blatant cases;’ these regulat10n§ are’ very

drﬁicult to enforce The ﬁeld assocrates did’ report however that local -
_governm nt oﬂic'als‘ enerally were at least aware of the ban on d1splace-
mient. AR A k
fL ca oﬂicrals‘themselves are unhkely ta-want their govemmen,, o

b, -om dependent PSB workers foribasr?,?ea'l}?vrces or for, contlnurng

ﬁscal rehef because if Congréss_were to’ curtall or. eltmmate[l?SB these
K 'ﬂicrals would be faced vlnth a ‘choice of ra1s1ng taxes Or. curtarlrng ser-:
ces to make up for the loss of federal funds and nerther cholce is palat- .

L "
Many local oﬁicrals in areas fac1ng ﬁnancral stress are hkely to agree .
W1th federal oﬂiclals on the ﬁrst pnonty fof‘use of PSB money, to red |

A l uncmpluymcnras I"IULH db pUblelC P
We found that loc_ [ g governments responded to the new ehgrbrlrty and
pro]ect requrrements in three way N i

W88 substrtutlon) Thus our' ﬁndmg of a 20 percent dlsplacement rate’ is well wrthm

the limits we mlght‘theoretlcally expect based on these studies. See Mlchael E: Borus:
and Damel Hamermesh “*How, Much Fiscal Subsutuuon Is There.in- PSE?” Indus--
Zrial Relanons Research Assor:ranon, Proceedmgs of the Tluny-first A nnuaI 'Mcet-

" ings,  August 1978. (Chlcago 'IRRA 1978), pp. 180-97; Edward Gramhch and’.

Harvey ‘Galper,: “State’ and- Local Fiscal" Behav:or and’ Federal Grant Pohcy,",
Brookmps Papers on’ Economrc Acnvuy, 1,1973 pp 15—66 and Nat‘tan, Adams,

and‘Assocl ‘Revenue Shanng. p 310




one year and stnll cal ”these actlvmes prolects Only one-fourth of the ac--
thltleS that governments undertook wnt% the pmject portlon of the pr

a dvantaged-doesnt-.en
and’ supportlve servicé
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hem had eammgs of less than $4,000

b Congress and,the admmlstratlon
began to receive reports on the haracteristics

had been cnnclzed for lack of targetin, %
Congress
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{ ‘Manpower Skrve y. Report 8, premmd by Waestat, Inc;, for the Office of Program Evnlundun. l!mployrmn: and Trainln; Admlnlstmdan. U.!
m:M‘mh 1979) ubla IB and 19 2
Brookin, ‘

r unpubtished amQu are from a. nmoml sample of ncw public service employment cnrollecs.
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PUBLIC-SERVICE EMPLOYMENT

0 elping low-skilled person
who ha__ baen unemployed frequently or for lon peno 2
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ﬁTable 3-2 Pubhc Servlce Employment Parttc:pant C/zaractertmcs,

A3I 1977 (R
e

L Publrc service employment partlcrpants(percent)

tua'y Sample, by Class af Junsdtcnon, Titles 11 and Vi, December' S . :,ﬁ’ - .

"-Addendum SO ST T
Number ofgo’vemments. IR SR N A §

»'Sou ta” rcported by Brookmgs field associates. The pércentages in this table are the averages

the’ mean l'or all- Jurlsdtctions in the class. Thxs is the equrvalent of, treatmg each Junsdlctlon as a samgle
mmbc : .
ekt tie time thuc dam were gathcred an economlcnlly dmd.vantnged pcrson was dcﬁnod asa smgle B
. pcrson or member of a family receiving or cligible for. welfare payments whose income did not exceed’

. the poverty. level or 70 pereent of the lower living smndard whlchever was hlgher

AFDC =_Aid to famthcs wnh dependcnt chlldren s .

¥ m_the year before they;,ontered PSE had very: low eammgs or had been
'1unemployed for lang periods, or both. ThlS growth is most evident in the .
data for October—December 1977 Persons who entered the program in

he thrrd and fourth quarters of 197 especlally those assrgned to’ pro]ect

more commonly than’ had part|c1pants in p evrous years. ‘On the bas1s of
hese data, we. can conclude that in- 1977 the program moved toward'_.'
lp1ng those wrth senous structural labor market problems

“the July 1977 obser\'atron the program was' under pressure to meet the
e expansron ‘schedule authonzed in May of that year as _part of the Carter
: admmrstratron s snmulus  program. At that time most of the | project posi-
”trons were snll to be filled. By the end of the December observation the
1program ‘had. enrolled about: 600,000 persons, a figure equal to roughly
80 percent of the eventual pcnl\ of 750, ()OO that was reached in March’

5 posmons had lower 1ncornes and had been unemployed for long penods

_The ﬁrst two. rounds of the PSE study focused ori the program dunng.‘v'-:"- 3
_'{thrs penod of change, thelast two quarters of calendar year 1977. Dunng LT

. Distressed .~ " Otlier .. - Small cities
- " large’ " large . and suburban. R_ural
EMEREY Charactensnc e .;,.__,,,,:T.c,',_,'es__.v...-.._ - clies ==~ Ccointies - areas
Male . - .0 ey - 58 S
Mmonty o P 68 . 61 - 24 ..
Under.21' years ofage o210 19 Co18 T
*“ Less than | 12 years ofeducanon -2 14 20 .
'Unemployed 15or moreof .~ . . o
- previous 0weeks- -+ .. 77 . 69 58
AFDCfamllymember d 2200 10 e L 6 - P
A}?Econonucally dxsadvantaged- L 73& LT3 13




Table 3-3 Publu' Sf‘l‘ ite Employmenl Parncxpant Clzaraclertsncs, Study Sample, by Class of Jur dtcnon and Type..af/
Posmon, December 3 1977 : . SR

Public service employment participants (percent) =

.

! o
e T . o Small cities and- =~ PR 3
-+ Djstressed large.cities: " - Other large cities Fox . suburban areas s - Rural areas. v -

--?':“Siismi.’n;meni, Project "i“ff:"’vSlEfaﬂl:ii‘rnergt ~Project "4 Suslm:n.mem- Project - Sustainment Project . -:_.._«
*.. position - position, " . -position-." - position . .. position . . position . position - - posmon

ale 0 T T ™ LW s e e - 62
Minority e A e e A g .35
iv'Undcr 21 years ofage i‘ 21 ‘ 191_ ; ’:v "1‘; 20 5 ) ”‘]6_' - 16 ) | -18 — 16 o

N O

L&ss, than 12 years of

‘ Cooeme s -3 . o T a3
r:-Unemploved l.a'nr more of o R P k
.;prevxouSZOweeks st I - A
AFDC family. ©

ST e
o8 s T e

.4
s e L TEE RN | S B
‘Ei:onomxcallydlsadva.ntaged' e s ese. om0, 60

|

|

|

a

;

L :
doe
ae
f

l

¥

K

o

I

er ofgovemmems 8 k R 7 Y B S § e

) ,_,vIO I 57_ e 4 R
Scurce Data reponcd by Brooklnp ficld assoc:atu. Thc pcn;emngcs in, thxs mblc arc the avcngu of thc means f or. all jumdlcllon! in the class Thu is the equnvalcnt of tmt- 5

g each jurisdiction as a sample member, . i A

"3, At the time these data were gathered, an econonumlly dxmdvanmxed pc

hoac income did not exceed the poverty level or 70 pcrccnl of the lowcr h
AFDC Axd 1o’ mxllu lh dcpcndcm chx!dmn ; -

rson was dcﬁncd asa s:nglc person or mcmbcr of 2 a famxly recelvmg or chglblc for wclfarc pay’ncnu .
lvmz :mndard. whu:hcvcr was hlghcr : :

O
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sition, that is, project and sustainment positions” Participants in sustain- * ...,
-+ _ment apd project positions were different in several respects, especially -
CVin the p%pqr_tioﬁs who had been. unemployed fifteen or more of the pre- / o

C—

- wvious twenty weeks and those . who were economically dis'édvan_taggéd‘.v‘

- This difference appears in all!c_l:av;sg.é of ju;is_q;i_c’:,ti'c_)ps_,_:sug'ggs,tiggv_that the

... PSE’program projects were targeted ‘heavily on the lower layers of the
.. Jabormarker. o T T -
= The program expanded quickly and shifted its target population, but’ L

- not without resistance by some local governments. The field associates . . -
o _fogr{d'that local officials in some areas were reluctant to expand PSE un-

“. " der the stricter eligibility requiréments, and ‘many felt they'had enough .

.. “PSE workers. Some officials opposed .the 1976 eligibility requirements
- because they felt that the ligible population was too difficult to supervise el
- . and could not-adequately perform the kinds of jobs the local govérnrent*

. -had created, especially given the speed of the expansion in the last half - ‘

- of 1977. A number of officials said their agencies did not have the super: - -

-+ visory personnel,.work s'pacé,'or‘training'capacity to effectively. use un-

o ined,‘disadyantaggd employees. S P S

"~ Most associates said they thought the local* goVemments-_Would'have s

- problems in trying to expand PSE under the eligibility requirements. . :

.. :-Fop example, an associife for a large city reported that “local officials 3

" are about at the end of the rope i'n,termg of creating new projects and jobs
. o th,a},iwill work using the current éligil_gilit»y'»rgqui‘réments.”’.Si’milarly'an‘

'aSSQCiate reporting on a.rural 'qqunty‘commentgd: “It would be difficult

.7 to accommodate an increase in PSE slots. The current targeting on the

- hard-core unemployed would have to be liberalized considerably.” SR

7 . "Such reports introducé anovthé'r'qubes_tior;l about targeting:, Can it be ..
- pushed too far? Between 1975 and 1978 tightened eligibility. require- -
e ‘f",méh.t.s,,'aylong with restrictions on wages and projej:t'dur'ation_mbygdk'the‘i ce

* - program in_the direction of concentrating on those with serious labor * -

- . 'market problems. On balance, this is an appropriate shift. But we should -
- not overlook the costs associated with it nor assume that these costswill =~
. never outweigh the benefits. It is difficult to assess alkli_th.e‘ costs because | . F

. PSE has many‘,objec_ti‘vcsi’gaips‘ and ‘}OSS(_‘,S may appear oﬁ'diﬂcreht' ba]

ance sheets. For. example, gains in targeting may - be kac'co'mpani;}'?%{v

- losses in the production of local public services. We miust talk about how =~ "
* much tka’r'g‘eting _i’s appropriate in thé{ontext‘qf, all tligi objéétivgé of PSE

-~ .and of the nature of the bargqﬁﬁetwcen the federal and#ocal govern-~ . -
.5 ments. . S o - PRI

s
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'fl'rc servrces does not domrnate all the decrsrons about the program ir

:"‘.]urrsdrctron, but there are few where i does not have Sofme 1mportance
- The greater 1ts 1mportance the more’ the local govemment 1s concemed g

wr_th the performance capabrlrty of the PSE partrc;pants ;
3 Many of the ‘participants- sampl d in. the field study: he d ]obs slmrl"

 to those ﬁlled by regular employees They worked dlrectly ‘with' perma-

nent 3obh ders and, as’ the legrslatron requrres"were pard comparable:
wages One drcatron that the program was valua e to local otﬁcrals was:

- the extent\"to whrch these posrtrons were ]udged to be program mamte-

-.-most appropnate trarnmg program for bottom-layer workers and that m-
e creased ellglbrlrty requrrements may threaten local coopei?atron, _wef
S clude that target1ng can’ go too far. Certarnly the most disadvantaged need
. job expenence and exposure to the rules that govem the world of work in

rdmary employment f’But they may also need constant supervrsron and




STRUCTURAL -UNEMPLOYMEN TR A
sic skill training that th 'én‘if)"l'b‘yinﬁ"agenciés at the local level.are not =

willing orable to provide.

. Traditionally, Comprehensive Empldyment and Training Act programs
 have stressed institutional or formal training for participants. In assessing
ograms analysts generally determine the cost of training, duration
of enrollment, and skills to be acquired. The chiéf characteristic of PSE, S
however, is'that it provides jobs to the unemployed: To assess the training

ectiveness of PSE, we must consider the. training impact of the. work .
experience. Through such experience, participants may lcarn specific job - .
kills and good work Habite aag 1os-p o cipants may,lear specifc jo
r.such trainingis effective would be
nd after they had participated in the
Iternative would be.to copipare participants’ later eamings
a.control group. Local ghvernments generally do not, give
ill : tests.. howeve: 4nd comparison , vith. control =~
kpensive and requires. too much: time for. igfimediate. policy
edback. The approach followed here is to set up criteria for the most
appropriate approach to training in‘a program like PSE and to assess how

ell the program meets those criteria, -
LA B RS

ublic ServicewEmployment .

effectiveness of raining in PSE, we must cosider the.

the nature of thé'jbb&f'énq the extent of supplementary train
ARTICIPANTS. The people who are.most likely to gain from training”
PSE are those in,what we have called the third labor. market layer.
Those in thesecond layer al‘réa’dy;hay'éfadec{uétéiskill;;’f{hbse' n_the bo
4. The. ' nployn :

978 amendments to the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act.
include new participant_eligibility requirements;: job teniire festrictions, and wage -
limitations ihat}haVe_focu'sgd,,th_e:197248:0 PSE prbﬁram'6n_‘dfmbre_dis£dyan‘taged g
participant'group than that enrolled in. 1977, While local reactions to thesethanges:

‘are.mixed, preliminary field observations ‘show that many local governments have o

- curtailed their PSE involvement, citing the new restrictions as a primary. cause. . . .
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om layer need either addmonal preparatron before they can _beneﬁt from

] ng ground for future employrnent in th‘ D
* while drscouraglnﬁ drsplacement has the effect

: Pamcro?ants in pro]ect posmons or in nonproﬁt orgamzatlons may recerve




‘ 'lVJRAL UNBM\PLOYMENT : :49.
s1gn1ﬁcant tra1n1ng, but it is not as lrkely to be appllcable to other employ-_‘
ment. As the associate in a suburban county observed: “Many nonproﬁts R
annot: provrde unsubsrdrzed p{)smo § ¢ and therefore even’ though PSE
orkers afe. needed and acceptabl - hey cannot be trans1tloned {that is;—
ransferred] into, nonexrstent posltrons nune o AR O}
’l’he worst tralnmg—opportumtles occur , en~local-govemments'treat’—‘“
PSE as a throwawa program for the unskrlled and assign partrcrpanls*to.
eanup ]obs of fa(r'n them out to service organlzatlons to’ work in ]obs s

that have few counterparts in the urLsubsrdrzed job market. In a large c1ty, S
the assoc1ate reported ‘ “The general attitude is that’ w1th these lower-‘ PR
"krlled ]obs a person doesn’t. need specral tra1n1ng beyond the work expe- .
rience itself: Title VI spec1al pro]ect posmons should . 80 to the’ least""-‘;'gm
-skilled persons—and of course these positions are. the ones. that the de—‘l;_“ o
: "artment or agency has no oblrgatron to tra1n [people for] " ”‘, Another'

spectal pro_|ects are almost a d1saster. It 1s hard to erp them [employees] R
round' at all We don’t g1ve them much trarnrn because 1t is not worth:'- 2

v ons on PSE m the 1nterest of targetrng may alsof

lrmrt the tralnlng o portumtles For example, the llmlt on wages restncts e
partrcrpants to low-pald ]obs as a result, superv1sors may expect less from‘*- E
PSE workers and regular employees may feel threatened by “cheap _la-u
bor” and may, 1 refuse to cooperate in tra1n1ng part1c1pants ’ o

uPPLBMENTARY TRAINING. Some persons who haVe had senous prob-A
lems in ﬁndrng and keep1ng ]obs 1n the regula? labor. market may need,
some help in’ addltlon to what they leam on the ]ob Thrs help may’ take":
the_f orm of extra supervrsxon, some, classroom skilt tra1n1ng, or job coun- -
sehng “But these supplementary actrvrtres should not be the ch1ef form of;»."
trarmng, parﬁcrpants are: most lrkcly to obta1n the skrlls they need by -
w0rk1ng on the ]Ob Where xtensrve tra1n1ng is ne(eded before employ' ‘
ment it should‘be done through some program other than PSE

Does Publxc N ervxce Employment Fulﬁll [z Trammg Potenual 7

S If we ]udge PSE on the cntena lrsted above, we: can conclude that 1t o
- has a great potentlal for training partrt:rpants ‘The partrcrgant datasug- -
gest that most local ]unsdrctlons are now enrolllng more pamcrpants from‘_ -
: the group | that can beneﬁt from PSE on-the_Lb tra1n1ng——those in what
: we call the-thxrd layer of the ]ob market—-rather than'fro t"those who
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Iready have s:gmﬁcant job. skllls A large pomon of PbE jobs are:in de-
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- This extensrve attentlon to the jobs’ rather than to the partlclpants 1sj 3 :

: conslsten’t thh the lack of tramlng pollcy and supplementary tramrng The*_;]" R
tralnmg‘ gains were often ]udged to be_substantral in these areas, however,
b e'training was frequentLY equlred to 1mprove the workers per-’ B

‘formance‘ In many Junsdrctlons

:the long~term unemployed drrects the program to those with trammg"ﬁf
R needs; while the local interest in’ publlc serwces creates the ]obs from

whlch trammg galns are posslble ‘
- the-Job tramm will declme 1f the targetmg"‘

folﬁectlves are bypassed Some junsdlctlons successfully avolded enroll-_'

ing the people who'can most beneﬁt from PSE; even: under qulte stnngent -

'elngtblllty requnrements Others ﬁred or pushed out the part1c1pants who, :
, .could not perform well on the ]ob Sull others had two‘trered progragls
‘where the good ]Obs were reserve »fo' ._‘th“e partlclpants Who were most . ..
job ready and the’ part1c1pants most in: need of, trammg were shunted oﬂ,‘_z -
:to ]ObS w1th lrttle trammg potentral ‘In. sprte of these cases, however, the -
trammg prcture m areas w1th no aining pollcy and lnttle concern‘for’,'
(the trammg needs of pal’thlpantS w re better served than it ‘seemed at ﬁrst’

concemed with partrcrpant needs. o
- In'other cases the local goy’emments served the .appropriate target pop- o
ulatton but did not create ]obs with . trammg potentlal Local oﬁicrals 1ni

these Junsdnctrons saw’ PSE as slmply another federal rellef program for

the poor. The PSE ]obs requlred llttle klll and prov1ded llttle opportu-’

mty ; : , ’
ST "The followmg excerpt from an assoclate s report vlv1dly portrays ]USt
suchasltuatron \ BN ’ o

The, extent of PSE trammg is very ltmlted and conslsts of nothmg fhore- than a
brief onentatlon session. In fact, one of the most common complaints ex- .
pressed’ by. city. department ‘personnel administrators is that the program pro- -
vides for no training. The hard core uneniployed are - suddenly plunged into'the " '*
Job scttlng with’ very’ httle counselrng other than the brief discussion of work;

habits, etiqueite expectatlons,,etc ‘that occurs between the PSE applicant : and’. o

“the-job’ training. One personnel admmnstrator summed up the sntuatnon as’ .ol

follows: “The program;s_tarted out as a good ldea-a way to tram people :
the way i elng done |s, ‘Here s:a body :
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_even check to see if: the person |s domg the
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‘At the tlme of the econd ﬁeld observatron, the federal regulatlons for
title: 18 encouraged local govemments to try to place half of all partlcl-

a goal addmg that it should be ‘met “to the extent feasxble » Because most
j junsdlctrons targe\ PSE to. the long-ternr unemployed a goal of p]acmg
“most | pamcrpants dlrectly into_unsubsidized positions . seems ambitiops)"
sspecially in'the distressed areas. Few. junsdrctrons met this goal Most of
' éjunsdrct Sns we studied, did nof set specific transition. goals
Ina major metropolltan clty the assoCrate noted '

‘ srtxon to unsubsxdxzed employment has not bcen good

 to have been created a pcrman cadre of PSE-subsrdxzcd xndxvrduals Lmle

'_"'effort is made to place | these employees lnto unsubsrdxzed jObs be‘éause there is.
no cost to failure and no mcentwe to succeed Transxtxon is not the concem of

cal mentalxty) "l"here are not sxgmﬁcant dxfferences by tltle

-’LOcal olﬁcla]s appeared to be unsure abu
ﬁbllmes and the’ future state of the’ econo 7
‘:cials’noted that theyfwere' unable to ke p.tradk of partlclpants after. they
left the program and thus ~could not:aNequa ely: report on placements
-;"Some were. concemed that conﬁrmed placement rates always glve ‘the'
: mmrmum transmon rate and understate program success

n addmon some local offi-

Although few ]unsdlctlons had specrﬁc transmon pohcles,. thls does
. ‘not mean they had no mterest in what happened to partlcxpants after they
"';left the progr m.. In fact, supervnsors often’ gave PSE partic pants pdid
'!tlme to look for regular ]obs Managers also frequehtly regarded PSE
parttclpants as candldates for \(;acant posmons that occur in the depart-
'ment or agency.where they are employed S S

;_pants in unsuﬁ§fd|zed employment The t|tle VI regulatxons also set such _v

. There seems

ocal ofﬁcmls, their concern’ ns securxng moré PSE posmons (the countercych- =

{ the local employment possr- s

For examp]e the assoclate in one ]arge crty reported

: here is no pohcy wrthxn the cnty wnh regard to a pamcular rate of transmo

Ofﬁc:als pay lip s service o the principle and provxde good anecdotes of success-,
}ful transxtron but they are unable to dehneate a particular transition policy or
to provxde good data to help us understand current transition rates. It should ‘
_also be noted that the cxty does encourage transmon and provldes amplc notice -
of vacancres ‘in permanent positions as well as ongomg counsehng for PSE
employees to apply . for and be tested for, regular cnty posmons : ,"A_ T

Local officials’ greatest concem about transmon from PSE tq unsub-
dlzed’emp]oyment is that 1t oes not entlrely depend on how well the

e
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l ket' gams to pamcxpants andhave compared the actual program'
to that ideal In ‘ a\

ﬁeld study of PSE is that the PSE. program 1s a pohcy bargam among con-‘
\ﬂictmg mterests Nowhere is that more evxdent than in the analysxs of PSE'
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deral govemment local ]unsdrctrons, and partrcr-?-

. pants These are, shaped and constramed by the law, the state of the econ-:

.- omy, ldcal ' nstrtunons and some stnctly polmcal concems Because the *
process is" s0 complex, and because the program differs from place to - -
-+ place and from time to trme, we must be chutious il maklng conclusrons
‘" about the success or failure of PSE. Nevertheless, the research results in-
_.dicate that for. manv ]unsdrctrons the balancmg of rnterests has resulted

da targeted structural program with consrderable potentral.




:-"_;CH:Ar;TER :FOUR‘A
The Provrslon of Pubhc Ser ces "

B /-
el °

Mosr PRE\'IOUS studles of pubhc service employment have. focused on ..~

the countercyclxcal and structural _policy lmplicatlons of the program Yet

S the services provxded by the hundreds of- thousands of PSE partlclpants
'are of conSIderable consequence to the states’ and locahtles where they
- work This, chapter is a discussion- of the types -of serv1ces provided and

; the lmportance of th1s aspect of the program to. local officials. We find
"’Q”that the provision of services-is not only an important objectlve of PSE, __

,ibut that it also’ has xmphcatlons for the program as countercychcal and
- structural policy. © .. = .

“ The; analySIs of services prov1ded through PSE is crltlcaL to our view -

: of how the program functlons When seen as a federal local transactlon,
o PSE clearly depends on the cooperatlon of both partles That cooperation
L Cis assured when both partxes move toward meeting some set of accepted
. goals. To the extent. that local governments r¢ more mterested than the ~
V;-federa[ govemment in: the servxces that P artlclpants prov1de these

L 'mented For ‘example, we noted. in the previous chapter that” targetmg '
PSE posmons to the most drsadvantaged is resisted by some Tocal govern-
BRSNS ments.because of local attentlon to the quahty of emplOyees and the value

‘4 of theservncesthey provrde : = S

S -~ We have’ malntalned that targetmg is lmportant to the success of PSE

“as countercycllcal and’ structural pohcy and that the ablhty to target is

' 'mxted by local cooperatlon If these prefiises are valid, then the role of

» pubhc servnce provrslon in formlng t te PSE program is a vntal one '

mportant pSE ob]ectlve we asked several questlons about servnces For
xampl e, to the extent that PSE creates new jObS what servnces do the new
Jobholders provnde and. why are these services 1mportant to local com-

-PSE- objectxves Is local attentxon to servnces consnstent ‘with a program L

servnces are a key. element in understandlng how ithe program is lmple— RN

‘uhnltles" Another line of- questlonlng deals with- compatxblhty among;i‘.’"
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= Do the federal constralnts on the program ‘give local govemments enough :
. ’lautude to operate the kind: of prograin they are satisfied Wwith? How ar
the local mstrtutlons such as public m loyee umons and personne‘l\§y§

- observers

»

Publrc Servrce Provrsronras a Local Objectlve A s
PSE gPants usuilly constltute a substantml lncrease in local govem—
. ‘ment funds Although local governments may be tempted to use these
"f funds to prov1de local ﬁscal relief (dlscqssed in chapter 2), we. found
. that govemments used only a small portion of the funds for this purpose. .
- The major portlon of the grantswas used to expand local services. i
; o In both rouuds of the field  study - the local interest in the quality of those
c2h o services. was directly evrdent from the program designs of local- gov- ,
.- ernments, which stressed the public service output: Such interest.is also -
. shown in the local. attention to the quality of the pamcnpants In approxr- A
_ mately three-fourths of the sample Junsdrctxons the associates felt that
. participants were selected to meet the demands of the jobs created rather
+ - than the jobs belng des gned to meet" the needs of the partxcxpants In
B most Junsdlctrons the sequence of PSE employment beglns when the local )
B v‘»'ofﬁcrals select positions and prolects they thmk are most valuable to the o
s community, often with the counsel of eommumty-based advrsory groups
f‘_The governments then hst or advemse the positions, and govemment
L managers select the most qualrﬁed persons from among the eligible appll- o
.- -cants. In thls process, the interest in public serv1ces shapes both the types
N _,‘of ]ObS created and the types ofpartrcnpants h1recl S ,;} :

IR

What Servrces A re Provtded 7 ‘

, The most direct way to assess the krnds of services provrded is to look

" at what oartxcxpants are. domg, and one of the best mcans to do this is to -

: examrne how partlcrpants are: dlstnbuted ~among drﬁerent types of ser-
vrces The ﬁeld associates found PSE part1c1pants in almost all kmds of
: govemment departments and agencres as well as in hundreds of nonproﬁt »

; organlzatrons Wlthln local govemments the dlstrlbutron of PSE partrc1~ o
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‘pants across servi itypcs is quite simitar to the distribution of all jobs in-’ ) ‘k
services regularlypfovided by thosé governments. L .

The following seriesof excerpts from the reports of associates indicates
~ the variety of services that are provided. ' " S

. services' (i.e., public works, parks, real property) but the new project money
Co s bcing used for. more'social services. Child care, drug tgeatment, and elderly .
- - care are’representative of this branching out into variable services. .

" In the early days of PSE the positions were deployed to stabilize primary .

) _ . o L U . v
. Some educational services would be cut back without PSE. In the school = .
~*district we find teachers, teacher’s aides, and"clerjcal workers in PSE slots. At -~ ™

_the community college, PSE participants run special programs in drama, -

music,-and vocatjonal training. At the university, many PSE. participants are -
research aides or clerical workers, - .~ - k T L

N

T *. To%

Brus ‘cleéring, pprk and recreati

area improvement, record keeping,

.. library services, and ocial services requiring extensive client contact have all - -

'~ been visibly improved by local PSE émployment. - - L
. Two PSE projects have served-as successful pilots which ‘may lead to re- . -
gional programs. One is a cancer screening and education program. Eleven - = :*

other municipalities have shownan interest in !sharing' in this. project, Some _

qualified personnel have been trained through this project. - y : :
. PSE has been a'stimulus for the creation’ of many honprofit organizations - -
in'the county '\rvhit:h now provide residents with a migrant. health center, home-
" £’ maker services, crisis intervention centers, and numerous other cultural and -

... - social service programs. ‘A
N T ‘_‘ . .“ ‘ :
" Distributiori-of PSE Pdr'tic"ipanbts byF uhctidnalAreq — e -

..~ Table 4-1 shows the distribution of participants by category of service _
~_.-or functional area for the field study jurisdictions in both July and Decem- ’

" ber 1977. Both observations-are ,show_h\hga"ré‘-bgcausé theré was a rapid

- buildup in'PSE, especially in the projects, in"the- interim. The PSE data -
- arepresented separately for distressed large cities, other large cities, small ‘
" cities and suburban counties, and rural areas. Also shown is the distribu- ~.
s ftit).h_():f"r‘é‘gi]lar’goy}er’nme’nt positions in 1976 for major cities and counties .
" in the United States. Functional areas are grouped into the following gen- - -

~-i'eral categories: . .. (% o A S AR
- Primary service. These include protective services, public.works, utili- .

s B B
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able 4-1. Dmtrtbunon of Pubhc Serwce Em;;loyment Paruclpams,

Sample Jurtsdtcnons, by Funcnonal Area and Class
of Jumdlcnon, JuIy and December 1977 and Regular Govermrent Posmons m Major Cmes and Counnes, I 976
ercent : f:."‘ o \ B :

G L Lo Sl e . Regular -
g Pub[:c serwce emponmem paruc:pants R v government . .
o e I DU Small cities and STl __” posm‘qns,

e T " Distressed large cities" Olller Iarge c:‘u‘esﬂ R suburban counties " "":Rural areas - fnma‘f,’grcgg:les" L

“Functional area Lo July [ December . July "December " July” December July ODecer_riber ties, 1976 -

'mmwgﬁusga B lﬂAfﬁ,~-Ju,_]‘fw.*j?w‘-a[fmvwfﬂwi“rfm*f:;ﬂyfﬂ

Protecuvesemca PR ERES v T [ SOJI2 s e Teg g g 247

‘Public works SRR S AN | PR | B CA6 20 Ty BRI ¥ AU | SIS

Utilities andsamtatnon RRDI T SRR - SRS | SRR WA BT [N B O O S

Generaladﬁumstrauon SN S ) D I R A 6 1S SR |

NS

25200 s g
16 B s s
S84 s
ST I3 0 nan
11 - RO 4 s 14 :.. R
4 19;’; A PR

h nged shghuy to prowdc grenter compamblhly wuh f'eld data F‘gurcs are roundcd o

rookings ficld associates. and U.S. Burcau of thc Ccnsus, Pubh'c Empla)menr in 1976 Ser. GE76-N0 1 (Govc ent Printing Office, 1977).
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tres and sanltatron, and: general admlnlstratlon "rh)s category roughly .

parallels the uUs: Census Bureau s deﬁnltlon of “common functlons” for

e mumclpalltles anary servrces are almost always provrded by local gov-
. ernments and dre funded chreﬁy from local revenugs. = . T :

. Socml ‘end cultural services. These services rnclude health care ser- RN : ';,

- vices. for the elderly, muséums, Qﬁnd theaters Although most Cities ‘and -

counties prov1de some of these services, the levels and comblnatlons of L

-~ ~Services vary consrderably 1In most areas the state ‘and federal govern-"’ L

- ments are more involved in the fundlng and admlmstratlon of these ser-. " .

” -vices, than they are in primary services. - : P
Parks and recreation. ‘For. purposes Qf the PSE prog?am thxs has been
f'_ separately classrﬁed even though the Census Bureau counts it as a com-", T
¢ mon. functron Many of the PSE positions-in thlS classrﬁcatlon aré used

‘ for services that are more llke recreatlonal and SOClal servrces than pri-.
. mary serv|ces . e L . /: R . R : ."‘ .
Educatzon Educatron is: classrﬁqd separately because it rs generally '
‘hprovrded by school dlstncts which often have a‘high degree of rndepen-
dence from the local government, bothi in ﬁnancmg and admrmstratlon A
5 The July field data and the data for regular government posltrons show .
very slmllar patterns partrcularly in the heavy emphasrs on prlmar) ser-
. vices: These are the services most often performed by local governmen 18,0
“Most of the projects were |mplemented between July and Decemb».,‘ .
companson of the two penods shows a slgmﬁcant decline in' the large
_‘crtres in the percentage of partlclpants 1n the pnmary servrces ThlS drop kS
s undoubtedly due to, federal restnctlons on projects These restrictions
. included requirements that projects last one year or less and that theyen- -
" roll partlclpants ‘with greater. labor market difficulties. As -a ‘result the
:projé’ct pOSltlonS were not 50, easlly used in. slots that were 1 ke regular o
: governmerat Jobs Even so, the number of partlclpants in pnmary services o
.did not go down over the perlod lnstead the program growth was merely R
concentrated in other areas R “ : i
":’-\The plcture is’ more complxcated for the smaller sample junsdlctrons,‘j
where the percentage of partis rpants in pnmary servrces appears to have ' .
-lncreased betWeen July and December 1977. The hlgh pexcentage of un-‘ e
asslgned posmons in the earliér penod however, makes it’ dlﬂicult to be-”‘ ;
certain whether any change occurred in the provrsron of pnmary servrces' o
-"in these areas.. R N
. 'On the whole the project expﬁ(,f sion apparently accomplrshed the m-. _
"tended purposes of lrmrtrng drsplacement and tdrgetmg the - program to

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 4-2:. ‘ Dtstrwuuon of Pubhc Seruce Employment Partzczpants, Sample Junsdzctzons,
osmon, and Ci Iass of Jurtsdzctzon,~December 1 97 7

by Functlonal Area, Type of~‘ - PR

. . v b
Publu: serwce emplaymem pamc:pant( (percent) ' :

-’Smallcuiesand "; SRR \ '

; Dlstressed idf‘ge(é‘o‘)fesﬂf U L Other {arge cities"_'j S suburban colinties S . Rural &f-eds?‘ \~' ' e

" Sustainment” - Project - Sustainment  Project. Sustammelg . Project: -+ . Susiqirirﬁem'

T i ,Praject
Functional-area « position” - position " " position - . position -~ .- pasma-z

.. position* "... position ... pasman

Primary services B R L R Y w86 Uil g5 S5 L a3
otective services B A AN D I S A R S R R 1
Blieworks % 10 T el a0l g g B L e S

‘Utilitics‘a‘ri'dsanitauonu,_" AT T e T e N AR SE N Bt

er raladmxmstrauon L M N8 PRI O R L5 RO | SER I | R e 16
and cultural semces 2 733 LTS I VT Y R A “ L2000 oape

Socnalsemc.s B T I T £ TR RN T AEIRIRARN Y EET S 147 T ar

Health - SR

L SRR SRS SRS () BRI 5.0
C ltureandarts ST 3Ty g Lo e

F

and recreauon S19 3 10 o 6 S 12 e 9 R 11 L 2s T
Education - S s e e T T T e
Miscslleaneous . "+ g - g T g o s M
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_more drsadvantaged partrcrpants but rt also had the Umntended eﬁect of S
~ altering the mrx of public: servrces Some local oﬂicrals saw the. pro;ect
“limitations : as aJsenous threat to local autonomy and a blow tofSE asa .

B valuable local'resource The drﬂerences in functronal ‘area drstnbutron S
f-between the pro_|ect and sustarnment portrons of the program are. qurte ‘ Co
j';‘,large (see table 4-2). At the time of the December observatron Congress T
- had’ not yet set'a lrmrt ‘on the length of. time a’ partrcrpant could been .
;;‘:_'rolled in the sustamment posrtrons and there was conslderaBly more ﬁexr- o
brlrty in- choosmg partrcrpants for sustamment posrtrons than in choosmg1 )
o partrcrpants for pro_|ect posrtrons Consequently govemments used a larger, o
e proportron of sustamment posrtrons for primary services. Thus in the part w
o ._of the program oyver ‘which they had greatest control local governments
jfused PSE most often to provrde servrces that lre tradrtronally more 1m-- ’
‘-".,portanttothem PR S O RN B O o :
:.% The sample data also show the relatronshrp between ﬁscal condrtrons
and the. types of servrces provrded ‘The drscussron in chapter. 2. showed o
: that ]unsdrctrons facmg extreme ﬁscal pressure were most lrkely to use

B :"_PSE for combmed program mamtenance and drsplacement actrvrtres Tlus o
- kind of use could sttow 1 up.in.a c0ncentratron of program posrtrons in"
'those functronal areas that ofﬁcrals regard as most cntrcal e T
~The ﬁeld study results do not show any clear pattern ‘of servrces corre-
1_;5pondmg to drﬁerent degrees of ﬁscal pressure,- however For the largeW Ve
_cities the differences in functional area distribution aré not great, although
,‘;crtres under extreme ﬁscal pressure de\*oted more of- their positions’ to -
i,protectrve services and fewer to socral servrces ! In the smaller ]urrsdrc-,’- 3
“tions the d'lferences are much greater; areas where the fiscal pressure was‘; PSS
l'great put more’ emphasrs on prrrr.ary servrces But the number of juris- S
“dictions in’ tlus category was too small for us to put, much emphasrs on ';_
5 ,thrs fi. The eﬁects of ﬁscal pressure ‘on the types of servrces delrv—f"
ered do not : iy ‘ear strong and seem to differ by type df ]urrsdrctrons. The"-
'eﬁects do tend, however, to be in'the expected drrectron' ore emphasrs :
;on pnmary servrces where ﬁscal pressures are greater :
: Drfferent types of employers use PSE partrcrpants for drﬁerent types o.f_
functions. As table 4- 3 shows the ma]orrty of partrcrpants who work dr-
‘rectly for the. sample governments are employed in the pnmary servrces
The same is true of partrcrpants who work for other local governments

. l Thc functronal area drstnbutron of PSE pamcrpants in large )urrsdrctrons rs :
o "of the sampled agencrcs not all agencres Thrs may be one reason why ﬁscal pressure
s drd not show 2 more consrstent efl'e(:t on servrce mix. ! :




30 Dlstnbutmn of Public Service. Emplo_} ment Partxc:panls, Sample Junsdtctmns by Funcnon' ! Area,
vgency, and Class, of Jurtsdzcnon thles ,” and V1 December 1977 :

‘Principal """ School - ;k"OlI:er local .. Nonproﬁt
er) districl” ;. gmemmems orgamzaiwns

Numbcrv_of' governments

Source: Dam rcported by Brookings ficld associates, The total number of § posmons alloned to state and federal ngenclu was loo small lo be r:poned hu-e .
Note: The figures i in.this table are‘avernxcs. by sample Junsdlcuon l‘or th 3¢ govemm hi data ol :

Less than 0.5 pereent loml
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wrth, hom the sample Hris Tietinne hava subcontractmg arrangements
N (Thls\concentratlon Is . Jlar workers &s shown in“an e
B table 4-1. ). BY contrast I ¢ TS rgncd to”n"onproht organlza-x
* tlons work in socral and cultural services. S / R
Local governments are especrally hkely to use PSE for publrc works,;," R
reﬂectmg the tendency to use PSE for | repalr and construction work that. 0 -
may otherwrse be postponed Governmeats usmg PSE workers for such e

»The concentratlon on soclal and cultural servrces in nonproﬁt organl-
zations is not surprrsrng, since- many of the nonproﬁt organizations;in the -
country are dqvoted to soclal and cultural actlvmes Some of thesz orga- o
. nlzatlons are vrrtually creatures of PSE anslng ln drrect response to the L

are shown tobe i in tain the low-skllled occupatlons Tablesk
-5 and 4 ’6,|nd|c‘uc UL e Jobs in the PSE. program are mostly in-the .
‘, es of labore? servrce clencal'and paraprofesslonal Generally ‘
these are the types of job’s_ _that‘ret]uire'the least skill and pay the‘,_-least,

, b...,'l"here is httle dlf{erence from one class of. ]unsdlctron to another ln the\.j L
dlstgbutlon of! occupatrona] categones The patterns are’ s1mllar even for: }",‘
dlstressed large cities and rural areas, whlch are quite’ dlﬁerent in other :
. respects._ The, percéntage of PSE partncnpants in the’ lower-pay Qccupa-[" C
x-tions_isislightly"gr'eater for | the project posit: -
: POSItrons ~_f R R O
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UBLIC SERVICE EMP

..Table 4-4. -Distribution of Public Service Emplovmeht Parncxpants
~ Sample Junsdlcnom by Occupanon and Class’ of Ju.“lsdxcnon,
* Decembe 1977 ana ad US, Emplo, 197

‘ :Percent

‘Pubhc serwce employmenr pamc:panrs RS

; Sourcu ‘Data reported by Brookings fild associates; and us. Dcpartment of Lt\bor. Bureau of Labor’
Statistics, Handbook .of Labor Statistics, 1977, Bulletin :1966 (Government- Printing Office, 1977), table
18, P 61 Excluded are ulu workers, privatc household workers, fanners. farm Iaborers. fnrm mana-’

ial nnd ndmmutrjmvc occupations,
occupau

y Jpatlonal dat vby type“of employing .-

‘agencyllt is seen that a majonty of he pamcxpants emp10yed by each typ' '

- are’ in the’ lower-pay,toccupatlonal categones School dlstncts and non :

-of trainee and-aide p051

, thl‘l Local’ govemments h"Vc the‘}ughes , percentage of laborers Butff

g_ram segment,
the occupations requmng‘the least sk111

The ‘Value of Pubhc‘Servnce Employment Servnces

_M:Because provndmg servxces is an ob]ectlve that shapes the PSE p‘ro-?'
'am, 1t 1s 1mportant to ‘ask whether these services are really valuable t




Tablc 4-5~: Vsttnbunon of Pz}bhc Serwce Employment Partxczpants Sample Junsdxctzons by 0ccu1xztxon, Clase Of
urlsdxctxon, and Type of Po.smon, December 1977 B . v R

i

¢ " Public’ .\'erwce employment pamctpams (percent) . -
o - L — “....- Small cities and - R
Distressed lus . citles :uburban counue.\' S5 0. 7 Rural areas - -
. Sustainment ; " Project - ... .Susrammun s coject Swaaiiiptens  Project. " Sustainment - Project. -
5 potmon: ER po.\'mon.\' - positions M. >positions . positions “: positions - tpositions':."  *

e a2

TS
AL NOANN

WAL N W

N
S N

el

oo
_
=

Source: Data reponed by Bmokmgs field anocmtes.
Less than 0.5 Ppercent ol‘thc total. - ¢
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xpants Sample Junsdtcnons by O‘crc'ilpa_,n.'o_}_z, L‘nip'lb}ing“
T:tles Iland VI December 1977 S R B T

Publ:c serwce emp[oymenl paruc:paun (percenl) Lo LA
CHLLL L R “Smiall cities, suburban and rural areas . - D
Olher local .. Nonproﬁl o ;»P[lnc:pa[ :v.. School .. Other local . Nonproﬁl SR

gosernmenls orgamzauons L government - d:slr:cl . governmenls oigamzauons e
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'the communlty ‘The prev1ou5\sectron revealecr how Iocal govemments
"tend to use PSE posmons in the pnmary services and that a ma]orlty of .. o
all partlclpants are in occupatlons requiring the leist skill. The value of ISR

he output however depends on how much Is produced and whether tlxef" e |
semces meet communlty needs' S :

.,~Quantiry of PSE SéfVlces ,‘ i

‘Thf' ﬁeld study assoc1ates compared the productnvnty of PSE partlcl-":' S
pants‘i\nth that of regular govemment workers Ina maJonty of- the sam- . .
ple areas PSE partlclpants were reported to be about as eﬂ'ectlve as regu-. . -
lar employees WOrlung in snmllar ]obs In a few cases associates reported. . . o
that the | ‘program’ part1c1pants were less' eﬂ'ectlve because the- ellglblllty'
qurrements forced the local ]lll’lSdlCthﬂS to hire untrameﬂvorkers In-
ther lnstanceS, hOWever managers ‘thought PSE pamclpants were actu-
,lly supenor sometlmes~ because” they had the added incentive of trymg:f- g
to sec "e-'-regular employment Generally PS::, employees appeared to. .-
carry out their- assigned duties in'an acceptable way. While this is not a . o
 startling’ conclusnon given. what we know about the functional area and -
occupatlonal dlstnb..tlon of pamclpants it presents a plcture somewhat
different from that often developed\;( the popular press—— p’lcgure‘or

PSE as an mcome transfer program for people who are unwrllmg to ac-__,:
tlvely seek regular employment SR :

o

preople express demands for | govemment goods as they do for) prlvate'f'
“goods—-that s, if they order thelr preferehces and buy ﬁrst thos 1tems‘:':f:
that yleld the grea test satlsfactlon—then ‘the.: servnces prov1ded thrdy
"PSE are llkely to be ‘ess_average value than those funded by localy
. alsed revenues Otherwxse taxpayers would have prov1ded the addmonal o
=_serv4ces before PSE fundmg was avallable The results of the field study
: 10, co "ellmg -vidence toontradict this hypothesl’s Under cer-

tain condlttons however, P“E servnces are highly valued’ by the, commu-.? R
lty, perhaps orﬂy sllghtly less than those prd&ﬁéa“&di”& local funds. We
‘saw. three t)pes of -cases where. PSE servrces were very 1mportant m sev—ﬂ,’
ralof th@sdmplequnsdnchons B T S P :
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. Wi 'many )unsdlctlons a larg_ hare of PSE posr-
.,'tlons were eused for prOgram ma1ntenance These )unsdletlons-—often fis-
,al'iy drstressed cities where the tax b ”,lS dechmng -were unable to fund
he exrstlng level of servrces wrthout relying on- 'PSE Such'ztﬁf neéd
greater protectrve ser,vxces, sanltatron, educatlon and/parks and recre-
ation.: The fact that the commumty is. not now paying -for these servrces
may be largely due to an 1nab111ty to pay' rather,tha toa Judgment tha :
theser_vices 'arejnotaimpor_ta_ng_’l_'hej potent_ial ,,v‘alue.v ‘PSE—funded ser.
: 'vrces in such areas appears Quite high. That i$ not.t say that these:,‘se e
“-. vices are as hlghly valued ‘as those funded from local Tevenues in ihese :
" localities. But in ﬁseally d1streSSed communltles PSE may be used to pro-
f*ijlde servrces/hat are: funded out of local revenues in more aﬂiuent com- -
munrtles e assocrate in a largé ﬁscally dlstressed crty reported '.;“PSE
, ed the city to’ marntaln (and in some cases u'nprove) the leve
of serv1 es provrded to cmzens . "‘.,Most notable have been protectlve
health' and san1tatron serv1ces Wlthout PSE the level of servrces in these .
and her areas would surefy have detenorated further ,
5/0 cond ‘PSE provxdes hlghly valued servrces where absorptlon -0C
cursasd result of a “demonstratlon eﬂ'e t ? that is, a PSE servic 'that wa
ongmally not consrdered t.o'be a permanent“-a’ctlvrty becomes 50 1mpor
tant that it would be malntalned orﬁﬁeguiar gOVemment funds if PSE -
Were ehmrnated In: ong example of. absorptlon, an associa report’ed" ;
fffl'here rs‘httle doubt that from the point of view of theaty council mem- ;- )
bers and city admxmstrators, a portrormf the PSE servrces coul not now
be ellmmated—absorptron at some’ rate is’ the 1nev1table consgquence of
successful PSE.” Absorptron océurred in_di d1verse actmtres mcludlng pub-
lic safety, lrbrary services to the aged sanltatlon and publrc w0rks
- The. followrng examples from the reports of the’ assocrates may help to:
clartfy how. the absorptton of PSE servxces.actually occurs. .
At the time the PSE"SIgn pamter was employed it'was felt that the pos1tmn
- would be only temporary. However, the work performed proved to be of such.

= utllity and ‘quality that the city concluded it had a need whjch it had ‘not pre-
vrously recognlzed and declded to retain the posmon permanently ;

(13

: fThe 100 Spamsh-speakmg pubhc safety aldee are all PSE’ there are no qty-
B .funded positions of that type to which they can ‘make the transition, although-
:‘{'some do become’ pohce ofﬁeers ‘These aides are now probably mdlspensable
. -and most would be hired on city funds.rf PSE were terminated. .-. : Itis not.

clear however that the city. would ralse taxes to pay for PSE personnel who
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. have becomehivndi.spéns_able. It is more likely that the city)coﬁi ficd money by
" cutting back bn services with lesser priority. e D

~
N I S

'So. far, we have "moVeg three CETA [Compr\eh‘ensivevEinpl'oym'ent and

o Tr'a‘ining'A_q;] cmpl_oyees into regular positions. One was a neyly"created posi-
-. - tion of dispatcher which was'a direct result of CETA funding~The citizens of
" thetown were able to see that this service is needed. )

Absdrptior_:' can be seen as'indu’ced démz’;nd and, depending on its exient, v
“may be an important consequence of PSE.. But at.the time e second
‘observation in December 1977 the rate. of absorption was probably quite -
* low. Most associates reported that it was not very important in thei? juris-

dictions and nene indicated that a majority of the PSE activities would be

* absorbed.

.':.A'f_th'i’rd, \f)'—x'y_',i_r_: ,'which,PSE' servicesjappea'r o be very important is

" where comnunity demands for services are changing ard the inflexibility
. of ‘regularly budgeted functions prevents a speedy - response to those

- - changes. .Governments are sometimes unable to adapt to changes in-the
‘- needs apd'pre(;renct?_s of the (;ommunit)}' because of the skill mix of em- -
- ployees or the work rules. For these governments the value of added flexi-

B bi_lityQ,}r;n;iy f)q'quite high. These governments can use PSE wd_rker_s to
~ expand services in areas where public demand is newly revealed or antici-
- . pated, even when it cannot reduce other services that are less in demand.
" Several jurisdictions assigned PSE ‘workers to do things that local offi-
cials ankd"ciépa'r_trhe‘n‘t managers 'tég_afded”aé critical but that they had been B

unable to get doné'bec'ause of institutional rigidities., Taking slots away

o frond accounting and adding new slots for bike pqih‘coh_s’trﬁ'c,tion usually 4
" takes time. It is equally difficult to transfer positions fyrdmtlie,ﬁre- depart- -
.ment.to the police- department.-We are unable to dgterinine just how -
_:much the value of PSE is enhanced in these situations, but in many in- -
“stances associates said that the PSE program came “just in time” to let--

. jurisdictions meet more varied service needs., . A
L “In symmary; local flexibility to use PSE for community services may -
result.in services that the community values-highly. Thése services are

*likely to be Iéss valuable than those that are regularly funded, but the dif-
- ference may be small. The view of PSE as “‘work relief” tends to under-
" value PSE; much-as some analyses of the employment program ‘of .the

‘,dérireSs‘ion of the 1930s ovérlooked the value of the public works itpro-
- “=vided. Furthermore, if. goyernmgﬁts" can use PS} participant$ for nekded

- . ) S .

. /—( . N A ] . -
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serv1ces they are ‘more. lrkely to coopetate in reachrng other PSE objec—f -
, tives. . L :
W ages,of PSE Partxcrpa.nts “ e

The kmds of ]obs created by PSE al’ld the types of servrces provrded to VL
" the commumty are reﬂected in the wages paxd to partrclpants CETA re- - .
' quires that PSE partrcrpants be pald the same wages as regular employees .~
workrng in srrmlar posmqns ) wage. lrmrtatrons also become limitations

~.on sen ices. These wage lnmtatrons are crmcal however, to. the success
of the' program as countercychcal or structural polrcy The hrgher the :
- wages paid, the more likely. that skrlled workers who could f ﬁnd unsubsa—

dized employment will be hlred as PSE pamcrpants Such a program -
., ~would fall short of the PSE design in twe respects. First, it would not di-. -

© rect jobs to those most in need of empioyment and. trarmng Seccnd, it

T mrght foster greater wage mﬁatron by bidding for the more skrlled work—-: -

- ers for whom the labér market is already relanvely tight. "

T N At the time of the field s‘fudy observatron the maxrmu:n allowable - 'j:
_"y - wage payment for anv’ pamcrpant f'om.PSEjunfis was $10 000 a: year, or
$4,83 an hour for flél time -work at forty hours a week, Because slrghtly».,‘ e

?bef o ébu{d be paid if the workweek were shortened or

c.//' [‘-f’y\ vatation time. allowed, the effective hourly maximum was nearly $5:00 - "‘1_,
i an hour. If a ]unsdrctron wanted to pay wages aboye thrs rate 1t had to S

use its own money to make up the ﬂJpplement

December ,977 is shmvn in¢ table 4-7. A ma]orrty of. those wage rates‘ '
. were less than thP

_ m the 1owest-wage,occupatronal categc,rres Iti is *evident that the vast ma-f :
gt jovxtv of sample partrcxparts were pard less than the PSE mamn‘um,”,
NI altnough consr\derably more ‘than the.minimum wage.. - oo
oot % There wete notable wage drﬁerences mong classes of ]urrsd.ctrons _
In general ‘wages were hlghest in the 1arge drstressed cities, partrcularlyiln;;;
4 »1 occupatrons that' are rr_nst hkeiy to be umbmzed ‘and lowest in the mral -
~ areas. Generally these wage drﬁerences seem to reﬂect the focal\drﬁer- :
X _ences in regular wage scales and wage levels- among Junsdrctronal types.
Table 4~8 compares wages in custammen\ and’ pro]ect posrtrons Wages
are' hrgher in the sust:nnment posmons, whrch are( more apt. to be m the ;’:

“The - mean “wage by occupa"ron for the’ astudy sample ]unsd'ct'ons in .

_‘SE maxlmum yvrthout supprementdtron Moreover as
5 sho?m in able:4-4; about 70 percent of all partrcrpants in the sample were
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~

Ta ble 4-7. Average Hourly Wages of Public’ Servwe Emplo yment
Partici :pants in Sample Jurisdictions by OCcupatlo.n and Class af
Jurrsdlcnon, December 1 977 - TN O

TR Average hourly. *wage, publrc service '
T employment participants (dollars) =

Distressed .. Other " Smuall cities and

Occupation ., large cities *  large cmes  Suburban areas Rural areas.
Managerial - 441 LS00 - Ts12 0 431
Administrative” 7 s1 0 d a0 v glept T 4.
oo, Professional -t 535 0 495 7 - 4.86° - 14.45 .
o ““Paraprofessional D384 396 o420 3958
(... Techmical - -~ .. "5.60 " " ~4.56 46 422
.. Technician = - 504 4.53 4.03 . -4.17
Clerical © 4.9 3.66 3.69 3.9
Craft S 4.78- . 439 - 4.47 i 4.59
- Operative. " .55 DI - T S 4.02 (h | 3.87
..+ Laborer .- L4270 . 4.06" 3.80° © 3.41
oo Sevice L c 4.33 415 7 3.98 . 3.18

. Source: Data reported by Brookings ficld zssociates,

" a. Sec table 4-5. The figures in this table are averages, b? sample jurudzction i'br those govcmmcnu -

T whcre wage data were available,

B

g Q&mary services and to be more hke regular employment These posi- ' N
tions are more often subject to wage compansons with sumlar ]ObS cml e

e scrvrcepay regulatrons and review by orgamzedlabor. ‘-.

. Although. the bulk of the wages paid to-PSE partrcrpants in the study,.j ,‘ K

sample were wrthm the legislated limits, some wages came close'to the

_limit and-left little flexibility to lower the wage limit without changing the’ S
types of PSE ]ohs provzded The 1978 amendments to. CETA ‘which-set -~ .

: ' a limit'on the average wage a Junsdlctlon could pay its PSE workers re- .

qurred an average wage that Was lower than the ayerage PSE worker wage; SRR

" at that time.? The law also requrres that the PSE - wage be at least equal to - IR
S0 o

. the federal mmxmum wage and ag hlgh as the prevallmg local rates of pay :_j,

forpersons employedmsrmrlaroccupatrons e
ThlS comblnatlon of: federal restncnons on wages creates a wage

squeeze at the lecal Tevel, restnctmg the types of ]ObS that can*be created s
“In’ many ]Ul’lSdlCt]OI‘lS the' prevarlmg entry wages’ in most occupatrons in:
1977 were above the allbwable average under the 1978 amendments and.'

mde;es R .
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;;2. The 1978 amcndmcnts set- thc maxrmum average annual federa]ly supported" - :
Wage at 87 200, wrth local adjustments up or down (o bc bascd on rcgronal wage‘ .
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Table 4-8 A;erage Hourly Wages of Pub[:c Servzce Employmenl Pamcwams m Samp’e Junsdtct:ons by Occupanon, Class of
Junsdxcuon, and Tvpe of Posmon, December 1977 R S e \ PR v oy . .
] Avgrage haurly wge pubhc servit ice emplaymem pamc:pam (dallars) ) - )
- - T - - - o . .
o I L . \ Smallcmes'and R Do
. - Distressed large cities. .~ Other Iarge citie: _— ‘\ - suburban areas’ .« .. "Rural aredsl"' I
v . Sustaquent : P'rajec‘tg o Suatbmmeur . Project¢ Sustainment © - Project” " Sustainment . - Projecr
z ,Occupanau S tions -~ positions. - _positions___. __,posmons*_, ,ppsirian_;__._.f;:pg;fg»igy_.g;__:__‘_f_;p.asirfa@:ﬁpq;{f@qﬁ_
mﬁ’aagenal 46 5200 e o B
Admmlst'auve T 514B¢n S 491 } _4&6;_ o
- Professional \ 5.55" 5.30 0. 4,69 4.93 »
Paraprofmsxonal 402 415 ';3 96 .o 412 -
‘aTechmcai . 598 L 4.97 4. 02‘ el -
Technician© . 523 £ a6 436 il D o
Clerical "~ oo b0l 4,38 3.62° . U372 e 3.55
Craft" - ¢ T 497 L6.06° L 4.07 o -
52t 4540 433 e PP
4.53. " ;410 0 03,95 3.62 ‘
4.66 424700 3.86 2.98

‘- Source: Data r-poned by Brookings ficld ustocmn:s Thc wages arc unweighted means of the average wngc: oi‘ samplc ;unsd\cuons wuhm each ;unsdncnonal class. B
Sobrcw areas rcponcd wages ror po&uons in these occupanons !ha! the wage data are not reponcd hcre.

) ;_\,tvw" ‘

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

: f‘,-ﬁ THE pnov:sron or puBch sanvrcas . A 75
~. . .some exceeded the maximum. This leaveslocal governments little foom (G
‘i7" maneuver within the regulatlons ‘The existence of wage- res’trxctlons se-..
verely hamperh the ability of lOCul governmente to use PSE for hlghly » :
-va]ued services. If.a local govern‘nent must lower wages, it may have to 3 f' L ."T'»:;,_::f
: sacnﬁce some local ob]ectlves “The dlﬂiculty is'in keepmg the wage level PRI
hlgh enough fo allow for the creatlon of meaanful local jebs while not - <
’ allowmg itto get SO hlgh that PSE becomes a srgnlﬁcant lnﬂatlonary force. - .o
Ifa junsdlctlon were solely. mterested in’ keepmg wages low,.it could‘ '
do several things. It could place more of its PSE posmons with nonproﬁt R
orgamzatlons, where wages are’ generally lower Or:it could_set up more _
specral prolects for ths. unsktIled,.create addltlonalspeclaLtramee or,axde.t,_ .
= 'posmons to- avold wage compansons, and bring-in ‘more partrclpants in. -
" the erghteen to-twenty-two age group. Some of these changes are possible: " o
in some localrtres, but others are’ not.® Even if these program changes are - -
accomphshed thelr advnsabrlrty may be questloned For example, should ) S
- PSE eXpand among the’ ronproﬁt agencles at the expense of local govem-_’ e
mems partlcularly if tralnlng ‘and transmon opportumtle? for PSE par-‘ :
trclpants employed by nonproﬁt orgamzatrons are substantrally less" Such ‘, B
a shift- might also lessen the value of the publlC services provided, More-"i
- over, if all the: PSE posmons must be*in the’ low-pay occupitions, does .- "
thls reduce the on: the-]ob tralmng opportunltles ant.«the value of publlc_ e
servrces provrded" Finally, withthe host of other programs now focused -
on youth emplovment problems, is lt w15e to ‘steer' PSE toward servmg_:'" '

yomhs? A o T R P L
-In some )unsdlctrons and govemment departments, these qu stlons arei'f‘-‘,_ P
moot because local govemments face constraints that are not dlrectly;
~under their control or, the control of the federal government. Some sub- T s
) ) '._contractors may even refuse to create posmons that. wrll meet the wage .
requlrements The unemployed and dlsadvantaged may have alternatxve e
g income sources high enough fonthem to reject jobs at this pay level More ~ :
evrdent is. the problem that local umon of public employees and person-_ i _
~ _nel regulatlons may. srmply make lt.l ossible 1o create government jobs 7‘»
at the stlpulated rates of pay Meetg'xg the wage restnctrOns wrll surely‘fr»'j
esult in notable program alteratlons mcludrng changes in the quallty and R
types of public services. ¥ .o S TRRPEAN RS
Q'Accordmg to an assoc-ate m a Iarge crty “The wage lrmlts and new

L 3 Thc prc mmary rcsults from thc 1979 ﬁcld study round show tbat whcre thc _
low:r wagc Iy nsfrom the 1978 amcndmcn!s Wcr&h force, the” program %ends to be
) “concentra ‘nonproﬁt orgamzauons or m cntry—level posmons T
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T ellgrblllty rules have severely llmlted the’ abrllty of the local govemment
- to use CE’I‘A funds to hire the htgher skilled employees it needs > Srmr-j,
: ]arly, an as 'ocrate m a larger, ﬁscally dlstressed crty noted T “ '
k_ﬁThe averag vWage restrrctlons make it dlfﬁcult for the clty to hu'e craftsmen, e
‘_ﬁrer‘nen, police, ‘journeymen, etc. Hmng wrthm the city has predommately
. -been for custodlans, laborers, Waste collectors junior clerks, and dog wardens. -
. ﬁ.:'.All of these are Jow skill low wage enfry level positions. Wlthout the eligibility
oo Wage reqmrements itis llkely that the crty would ﬁll other. types’ of posmons' .
“ . with PSE funds. The CBOs’ [commumty-based orgamzatlons] ﬁnd the .wage .
L regulatlons to be too low. Some PSEs can make more money on welfare than ;
- bx_;v_orkmg in PSE jobs. . : '
: )m an _ther large.c1ty the assocrate reported._i‘:l’he new.PSE wages
o are below unton ‘wages in. the crty‘ governments Consequently, vrrtually -
i all new PSE hiring has been in the non-proﬁts. “We doubt that permanent"xi
e posmons in the. private sector exist for ‘many of these tramees SR ,,
Too llttle attentlon has been pald to these effects and to the local srtu-(v i
atxons to whrch PSE programs must ad;ust Whrle it is clear that wages“?’-
above some level may prevent PSE from attammg its - objectlves wages i
that are too low may also threaten the eﬁectrve use of the program R

Instttuttonal Eﬁe,Cts o a :; SR I

. Local PSE programs must be shaped and ﬁtted to work mthm the local
env1ronment Excessive’ conﬂlct with' local mstltutlons threatens the en-
stire program The task is to create a workable program that serves both :
federal‘and local ob_|ect1ves whlle operatmg w1thm the establlshed b(hlnds
for tegular publlc employment Thls is more dlﬂicu/lt than some observers
appear 'to’ recognrze These persons often ask why a certam pro_|ect can-
_ot be undertaken when itis clearly elrgxble under the legrslatron, or why
_some persqns are not h1red or why the wage rate cannot be I¢ wered when
there’ ar‘e persons who seem wrllmg to/work at. lower wages Such ques-
Uons assume that the rules of the work place are suspended for PSE but

wage-settmg procesS m publlc employment the nature and strength of
publrc employee unions;’ and the local civil service or personnel rules
rEach _of. these factors_can ltmrt prograrn ﬂexrbrl;ty and mﬂuence PSE m
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: - ways that d:rectly affect the e: tent to whrch rts servnce objectlves can be
met ST . Gl

The |nst|tutlonal settlng |s dlﬂicult to’ descnbe and more’ dlfﬁcult to
classlgy in a way that allows us to’ measure and test- hypotheses Infact,~ S
- most data on the, operation of PSE programs do not describe dlfferent in- o
strtutlonal settmgs in even a. rudlmentary way. The analyses provrded by
tile assoclates for the field evaluatlon study provrde advantages over other -
research approaches by dealmg with these critical institutional questlons
" While the plcture is far from complete these narratives indicate the eﬁects
‘ of locahlnsututlons In partlcular they are useful in show1ng how public .

- employee J.rnlons and local cml servrce_and personnelsystemsrnﬂuence, '

Publzc Employee Umons and PSE Sl

The eﬁects of - publlc employee unlons on PSE can be both dlrect and

- llndlrect ‘A common dlrect effect occurs where as a result of. the strength

e of the I‘()ea publlc employee unton rn comblnatlon w1th PSE regulatlons

- requmng payment of comparable wages PSE employees must be. pard

- union. rates In most cases.the partlclpant must also pay lll’llOl’l dues ,and -

‘in’ some cases program partlclpants are. requlred to jOll’l the ‘union, The
‘actual wage recelved by a PSE’ employeeavlll depend on.the job classlﬁ--

'catlon, and: " Wages. for all classlﬁcatlbns .are generally hlgher where the T

»_employees are union. members Umonl m ‘also tends to be. concentrated_ o

in those occupatlons wrth hlgher pay, such as in protectlve services. :: .
:.M;Where ur(fops-are strong a PSE worker in. a partlcular functronal area

“‘and- occupatr n must be pard a certaln wage\ ‘As long as. local govem- .
ments have exrblllty to determrne the wage, they can choose Wthh oc- Ty
»upattons an functlons they wxll ass'gn PSE workers to; when the wage

limit is r"eached that element of choice, dlsapnears Because wages -and-

’fnngebeneﬁts tend to be hlgher in unldnlzed occupatlons fewe_r PSE 5obs

"may be eated in those occupatlons than local govemments w0uld other-

wise want Some Junsdlctlons try to avold ass1gnmg PSE workers to -

unlonl:;eddepartments both because of dl‘ﬁcultles already encountered

and those antncrpated GRS L

EHere isan excerpt from an assoclate s report from a small c?}*"

\.'

0, V_"‘probley wrth the umon arose becausc of the qu “lon of e
PSE\partmpant in: the pohce department. The questiot ap-
parently arose mth respect to how. to cotmt the PSE perlod of employm t.
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_ : PUBLIC s'envrca EMPLOYMENT,
mferred from t e personnel ofﬁce that in the future thls proplem would bef

: ‘avolded slmply by not usmg PSE in the pollcc depanment

A srmrlar report came from an assocrate ina large crty “One 1nterv1ewee
believed that the. c1ty avoids unlonlzed job classlﬁcatlons in order to avold_f .

’any conﬁlct wrth union hmng arrangements >

‘-iAs mentloned above, publlc employee unlonrzatlon 1s hlghest in such"'u

‘funcuonal areas as protecuve services, utrlmes, samtatlon, and publrc';
‘ -;_works, that is,.in’ the pnmary servnces Where local Junsdrcuons have -
1 found it desnrable to mlnlmlze or, avold drrect contact wnth unlons by plac- -

;A lot of conﬂrct' dx” ‘e‘s”ped in the department between permanent employees
and CETA' people when” eertaln CETA positions were. classified as refuse
truck driver posrtlons Thls is_ a. posmon that regular refuse laborers work hard
-to get. Suddenly, a CBTA person with only'a regular dnv,er s llcense and no

expenenee in garbage work appears and gets
‘ mployees view:as a promotlon

fthis assocnatlon fcels that |t must change its” prevxously passwe sfanee and
E 'oppose PSE partrcrpants completely SE
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“to find "sdnie"_\\}ziy-"tjo'i'géoﬁéi];e' the lvoc"a-lilﬂe'_ffiovftv:ib 'pljov’ide needed services - -

- with the federal wage restrictions. One way to do this is to create special *  *
job cafegories that bypass the contract provisions specifying wages. for
. '~eké1j¢h:ﬁ'egu_l;ir__o"é’;_:vdpatibﬁ'.'_olft’en“ these special categories. are “trainee” or

. “aide” positions, which usually appear in our occupational classification

- as paraprofessionals and technicians. In a few cases, before PSE, contract

-Provisions and job classification titles allowed for lower wages to be paid A
- “"for temporary or_provisional ‘employees. In some. high¥wag'¢ areas, all (R
" PSE employees-were given these job titles even though -many of them '
"4+ “were engaged in the same tasks as regular employees, but this cannot be - T
.. successfully accomplished without some agreement with the union. ~ - S
<.~ - Some unions and emplpyeé'aSSpéiaEibﬁg have cooperated by allowing ™~ -
-, the creation or expansion of such job categories, even openly agreeing © -
‘ *}h_at_PSE/"émpl.oy,e'é's;wAillrybe_paidr_belpv‘v'th‘e usual scale. These agreements :

-foster the creation of tiie low-paid, temporary employme tenvisioned by, . -
-the legislative architects of PSE, while alloving local governments to pro- -
vide services in“thelfi‘xirlvc:'ti.bna‘l_‘iai'_e’as,'Wh’e'l_'e they see the greatest need.
“Inonelarge city with strong unilo'ns'the"a'ss;(ic{éte reported:, "

‘A deal vwbas"jéu.t msprmg 1979 be"tv;'ee,ﬁr:iv"ci,t')l'f persorinel, the unicns én.d‘Cj't.‘y N
.Council, which resulted.in the Council passing supplemental legislation which™ ©

specified the following: (1) PSE will be used only for entry-level jobs; (2) no. °

Civil Service status will be'given for PSE workers; and (3) seniority does not -
accrue until pcople are absorbed onto the city payroll. . . IR
The associate in another large cityreported: .

~An example of an important union cog ession was an agreemenit reached by ¥ b
- the city with several unions which perfpifted opening of a preéapprentices!lip_ T A
.. training program for Wwastewater treatmer¢ personnel at the CETA maximum-, " . -
‘:-Zwage.-The"ciVil“sgéryicé‘;ysi’emfwaﬁblé" to ‘adjust the regulations t0 be con-
‘si§gent.with__CETA'f;(rc'garding'lqypffs of CE’I‘{A employees, causing them to ..
be eligible for open city jobs). . : RS ST N
It is understandable, however, ‘that employee groups have not give

_thte_iyr,;ﬁ(ho}éhe:{r_;tfe_d:"fs'gpport';"'to all-efforts to. create special wage andHTo“b

classification provisions for PSE workers. Any arrangement allowing low-
wage workers to perform essentially the same tasks as regular employees
s ‘lvikgrlyrtrdlbkg viewed as a threat.-If unions -OIfIf'qn_')‘ployé»e,jta:'s'fsdci.at'iqn_‘s sus=;
pect that regular employees are. being displaced by this“cheap”

labor,

_ they are likely to take strong actions to avoid it: One aSsociate noteti that .~ -

fg_hi_o_r_;sfa_ﬂ('eq’t,'vtheri\lo;i%xlf'manp'ower_ office:in two waysThey push to get: 7 .-
-laid-off union members réemployed in PSE:slots. They also keep the mans -
. power office ‘on its toes’ with respect to displacement.” .

< >
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Bellevxng that PSE is llkely to be. around for some ttme, some groups
are makrng falrly elaborate arrangements for 1ts acco modatlon For ex-
ample, in one large crty a pubhc employee unlon has [“ ached an extenslve
agreement w1th the CETA pnme spnsor. that applles to all PSE employ-,
es-in. ction; ' a1n provxsrons of the agreement ‘are”
(1) PSE posmons are not 1ncl ded in’ the semomy and promotlon lrst
_(2)\all posmons are entry leveL ‘ ad pay less than unlon scalé; ”(3) PSE
employees are not umon members, but they must pay afee to the. unlon
for gnevance representatxon and (4) the. avallablhty of PSE pamclpants
shall in no' way place constralnts on the expansion of the regular work .

iaThe agreement is an attempt to permlt the development of a job cre- ’
~.-;atron program for the unemployed and: dlsadvantaged whrle protectxng 5
regular employees Wrth the' 1978 amendments to CETA in force, the ;

evelopment of Such agreements may be cntlcal to the success of PSE'
especrally to the hlghly valued aspect of service provxslo At the same .
time, such agreerhents stnke drrectly at. the local opportumty 10 use- PSE
'funds for dlsplacement s1nce strict adherence to item 4 would prevent the 2
’use of funds for that purpose Thls suggests that there is. local as we :as
federal pressure to use PSE asa true ]ob expansron program ‘

Personnel and Civil Serwce Systems :

: Although the ocal govemment may have more control over personnel
and civil service’ system regulatrons than over union: contract prcMsrons,-
‘their operatrng rules mayalso constrarn PSE actlvmes In ‘some sample -
jurisdictions. even the entry, wages for a few occupatxons exceeded the .
.‘max:mum allowable PSE wage Accordmg to a report from one large crty: :
“the civil servrce pay scaleis too hrgh to’ allow PSE employees to work fo
-the crty in some categones under the prevmlmg wgge requu'ement "
le semce regulatrons m'ay also impede the 1mplementatxon of PSE

by requmng tests and ‘minimum quahﬁcanons of ney employees. Many,_
‘in the,PSE target populatron have, dlfﬁculty meetmg the emplpyment
ﬁ’stanf'.lrds Local officials are 'sometimes reluctant to propose “that these.
' ntrance reqmrements be: relaxed for PSE partrcrpants since. this may be ,'
fttaken as evidénce that the requu'ernents are not really job related. Some:
: ofﬁcrals have defended therr entry requlrements in the face of drscnmma-”
- tion: charges and’ they may see. real danger in. arguing’ for temporary

{_changes to accommodate PSE ' Qe i




'C1v11 servnce rules entrance requtrements and pay rates byJ qccupa-1 RIS
tlonal classnﬁcauon generally have been’ deve10ped over many. decades “
__ere they have resulted ir;a workable systenlc"workers as well ‘as’ crvnl

servrce managers resnst sudden changes in_these. rules Whlle eﬂ'ort»s to

accommodate PSE are developmg, the more dommant pncture is one of
' trymg to’ ﬁt a program into a local msututlonal settmg that may ot be

flexible enough to handle it The assocnate nn onc large clty deSCnbe d a :
ltuatl‘on that. 1llustrates '«ne dntﬁculty _

; vThe cml servnce system is too mﬂexrble Departments and agencne; can’t de-
elop new tasks;’ new tltles, or\new activities within the system. All posmons ’
PSE and otherw:se, must fit into an existing. jOb cussxﬁcatlon Consequently,
Cif y you give totally dlfferent tasksr to. a PSE employee than you Have given to a-
jregular cmployee with’ the | same )ob title; you demoralize your regular staff. -

¢ effort to do- somethmg new dnfferent or’ |mag|nat IS thus greatly
: hmdered by ClVll servnce ' , = '

The eﬂ’ects of unions and crvnl servrce systems are most evndent m the
ge cities ‘where the rules. bave a. longer h1story and. tend to be more PR
'rigid. Public employee unions’ are alsb more mﬂuentnal in these cities, ’ L
‘especnally in the eastern metropolntan areas. There probably are nno juris- -
i dlctlons where local mstltutional constramts are absent however One

great strength of dccentralized programmmg, such as that for CETA pro- v
' gtams is. that it allows Tocal oﬂ‘icnals to alter programs to. meet the de- .. -
) ands of therr l:ocal mstntutnon‘. Federal overseers may not’ always feel i
that the results help attam fedcral goals but these local mstntutnons can- :_';‘
1ot be assumed away In the next phase of the ﬁeld study more attentnon I
wrll be gnven to potentlal mStntutlons and hlstoncal relatlonshnps in an
at mpt to fuxther ascertam how local mstntutnons mﬂuence PSE

'Suﬁt‘mary and.thCIB‘SiQnﬁ b U "fi s S s
When the prov1s|on of publnc serv:ccs |s seen as an 1mportant local pro-
: gram ob)ectnve it, follows that it is |mportant in shapmg the types of jobs -
created and the partncrpnnts hnred -The ﬁcld study"da't'a‘ show thaL&S‘:
;' Positions, are heavrly concentrated in the pnmary services: Thatis particu- -
. larly true for the posntnons retamed by local govemments and7those in the
'_f'sustamment portion of, PSE: Even so partncrpant., in all categones usu-
' allyhold low-pay,low-sknll )obs
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'portant to the commumty as. well as to: local oﬂiclals If that is. s0, the
.- benefits from PSE ‘may be cons1derably understated when PSE is seen'as .
‘_;-"-‘,only countercyclréal or structural poﬁcy But the analysls of publlc ser-
' vlces is doubly 1mportant because the i 1ncent1ve to maxlmlze those serv1ces
f,'promotes local cooperatlon in the" program Attentlon to publlc servrces :
- may also promote some of the structural ob]ectlves of the program 'When - 7
~the out ut 1s hlghly valued _ the 'obs are more llke real” Jobs, where L
“promote insition is more llkcly SRR R A
Two sets of forces llmlt the opportumfy: fei i local areas to use PSE for
local servrces, however Flrst, govemments must comply w1th federal re<
strictions, pa*tlcularly the wage llrmtatrons Second govemments must - A
1mplement the program within the exrstlng locdl institutional framework, - .
~" -+ ‘including the rules of public: cmployee organxzatlons ‘and personnel sys- - : \
W tems.: As wage restrictions become more stringent, some way must be .
- found to accommodate the local restnctxons or the program may be dras- T
‘?/Htlcally altered. Even though the local’ program is and will contirue to be °
“bounded” by | ‘federal and local .constraints, govemments must maintain
: some cholce w1th1n those bounds An’ 1mportant lesson from observmg
“"the PSE system is that the Ob]CCthCS are 1nterdependent °Smce 1mplemen

: V”tauon of PSE'is'a local responsnblllty, local incentives and ob]ectlves, in-
cludrng publlc serv;ce prowsion, must be consldered in program deslgn :
and analysls ; ; j'l T TR S '
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THE § PUBLIC job creatnon component of the Carter admlmstratnon s eco- B
"nomnc stxmullis package in 1977 was the ﬁrst federal eﬁort to use extra~v ,'j»’f L
; govemmental agencles-nonproﬁt orga-nzatxons——mr ‘job creation ona -
+large scale.! In administering the stimulus package, the Labar Depart~ Sl
:‘i ment mstructed its regional dffices’ that prune sponsors:should try to allo-
: . cate one-thlrd of thelr title V1 funds to nonproﬁt organlzat%ns.2 Data col-
'lected from the second round of the pubnc service employment field study
show that as of December 1977 the sample govemments, on the : average,
- were exceedlng tl'ns goal Although the study did not produce data or: the
: propornon of funds gomgtto nonproﬁt agencles, it-did ﬁnd that such
: agéncnes had 10 percent of the PSE sustamm t posmons and 43 percent

: Whlle large-scale partlcnpatron of nonproﬁt orgamzatlons in, PSE was
newin 1977, their 1nvolvement in employment and tranmng programs was ﬁ,
‘not. The war-on~poverty 1deology of the 19605 had already fostered the ..
!.use of nonproﬁt orga' 1zat|ons in poverty pohcy, 1nclud|ng employment ’

ms cmr'rsn is based on data from ﬁeld research f'\r Brookmgs and on other re
search on the PSE program in San Franclsco conducted by Michael Wlsemant The,
authors are, respectively, Rmarch Associate at the Woodrow Wilson School of =
Public and Internationial "Affairs at Pinceton Umversrty and ASSOCIale Profcssor o\f\/'n’f.’
Eco mics at the Umversrty of California. at Berkeley. . : D

5 :The deslsnatton' nonproﬁt orgamzauon is conferred by the US ,Intemal :
Revenuc Service to.a.ide vanety of organizations. qualrﬁed as exempt from federal

income taxation under the p'ovxslons of sectton 501 of the Intemal Revenue Code,'»
0“954* : E e . o o

: 2 UsS. Department of :Labor, Employment and Tratmng Admtnlstratxon F:eld-: o e
Memorandum No 316-77 (Department of I.abor Iune 17, 1977) Y 8
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84T PUBLle‘SERVICE EMPLOYMENT
f o and trarnmg eﬂorts 3 A pnmary ob]ectlve of the war on poverty was to use .
organrzanons outsrde tradrtlonal govemmental structures in develo ing
poverty-related pohcy Desrgners of antrpoverty strategy expected ,‘?I gh- ,
borhood-based commumty action, agencles to invSlve the poor in aklng
v polmcal declsrons and in‘allocating federal poverty fund“ ‘This approach T
s’ desrgners hoped would make~ federﬁl”programs more et’fectrve and’
< imaore responsrve to commumty needs Smnlarly war—on-poverty advocates'
L= clarmed that communrty-based organrzatlons (CBOs) were best surted to
S locatmg appropna’te target groups and conductmg eﬂecuve trarnmg pr _‘
grams. By the late 1960s orgamzatrons prov1d1ng these servrces had groWn
‘m size, expenence and lobbymg capabrlrty Indeed in many ]unsd' ctions :
/these : agencles were v1rtually the only c contractors avallable for proyrdmg" :
'certam types of trarmng—related"semces;Addmonal rmportance/was de- .-
nved by some from aﬂillannwnh n‘ational-orgamzatlons of consxderable'
L p_ohtlcal mﬂuence These mrcumftances-gave them an in } e track even'
th Jt gh the Comprehenswe Employment and Tralfung Act of 19 3 shlfted

Although they were acuve 1n trammg—rel d. programs, CBOs and
other nonproﬁt agencres were’ only marguially/ mvolved in: ]ob creation” .
teies before Congress passed the Eme; gencfy 3 obs’ Program Extcnsro'
: Act in 1976. For the most part, p‘mcrp ition of nonprofit agencles in ]Ob
creatmn p;ograms had not been of | ‘major concerq to federal or local offi-
“cials nor, for that matter , even to the nonproﬁt organlzatlons themsel .
‘As fundmg for PSE became larger relat1ve to funding for. the’ training™
trt]es, however, the 1nterest of nonproﬁt organ' ations 1ncreasJed’
The greater attention to PSE by nonpriflorganmatlons comcrded with
growmg congressronal concem about the targetmg of PSE bn the dlsad~
vantaged and the problem of dlsplacement—that is, ‘the. use by local gov-
: emment oﬂicrals of subsrdrzed jobholders in place.of of persons who would
B otherw1se have been hrred usmg loéaLrnoney Those .whowrshed to im-

©, 3. Fora bnef hlstorrCal sun\Mary see. Maur'c.. AS Dawkms, ‘Thc Rolc of Com-
mumty Based Orgamzatrons in anpowcr P rcy‘Proxrams," in Nauonal Commls-' -
N sion for Manpower Policy, Community B Based Q. gamzanons in Manpowt’r Progmms
™~ \ and Polxcy, Special Report'18 (NCMP 1977)3pp- 71-94. . = . .
A, Scctrons 101 and 601(a)( 1) P.L. 93-203 December‘ 28 1973
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prove the targetrng and ]ob creatron 1mpact*of PSE cited several reasons
for greater use of nonproﬁt organizations; especxally CBOs. They argued
" that commupxty-b‘.sed nonprofit organizations would be better able to"get
w subsxdrzed ]ObS to people most in need. They contended that by placing
L subsrdlzed ]obs in nonproﬁt orgamzatlons that were already doing train~
“ing and job placement the government woul make it easier for partici- -,
. pants to acquire skills and ultlmately permanent ]obs They pointed out
that eventually the opportunmes for.local govemment employment ex-
‘ pansron would be exhausted as this point was approached more mxght be
\gauned by putting’ the jobs i in the nonprofit sector. Moreover, they noted
. that nonproﬁt orgamzatlons mlght be more flexible in deslgnmg ]obs and
using PSE. workers than l?)‘cal govemments, especrally those’ ccastrained
by rigid' civil servxce systems Advocdtes of using nonproﬁt organizations
: argued that many of these agencies provrde useful services.to the com-
munities or’ groups from which PS ‘participants are to be drawn. Subsi-
» dlzmg employment w1th1n these org mzatrons would incredse the ﬂow of
-, such services. / : "-.C o
Even though some: government ot’ﬁcralghad reseryations, about ngmg
up PSE" ]obs to nonprofit orgamzatlons few local government represénta-
“tives ob]ected to the use of such agencres while Congress was debatmg the’
1976 extension act. The silence of opponents probably testifies more rto
the pol1t1c'.; mﬂuence of the natlonw1de CBOs that trmd partlcrp:/ated in
tralmng programs in the 1960s and of ‘commumty action agenc1es than
to the intrinsic strength of. the case for their -participation. Certamly“m "
1976 and at the time the. st1mulus package was funded, the usefulness of
v ad(“ltxonal employment in. the nonproﬁt sectot and-the- ab1l1ty of th'esex
orgamzatxons to meet the needs of the Comprehensrve Employment and °
Tratmng Act target groups was very | much an open question. The principal N
argutheht used by proponents of nonproﬁt agency pamcrpatxon mclud- ;
* ing the- agenfles themsglves, was that the national ‘Jrgamzatlons already A N
"hsted it the original CETA legislation as preferred prov1ders of tra1n1ng/ o \ s
|
8

-

".-. -

Sy

¢

’ servxce&had a record of. “demonstrated effectrveness” in employment-arrtl
?—*'tr_a' r—ting_ac—trvxtxes No one could be certain jn advance, howeven, tha,t
".effectiveness in provxdmg tralmng is the same thmg as, or is even related

to, eﬁectlveness in proV1dmg jobs. Despite its importance, this issug Was
rendered largely 1rrelevantby subsequent developments Few ofthe tr in-

- * ing organizations that lobbied 5o hard to expand PSE’s outreach to the _
nonprofit sector actually obtained PSE- funded employees Cee S e
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/N:ttronal and Local Orgahuatlons P
. e ' 1 .
e Table 5 1 shows that 25 percent of the 61 828 posmons 1ncluded in all
o] / PSE titles in the field sample were’ allocated to. nonprofit organizations as: ‘
! of December 19775 leferences by title reﬁect the growing 1moortance\x .
/1‘- of nonprofit orgamzauons in PSE job creatlon, since all of the pro]ect f..b
“(title VI) hires 0ccurred in 1977 s ' . S
We use the term * natlonal nonprofit orgamzanon” for two types of' _
agenc1es The ﬁrst includes all agencies, afﬁllated ‘with a natignal orgamza{
. tion that exerts. some control over its’ local affiliates’ management and op-
~eration.$ The secorid js made up of nonproﬁt organlzatlons that have been
designated */community action- agencies” and rece1ve support from the
‘ ,Commum'ty Servtces Administration, the successor to the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportumty "Although* commumty action agencies “are quasr-f
1ndependent they are ﬁepresented on the national level by the CSA itself.
S0 < The orgamzatrons expltcrtly recogmzed in CETA leglslatron as CBOs are
7.7 Service, Employment Redevelopment (SER) Jobs for Progress; Oppor- *

o -'tumtles Industrrallzatlon Centers (OIC) Urban Leagues, and’ commu-_
. nity action agencles They falli in the general ‘national” category THeT g
. Classified Ain this-way natlonal nonprofit orgamzatlons played, only a s
_m1nor role in the economic sttmulus program expans1on Although nory =
_profit agencres asa whole prov1ded a large Share of the ]obs created in \
‘the 1977 program expansion, the national group accounted for less than |
" one-tenth of such jobs: The national CBOs were very poorly represented ,
. Only 5 percent of total susta1nment posmons and 3 percent of pro]ect

A
¢ - .H/
S. The study sample could understate the degree of partrclpatton by nonproﬁt .
L organtzatronsvundel‘ CETA. The data’are drawn from a sample of governments, not ke
o " prime sponsors. In areas in ‘which the sampled government was not also the prlme b
L _ sponsor, thé data will not include posmons directly allocated to nonprofit orgamza- o
Gl tions by the prime sponsor umt This effect is likely to be’ slight, however, | becaus'e o
00w L% twenty-two of the forty-one units sampled were’prime sponsors. These twenty-two
- iprime sponsors. account for 97 percent of: all employment" cgvered by the sample k
- When tbe tabulations are conﬁned to the subset of data’ from pnme sponsors only, .
the results do not change.. P ‘; - ‘
6 Designation of nauonal organlzauons was based on ctlauon in Margaret Ftsk
T ed., Encyclopedra of /.r.rocranons. 11th ed: (Gale Research 1977), vol. 1. ‘
..+ T v . 7. Units of local government desxgnated community action agencies are not in-
) "~ cluded as nonproﬁt agencies. In some cases designation of agencies was based on 'the
‘authors’ judgment, given fragmentary evidence in the’ assocrate reports.
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: ‘Table 5- 1. Nonproﬁf Orgahization Poslltom n Publlc bervtce . - -?’
N Employment in ' Sample Jurisdictions, December 1977 I
: ; N - . National
N e o s . - Non-  non-
[ LA 5 - o profit  profit
S ) e . . : ’ - organi- organi-
. Total public . - ) - " - catigus . zations .
N service Positions i ' ¢ izati a as
Type & \f  cmployment ' ositions in ne npraﬁ organizations percel percent -
. . position - - positions - - All . Local . .National .  of 101l oftotal .
Sustainment 33,785 3,417 © "2,944 AT3 T 10
_ Prolect . * 28,043 12,044 79,994 2,050 . 43 T ..
Al 61,828 . 15,461 12,938 - 2,523 . 25 4

v Souree: Authors' Calculati?ns based Bn data’ reported by Brooki'ng_s ﬁcld'associatcs'.
! D
’ _ positions went to nonproﬁt orgamzatlons from this group of experlenced
deljverers of employment: and tralmng sérvicés. The ‘major role - was
* . plagyed by a diverse collectlon of bit players ranging in character from the
* Coalition of Concerned Women in,the War on Crime to Gay Commumty
Services, Inc. One- Jurrsdlctgon reported allocatlons to 267 difterent non- _
- proﬁt organizations in the Jprojects portion of the program alone.
_ These data indicate that the stimulus package: pushed PSE into un-
e _charted territory for employment policy. Although the expenenced train:
. ing organlzatrons cldiming. “demonstrated effectiveness” have created an
image of what nonprofit orgamzatlons are like, the track record and éhar-
actet of new organizations, or for that matter the older orgamzatlons un- -
der PSE,; "are not well established. In this chapter we investigate some -
' lssn‘es in evaluating these developments usrng data from one of the sam-
.. ple cities, San Francisco. We then compare results for San Francisco with
‘ .. reports by field associates on nonproﬁt performance at otner sites. Qur
. . evidence on the consequence of relying on nonprofit organizations is not
ks concflusrve It does, however, pose serious questions about the usefulness
of t e nonproﬁt sector as an mstrument for PSE expansron :

H

i'l ‘»n . . in 1 Y

/ . ‘ ) . M BN . '.‘ ‘o
' The Role of N onproﬁt Orgamzatrons in CETA J ob Creatlon )

e ;

Subsldlzed employment is a means to three ends: reducrng Joblessness
arnong certaln groups of workers enhancmg their skills, and producing
. public services. The various types of job programs share these objeonves
but dlﬂer in emphasrs A purely “countercycllcal" PSE program has as its -

. - T r
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prrmary obJectrve hmng workers ‘who are. least hkely to compete for other \2 .
o .Q N jObS This minimizes any 1nﬂatronar} eﬂect on wages. A “structural” PSE °
program is oriented more toward enhancrng skrlls and 1mprov1ng the eain- .
“ings of disadvantaged workers.. For both' types of polrcres the value of the
servrces prevrded may be. an 1mportaht consrderatron in werghmg the -
_ costs and benehts of the program.: Whatevcr the mix of ob]ectlves evalu- ‘ ';
) 2 at1ng nonproﬁt organizations in job creatron programs 1nvolves compar- :
s ing their success in attaining these ob]ectrves ‘with that of the local gov- + -
- ernménts that are the mainstay of PSE. : : R
- In assessing the outcomes of PSE in the nonproﬁt sector ‘one- must
" examine the quality of targeting jobs on preferre?d rec1p1ents the net im-
- - pact of the subsidies on agency employment and serv1ces and the long- -
run eﬂects ‘on the well-being.of Jobholders These outcomes are affected* .
*» . by-three components of the CETA process “selection of agencres con- o
tract speclﬁcatlon nd agéncy rmplementatron -The selectron process in-
, volves the proced&es followed by prrme sponsors or other units of
govémment in choosing nonproﬁt organrzatlons for partlcrpatron under -
- CETA. The contract defines the terms of this participation. Implementa-. - '
X 'tion covers what_ the norprofit organization: does with the money grven S
in the contract By changlng selection and contractrng procedures, aprime .
. sponsor “could possibly change the outcomes—and. the relative perfor- -
ok . ..mance of nonproﬁt organlzatrons as jOb creators. Thus the purpgse of '
k 3 o 'evaluatron is not prrmarrly to make “up or down” Judgments about sing™
. nonproﬁt orgamzatrons but to 1dent1fy ways to 1mprove the program at
, the selectron or contract stages L o e LT

. 3

~

{
/ : . :

PR X s - i .
! . ;

Qategorrzmg the Nonproﬁt Agencres L L ,
A desrgnatlon by the Intemal Revenue Servrce of tax-exempt status is
- no guarantee that an, organlzatron will respond to PSE in ways consrstent
- S with federal goals. The range of nonproﬁt orgamzatrons is quite broad:
- from confmunal’ rellglous societies qualifying under section. 501(d) of
-~ the Internal Revénue Code to “religious, educational or charitable orga- -
T~ nrzatrons” quahfyrng under section 501(c)(3), and from “labor agrr-'?' Lo
e ':' '7 “cultural, and’ horticultural organrzatrons” qualrfylng under sectron 501 P
' /(c)(S) to the “black lung beneﬁt trusts” cited in section 501(c)(2l)
1 Over 650,000 such organrzatrons have recerved tax-exempt status.® Not V

l'

e 8 Burton WeLbrod The Vqunlary Nonproﬁt Sector (Heath, 1977) p 20

Lo

Q
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~all these orgarnzatrons partrcrpate in programs authonzed‘by CETA but '

‘.

the lrst of partrcrpatrng agencres reported by the ﬁeld associates suggests ,

. that those that do are qurte varied. Thus the list of partrcrpatrng agencres

must be divided into categories that are related to how the agencies be<"
have in using their PSE subsidies. If some types of agencres do better, the
&overnment can channel more funds into such orgamzatrons. ,

- If the PSE contract yere completely specified and fully momtored the
- characteristics of the erganization crea’\hg the.subsidized jobs would, be

1rrelevant That i is, in return for the CETA subsidy, nonprofit. organiza-

. tians would agree to create a certain kind of job with a certain amount of -

tralmng servrces for a certain t’ype of worker who would provide arwell-

: ueﬁned servrce Nonproﬁt orgamzatrons farhng to deliver.could be sued,

lose” therr contracts ta other orgamzauons or both.
Ja practrce, PSE objectives. and contracts are, mcomplete'ly specrhed '

~and it is not always possible. to observe wrth much precision: what job--

~. creating agencres do with the: money once they get it.* Two agencres may

-, do slightly different thrngs even when both are observrng the rules. For

v

9

example, the costs . of supervrsmg hew workers. must come from - the -

~ ‘agency’s own' resources, $o.one agency'may provrde close superv'sron
» .
4 whrle another may supervise its PSE workers only as closely as its' regular

workers To find. out how nonproﬁt organrzatrons lmplerhent the PSE -
p'ﬁ)grams then one must Yook at therr actual behavror not at written
- promises, wé therefore sought a theory that would identify charactenstrcs
‘of nonprofit orgamzatrons that wquld help predrct their. behavror when
grven aCETA employment subsidy. '

.~ We have found three- such’ characterrstrcs ( 1) the extent to ‘which the
- agency s prr’ncrpal output is'a “publrc ”or collectrve 7 _good; (2)'the

constrtuency and target group of the orgamzatron ] normal actrvmes and

(3) the agency’s normal functron
: -

.-"‘v ° ’ » - ’ 'A : - ' R -

The Collectrve Nature of the A gency s Mrssron and Output

PSE is rntended to beneﬁt the worker as well as the general ‘public. The

transfer of rncome to those on whom a PSE]Ob is targeted as well as some’- '

' E . ; . .‘ :
9 For a dxscussron of the CETA PSE contract “and rts deﬁcrencrﬁ see Harry
Katz and Michael Wrscman *An Essay on Subsidized Employment_in the Public

Sector,” in An Inu-nm Repory- lo ‘the,Congress of the Natiornal Commission for =~

" ‘Mahpower Policy, Job Creation Througlr Puplic Service Emplo_w,mcm vo] 3: Com-.

ml.moned Papers (NCMP 1978), pp 151-234.

[
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s

.



S . . ) S ' o - ',_

o _'goods ” That is, the act1v1ty benefits a wide range of people, and the re-
ceipt.of benefits by one person does not swmﬁc}%i diminish the benefit
g en;oyed by another. For example the fact tha person can enjoy a

L
‘ 4 clean street does not reduce the satisfaction enjoyed by his or her neigh-
e bor The. transfer of income and the provision of skills associated with

o _90'-1 o o PUBLIC se‘ercr: EMPLOYMENT .
"~ %7 of the pub11c services many ‘PSE jobs promise are collectlve-consumptlve‘

PSE job}are collective goods to thé extent that other people beneﬁt when -

Y the disa antaged are assisted. -+ e

Nonproﬁt organlzatlons differ i in the degree to which the1r basic pur- . .

_ posé‘ is to produce goods'and services that _have collective conSumptxon
-_aspects.’® Some have no, collective aspec

‘ collectrve a trade union, or/a‘burlal sociéiy m1ght provrde services only -
to its members *For other organlzatlons, collective goods are the central

« patt of output—the Salvation Army takes care of derelicts for all of ut;
. various ecological ofganizations are unable to exclude nonmembers from

L

the blrthrate, all Amerrcans will be aﬁected

v
-~

‘wquld appear to impose a greater Burdén on agencies with llttle orienta-

- tion toward collective goods than on agencies trad1tlonally producmg)'
such sgrvices:. Ih p?mc”ular the former may be more prone than others }
l to displace regular employees with those paid | for through CETA to free

funds- for the- benefit of their membershrp Likewise, an agency. that is

oriented toward pﬂvate goods may. be less inclined to hire the most dis- -
advantaged PSE workers, because its concern is to prov1de the best pos--

sﬂﬂe’se/rwce to its members. In dolng so such agencies may use the funds

-in ways at variance with the basic CETA goal of serving the most disad-
.4 - vantaged people and to the extent possible, prov1d1ng useful publlc ser—’

om0 Nices.

T e

T

.~ - . - . ..

The Agency s Constztuency and T arget Group T

We’ deﬁne the cmrs’tltuency of a nonproﬁt orgamzatxon as the group B
, extemal‘ to management havmg the greatest influence on the agency s
goals and day-to-day operatlons ’I'he agencys target is. the group or

10 See Burton A. Welsbrod “’I’he Private Nonproﬁt Sector What Is It?™ Um-

. versxty of Wisconsin at Madison, Instrtute for Rcscarch on Poverty, stcussnon Paper
i 416-77 (1977) ; . T g
3 N T,

= . & - .
‘. . g S c“ o
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" SUBSIDIZING EMPLOYMENT IN THE NONPROFIT SECTOR 91

groups denvmg greatest benefits from its .pnnclpal ser\hces A central
assumption behind .CETA regulations is that -those commumty -based
"orgamzatlons with service targets related to the groups intended by Con--
gress to receive CETA services fre llkely to be most effective in achlevmg
CETAgoals. - . - »
Communlty-based nonproﬁt orgamzatlons are not the only agencies,’

. hOWever, that serve the needs of the dlsadvantaged An¥f agency regularly

“serving the targets of CETA legislation would appear jmore likely than
others to.use thé subsidies efficiently and in accord with CETA goals.

It is also conceivable that the emphasis on funding local aonprofit or-
ganizations, whether community based or not, is inappropriate. Organi-

~ zations of ‘any type with national aﬂihatlon may more rapid.y 1dent|fy

“with the national ob]ectlves implicit in CETA employment programs
Moreover the publlc1ty associated with inappropriate use may be more

: costly to national organizations. For elther reason such agencies may be

“more likely than others to use CETA SUbSldleS in a manner conslstent
with national goa{ls. -, ‘ :

P

. The Agenc'y’s Norma’l Function . ) ‘7 - ', .

As discussed aboye, the CETA" regulatlons emphaslze some national .
‘organizations because Congress believed that agencies. experlenced m‘,
providing employment and trammg services were likely to do a.superior
job with PSE. Thus lf the normal function o} an orgamzatlon isto provide .

E _ e"nployment and training services, the agenéy may be more likely than
" others to use CETA subsidies in a manner COnSlStent thh national CETA .
goals ST - St

- CETA;and the Ndnproﬁt Sector in San Francisco

° < . +

_ ThlS round of tho PSE ﬁeld study sample was not desngned to evaluate
th‘g, role of nonproﬁt organlzatlons in CETA and as a result the reports oz .
field associates for now are probably more useful as a source of hypoth-
eses than as a.rource of cenclusive judgments. However, for one city, San
. Francisco, the data collected were sufficiently detailed to investigate some

- of-the issues raised concerning the use of nonproﬁt orgamzatlons. This

sectton summarizes what these data reveal about the consequences of the

v . . -

-. ©
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use of nofprofit organlzatlons in this major ]unsdxctxo”n 1> The next sec-
tion presents a comparison of the use of nonprofit organlzatlons in S@n
Francisco to what assgciates reported for other cities. - :

R e

'Backéround L ot ,?_' . : y
San Francrsco is aTCETA pnme sponsor, and CETA programs in the

'clty are operated by the Mayor s Office of. Employment and Tralnlng, o

_(MOET) Some San Franclsco PSE part1c1pants have been ‘outsta-

" tioned” in nonprofit organlzatlons Since as early as 1971. Before the eco-

romic stimulus expan51on, these allocatlons/were )done on an 1nforma1(
basis. The stimulus package: ‘brought the city two problems. First, the city.. -

1

- had trouble finding the 2,528 subsidized jobs’ it was required to prowde N

under title VI sustainment before it could start to use the pro;ects money.
Obviously city departments could not absorb the number of‘slots con-

"templated by the sumulus expan51on Second, some officials feared the

~'proJects riioney would turn out to be a political hablllty This concern was

- based on the expectation (which wa justrﬁed) that demand for the funds o

- would exceed supply and that therefore some groups would be disap-'
pointed and, nghtly or wrongly,- would blame the mayor. In addition, it

- was unclear in- 1977 just what’ “projects” amounted to. If the people foe
- -pickgd up.in these jobs were soon to be laid off, the political benefits from

their employment would bé Tost. MOET decided to jsolate the allocation

of PSE slots from the mavor.s oﬂice and to make the process as objectlve o

as possrble -
On February 23 1977 MOET pubhshed a Request for Proposals in-
viting. nonproﬁt agencies, along with city departments and other units of

“+government to apply for PSE project slots, The proposals were to describe -
~.. the activity for which CETA support was requested the jobs fo be funded,
“ and the agency’s normal fun'ctlons and Budget sMOET received 896 pro- =

posals, of which two-thirds ‘were from nonprofit organizations. Table S- 2

shows the distribution of projéct apphcatrons by type of agency

. 11. This section draws on and cxtcnds matcnals ﬁrst dxsr-ussed in Mlchacl Wrse-

) man, "Studies in Public Service Employment: Project Report,” report of the Welfare

and Employment Studies Project, Institute of Business and Economic Research (Uni-

versity of California at Berkeley, 1978). A much more detailed study of the behavior
of San Francisco's CETA: bureaucracy will appear<in a forthcom'ng dissertation by
Fritzi Reisner of the Graduate School of Public Policy at Bcrkclcyk The authors ac-~
knowledgc Reisner's substanual contribution to the analysis that follows

=
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" Table 5-2. Project Applxcafxons Sfor Support under the Comprehensive
Enploy)nent and Training Act by Agency Type, San’ Francxsco March',

1977 -
' ) + , Agency rypc ‘
. ' Cityand = "~ Other Nonprofit . *. -
« : i county,  Public . govern- . organi- R
Item . gavernment schools * ments  :zations Total
~Number of applying agenciesy . 28 4 . 16v 314 362
Number of proposals '+ - 161 - 96 2 607 0 896 .

- . Source: Mayor's Office of Employment and Tmlmng_ San Francisco,
a. City departments counted as scparate agcncres. . ;
b. Federal branches countcd as !cpamle agcncxcs i , . t:%

MOET ranked each’ proposal on a series of surteen criteria (to be dis-

* cussed below) and recommended funding 375 to the:Board of Super-
- visurs. After some shght changes the board approved the'list in late June
MOET 1mmed1ately began negotiating contracts ‘with the participating
agencies. Hiring started in September By December 31 1977, the ob-
servation date for the field study, employment had reached the levels -

--.. shownin table 5- 3. As the table mdrcates the nonproﬁt sector p]ayed an

1mportant role’in the strmulus expansron
| AN - - . 7 v . . \3
: Thé A ppiying' Agencies
8 . '
. When'a nonprofit organization apphes for tax exemption under sectlon
501 (€) (3) of th¢ Internal Revenue Code, the Internal Revenue Service
~asksit to choose terms that “describe or most accurately 1d.nt1fy”-1ts pur-

Tab]e 3-3. Publlc Service Employment Posmor ‘Fil(ed in San Frai:ciséo
_asof December 31, 1977 Lo

)

e ] ~ ’ - Job location
Cityand ~ -~ . ' -State  Federal Nonproﬁr .
c ) " county . Public . govern- govern- organi- . - ”
Program . government* - schools ment-  ment . zations Total
“Title Il T 84 65 2 0 el e 382
Title VI sustainment 1,692 , 183 70 47 200 2,162
Title VI projects . ."297. 48 . 6 13 709 _ 1,073
' " Total ° 2,273 ‘.266 78 61 " 909 ~3,587.
L N

Source: Unpubhshed participation data prowdcd by the San Francisco Mayor’s Ofﬁec of Employmcnl .
and- Training. .
Ca. lndudu city housmg and redevelopment ag:nncs-

~
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__Table 5- 4 Type and Percentage of Nonproﬁt Qrganizations Applymg Jor
Pubhc Serwce Employm n{_Grants, San Francisco, 1977. - -

‘ Prmc:pa}*acuvny of . Principal activity of _
' nonprofit organization* - Percentage|l . nonprofit organization® . Percentage

: RcligiOus activities S19 Conservation, environmental,

Tt " and beautification activities 2.9
Schools, collega and e . - F
related activities * -,° - "7.0_\ Housing activities .-~ 1.0
, : S : :
'Cult\‘xrz;l, histgrical, or other lnner-cny or commumty ‘
educational activities . 15.2 actuvmes 9.9
Other instruction and " Civil rights aibtivities ' 1.6\
training activities" . 8.6 T ~ .

. - .. | Litigation and legal aid - .
Health services and relateii . activities . ~ - 3.8
actnvmes . - 7.6 : . .

: Legislative and pelitical -
/Busmess and profmsnoral . k activities i 13
organizations . 2200 L o
L : N Other activities directed K
“Mutual organimtionse 1.3 " toward individhals? CI12.1
Employee or membershrp ' Agtivities directed to other

- benefit orgamzatlons K 1.3 organizations o ' 2.5
Sports, athleuc, recrmuonal, Other purposes and activities ~ 1.6
and social activities 1.6 W B '

, : N oL ; Insufficient in| ormal on to

. Youth activities - 14.3 . classify - Loo22 .

Source: System of classifications from U.S. Internal Revenue Scrwcc auxhon have asslgned each or- .
ganization to an IRS glassification. . . .

a. Internal Reven Scmctdunﬁmnom - ' A :

b. Includes “job traini fing, and assistance” from IRS “acuvma directed to mdmduals
classification. ¢ :

<. For cxarnple. credit unions, mutual msurance compamd. and rnu(ual lmganon or clecmc companies.

d. Excludes “job training, counscling and assisiarce” and “‘day fare ccmcr .

e. Includes "day care, center” from IRS “actmues directed to individuals” dassuﬁauon

=l

® | "‘

) poses actxvmes, operatxons, or type of orgamzatlon from a list 'suf)p'lied

by the IRS. As the instructions mdlcatc, these descriptors confuse orga-
nization types with - activities, but they provide a'useful instrument for
describing the range of organizations that applied to MOET for PSE al-. |
locations. Table 5-4ta_bu]ates the nonprofit,organizations that applied for
San Francisco’s PSE morcy on-the basis of .the IRS codes. Apparently

T
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Table 5~5 Four PrQ]eCt Proposals, San Franézsco, 1977 »

Respmm: of®
.Mayor's Office
Number of Employment

Applying 'aéency !& 5;0_/9(‘[ P of job.s and Training
" Travelers Aid  © T enderloin Center Jfor Children.in Crisis: 3 : .Accepted’

a child care center for children of families . ‘ -
newly arrived in San Francisco and/or - ) h
Jiving in the tenderlom district. = - . -

‘Mental Health  Mental Health and the People: PSEem- 3 - "Rejected .,
Association © ployees to assist in (1) providing =~ _ : -
) " opportunities for community education
"aboyt mental health, (2) assessing com-
.. munity health services, and (3)influencing
: " public pohcxes for1mprovement ol'
" mental health services.

4
-

Civil Service Asso- * Public Infonnanon and Serwce Prograr\n 2 - Rejected
ciation, Local 400 PSE employees to assist.in gathering : R
: . and diggeminating information of city o .
£ and county fiscal operations to beneﬁt

.. employees andiaxpa)ers SN \ i 7
o S \ e < '
~ Chinese Culture | ‘Nerghborhood Arts Semces PSE em-i." " 2 Acceplsd-
~ Foundation .~ ployees to assist in cocirdination of \» - R
& “ 7+ foundation’s nelghborhood arts . \ S

e | . services program : \,\
. .

Sourcc Proyccr dcscnpuom submnn:d 1o Mayor s Office of Employmcnl and Tralmng. San Francisco.

A . : ' R - . -
i : g - , e ¥
§ T

there is a broad range of nonproﬁt orgamzanons in the c1ty Total expen- -

B dltures for fiscal 1977 for theSe applying organlzatlons was $102 1lllon o
. total overall city-county govemment outldys was $900 mllllon . -

* Most of the nonprofit orgamzanons prOposals 1nvolved only a few po-
sitic < (the average was shghtly under four) and they were at least as _
vaned in character  as were 'the sponsoring agenmes themse]ves The proj--

S ects were predominantly related to social services: 76 percent of the pro-

.

posals were for health, educationt, or other socxal servnces Table 5-5. sum-
' manzes four of the proposals. - : T B
“Besides (using the IR§ categones we classxﬁed applylng nonproﬁt agen- -
cies on the basis of the behavioral factors cited earlier. The, pnncxpal L
activity of about’ 15 percent of the agencies.was producing onvate goods - /
—that i 1s servnces for members of partxcnpatmg orgamzatxons that did not _
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have a collectrve good aspect 12 Most of the agencxes were not commumty :
based; here. deﬁneu as kaving a well- deﬁned geographxc or demographxc ,
. -constituency; indeed only about 11. percent were identifie thhcpartxcu-~ -
lar netghborhoods and only about 14 percent were assocxated with with par.7 . S
. ~ticular demographxc groups.” About 31 percent of the applymg orgam~ o
zatxons had CETAotype trdining or employmenf-related services as a'
pnnclpal fubhctioi.. Only 17 percent of the applymg orgamzatxgns were
nationally- aﬂ‘ilxated ST TN : l\/‘f? el - i

o
oy

-~ . B DA N S - e

el R . 2 [ER N

e & The Selectzon and Contract Process € s it
- " The sxxteen cruerxa that MOET used;to evaluate proposals were di- -
i vided mto two groups those covermg minimum requxrements and those R
-, related to léss tangxble 1mpressxons ot effectiveness and qualxty MOET = =
- scored each proposal on_each criterion thh anumber from:1. (best) to6 B
_ (dxsquallﬁcatxon) Ofﬁcxals then ranked the proposals on the basis- ot the L
Lo '$= sum of-the scores of all criterdia. .~ - s n e
‘ Althotigh MOET officials tried to take into account both CETA regu- -
_ lations-and qrtahtatxve consxderatrons in selectrng projects, in practtce the--
n mxmmum requxrements“ cr1ter1a counted most heavily, for there was
L 'nuch more variance ir: the ratmgs given on them. Partly because of pres- 4
o & - sure to speed the evaiuation process MOl’-fT ev/aluators placed cQ sider-
e ably more wexght on routine requxrements of form.and orgamzatxon than”
' they placed on those qualxtatxve factors—-placement commitment, qualxty
o of trammg, and market demand for skxlls 1mpar’ed—cr1t1cal to the Suc-
oo cess of structural pohcy ikt : - SR
¢ THE CORRELATES OF SUCCESS. To 1dent1fy the type 6f nonproﬁt orga- e
“nization that was able to obtam funds under MOET’s selectxon procedure RN
we devxsed a simple model showrng what determmed whether a proposal 3
; Was hkely to be successful 12 We found that the MOET criteria favored e
~ 0 . project prbposals that were, small relatxve to overa ll agency budgets In/{

6

\

gt

el : e
i "\.

Ty 1z \Wc xdcntrﬁcd agencies as s not provxdmg Collcctlvc goods if more than 75 pcr- ooEE
T . cent of their operating revenues, were derived from thc salc of services and if the
cLee bencﬁcranw of their_services. could not practxcally prcvcnt pcrsons who did not pay L
e from using the agency's output. " ° : TR

Tl -13." The model:and esttmatton results are descn’bed in Janet Galchtck ano
' Mtchae] W'seman, “Backgrou-ld Data, Research on Use of Nonprofit Orgamzattc\ms )

in Job.Creating in San Francisco,” Welfare and Employment Studies Project- Dtk-

cussién Paper 79-3 (University of Cahforma at Bcrkclcy, Instttutc of Business, andl

L EemmRResagm. g T
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_"'general the pro]ects creatrng jObS with, relatrvely hrgh salaries were pre= -
-’-i-'ferred over pro;ects with Jow salarres, possibly because hrgh-salary jobs.‘*’
f__l‘tended to- have other desrrable qualmes -Also favored _were. nonproﬁt-
prolects targeted‘ toward the crty s Asran res1dents and pro;ects provrdrng =

MOEJ. ’s chorces reveal,dcﬁnrte preferences for certarn types of agen-
.. cies, Nonproﬁt organrzatrons with-a ‘Specific geographrcally deﬁned con-

. ) strtuency were less lrkely to be successfu/l,than were thos‘e whose constrtu-_;,,_ .A '
. ency was not identifiedawith any specific geograph1c area. On the other .

‘« ltradrtronally W1th certarn racial or ethijc groups—yere- ‘more. likely to be
“successful.1¢ There was no relation between the collectlve-good orienta-

o hand : .agencies wrth a demographrc constrtuency—that is, those assocrated ‘

I tion of: the agency s normal functrpns and the lrkelrhood that a prOJect it

"proposed would obtarn fundrng R s

"Tobe sure;: these results are perfectly consrstent wrth t/he 1nterpretatron :

that Asran-onented organrzation and orgamzatrons with city-wide con-

" stituencies tumed “in’ better proposals than ' d1d others\’Regardless of. the

1nterpretanon, the 1mportant point is that the criteria applied by MOET

L did direct money toward certam types of pro;ects in certain types of non-. ',‘ B
- profit organrzatrons If these agencies are exceptronally bad or exceptron- R

ally good in therr PSE performance, the overall effect.of nonproﬁt use in -
‘ San Francisco wrll differ from what occurs ini the other %tres in whrch .

oy

'diﬁerent cntena were applred

. THE CONTRACT
1ist,’ MOET otﬁcrals began srgnrng contracts with the agencres that had

: vweakened by the ambrgurty of’ 1mposs1ble-to-polrce requrrements such as
partrcrpants are. ;' [to perform] meanrngful and necessary publrc ser-

MOET ‘ atf wrth other matte made enforr'ement of the contracts some-

‘ ." .These results were’ not unwelcome to MOET At the trme pro;ects were belng

this’ context allocation- of- grants-to organrzattons wrth .a specific’ geographlc ‘con-

ave-faced more problems wrth the board than was the case given the crtterra ‘actu-
‘-~ally employed VAL R - .

nce | the Board of Supervrsors accepted the pl'OJCCt

been selected ‘Like. most CETA contracts, the MOET agreement was’ "’

at all- ttmes " - This" ambrgurty plus the preoccupatron of the =~

.selec/ted the agency, along |th ‘the rest .of city government, was undergoing criti- - g( -
cism for excessive emphasls on blacks in its’ affirmative action programs, The strong - -
,.shQng of Astan groups in the pro;ect allocatlons helped counteract this criticism.  ~ °
<0 Imt addition;. the voters: had: just. approved a charter amendment that changed the -

: method of electlng the Board ‘of! Super\'lsors from “at large” to district elections, In -

s_trtuency is tantamount to. allocatrons ‘to, the’ constltuents ‘of & particular member of -
ot e_-_Board of Supervrsors it' th|s had-odcurred to a srgmﬁcant extent, MOET would"
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. Sustammenr positions - o/ Pro_;ect positions " : , - . . o
T - 1 0] izati jectse’ -
Pamctpant S . ) C:ty, Co ;-'/] ) ,.‘ -Nonproﬁt X Nonprt/)/ﬁ, orgqnf ‘ w’n’pro‘lec
. characteristics .. " - .- All bity - 1977 hires “‘-‘./.7 Ciyr . - organizations® Training® /' .- Nationale,:  Communityt
_iYear' ofeducanon (mwn) '. 13 3 ‘ 138 14 . Tas2r s 16.9* - 14.6%*
Less than 30 ywrs old i e e e .
. 83 58 TSttt . T 61 T30
Nonwhlte (percent) L 75' L 55%* SR % Rt AN Y £ hd
"Weeks employed at time of o C o o ; e
entry (mean) : _ f 4.4 52,9 .7 .50.8 " .. 43.2%* '50.1
'vR emng pubhc assistance . . |- I
L ‘16 10 8 e 1
114 0.44* 041 . 037 653
Number ofobservatlons 271,989 .1 L/ 693 1 . -230 0 - 18 186, -
o Source 'Authors’..abulations ofpnmc:pam data /provlded by the Mayor's Office of Employmemnnd Traming, San Francisco. * ‘ et
“’a. Tests of signiticance are for difference from n I'city sustainment hxru . . ' .

Tests of significance are for difference from cny\promt hires, " | . .

“¢. Tests of significance are for difference from ’pro)octs not of mdwmod organizauon (ypc RS

d. Nonprofit organizations providing cmploymem prcpamtwn and xrammz services. - - L

Nonproﬁx oranmzations umlmcd with mtional ormmzanons. .
Community-based organizations with'd hically or geog! ,"' Iy dcﬁncd consmucncws

ignificant difference at 0.10 level of confidence. - - N\ o . .

S ﬁmm difference at 0 05 level of conﬁdcnce N
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what lax. But it should be pomted out that many of the amblguous re-
- - strictions were lifted verbatim from the: F ederal Register. By December *
1977, the reference date for the Brookings field study, the city had 1,073 _

people employed in pro;ects two-thlrds of these were working for nonx '

P proﬁt organrzatrons T e
The Outcom‘ . ’ L R .

v -

No data’ are avarlabl° that are suitable for evaluatmg ‘the ultlmate ef-
. fects of the stimulus money. on the 1ncomes of PSE participants in San
.;"" ® Francrsco\ ‘At the time this chapter was written (fall 1979), many of the
-persons hired in 1977 had not left the program. Useful data do exist on
" intermediate outcomes:' characteristics of persons hired and an inde- -
pendent evaluatron of pro]ect 1mplementatron done by San Francrsco s
Board of Supervrsors - . - .
.~ ' ~<PARTICIPANT. CHARACTERI"’TICS Data on educatron _age, -race sex,
' and other characteristics for PSE pamclpants aré not an infallible indi- .
- cator of the degree of targeting of X -3E programs, because some nonmr--' .
nonty, well-educated ‘persons’ are elrglble for and nyed subsidized. em-
ployment. However, if local .government agencies hirg people who are’
" noticeably different frof'r those hired by nonprofit agencies at the same. .
" time for thé same_program (and in the same labor market), it is reason-
~able to attribute the discrepancy to’differences.in agency-objectivesyand .
‘possibly to differences in the kmds of ]obs created and the skrlls reqsgrred"_‘
. tofillthem. . . v
s . To evaluate the targetrng of PSE in tﬂonproﬁt sector in San Fran-
" cisco, we tabulated eight characteristics of participants for various types
/. of employing - agencies. Four of the variables related to demographic m—A? '
[ ... formation. These include sex (1dent|ﬁed by percentage-of participants
7 who are female), age (1dent1ﬁed by percentage of participants less than
s thirty years old), education, and race (ldentrﬁed by percentage.who are
" nonwhite, including Hlspanrc persons) Tﬁe remaining three variables are
related to economic status and are measured as of the trme the partici- -
' 'pant entered the program. These include weeks unemployed whether the .
 participant is from a household that received publrc assrstance through -
“ . aid to families with dependent children or general assrstance programs
and numberof reported dependents :
. /- Table:5-6 shows the characteristics of San Franclsco s PSE partlcr-
el pants enrolled as of December 31 1977 by CETA title and employmg

r‘\ . /
l» . L . ’/
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agency. 15 Characterlstlcs ‘of persons hired dunng 1977 are separately
-identified for city sustainment positions. For pro]ects “cliaracteristics of
employees in nonproﬁt orgamzatmns and c1ty govemment are separately .
tabulated. All project employees were hited dur1ng 1977. -
v . Thefollowing conclusions seem to be supported by the data 1néhe ﬁrst
. four columns of table 5-6: ~
“ PSE workersJured by nonproﬁt orgamzauons are more hkely than-  «
,those hired by regular city departments to be white females with college
: e educatronsQPersons filling pro]ect ]obs in nonprofit agcnc1es shoWed ar. .
o k - high'level of education; in fact, MOET data show that four out of five had .
S educations beyond high school. Nonproﬁt organizations were 51gn1ﬁcantly
- less likely to hire members  of minority groups than were c1ty govemment
" ~departments. . .
_Other tabulatlons shtow that among rmnonty groups the pro]ects pro-
vided’ ‘more jobs for. A51ans than for blacks, and th1s differs’ srgmﬁcantly :
from hmng ratros within city ovemment MoreOver, the proportion of
- welfare rec1p1ents hired by nonprofit organizations was significantly lower
e / than the propoytion of welfare rec1p1ents among all 1977 h1res in c1ty sus- "
T “ tainment positions.. .

‘When they enter the program, PSE pamcrpants are asked to report the
number of dependents they have, not including themselves. These reports
provide some information on the effect of PSE wages on the well-being of -
'persons other than the participant. The ; average PSE participant in San
Francisco: c1ty government reports about one dependent The mean for
1977 h1res in city government (see table 5- 6) is less—0.86 in sustain- -

- ment positions and 0.75 in project slots. For project jobs in nonproﬁt or-
‘ : ganizations the average number of dependents per participant is less than
- half the overall PSE city government average. ‘Almost eight out of ten
(78 percent) of public service employees in nonproﬁt orgamzatlons re- .
_portedno dependents atall. : -
These dependency rat'os may simply reﬂect the greater proportlon of .
_ women in nonprofit organlzatlon ‘employment. When the number of de-'
. pendents by employtng agency was analyzed for women only, however, L
~ the result was the same. : s : -
-+, The dlfferences in partlcrpant charactenstlcs between govemment and
nonprofit agencies may have been due to dlfferences in the type of posi-.
tions oﬁered by each type of employlng agency For tl\ns reason the char- '

. ‘\
-15. PSE workers in the school district or othcr govcmmcnts are not included.
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acteristics of persons holding secretanal-clencal posrtrons-—a rela.rvely

homogeneous occupatron-—-were,tabulated by agency Once again the re- .
~ suits were the same: 90 percent of persons holding PSE jobs of this type

“oine nonproﬁt organlzatrons reported more than a hlgh school education,

- ity. The more marginal pro]ects tended to hrre more blacks and fewer. - .

.while only 48 percent of crty PSE jobholders in this classification. did.
Thrrty-seven percent of secretanal-clencal PSE jobholders in the non-
_profit agencies were whrte,,only 21 percent of c1ty ]obholders were white. -

~Nonprofit agencies in San Francisco appear to target their hlnng less ', :

than do regular city govemmengnﬁe
-It is also possible to’ 1nvestlgate thefcharactenstlcs ot partrcrpants in

projects “on the margrn " As employment expansion contlnues does tar- -

getrng deteriorate or 1mprove'7 The answer appears to be nerther No srg-
nrﬁcant differencé could be 1den$ﬁed between hires in the best projects -
by MOET’s criteria and those that are closer to the margin of acceptabil-

Asrans or whites, - ~ e :
Although these results strongly suggest that: nonproﬁt organrzatrons

-have 4 comparatively poor record in targeting, these particular data may

-be influenced by the unusual nature of San Francisco itself. Although the

_ city shares many characteristics with other cities, the magnitude of its

problems ‘may be overstated by indicators meant to be applrcable to the

full range of American cities. Some features of San Francisco make it a

desrrable place to live. Young, better-educated persons with limited work

exp;nence may-be. attracted to the c;ty and as a result may be drspropor—

\ tronately represented as PSE workers in nonprofit social service agencies.

\The results i reported so far are for all partlcrpatmg nonprofit agencies

‘ combrkd\lt is useful to drsaggregate the participant data aiong the lines

that.we earlier suggested might have behavioral: srgnrﬁcance We classi-
fied organizations into three types for this purpose (D agencres with a

communrty-based (demographlc or geographic) constituency, ). agen- |

' " cies whose pnncrpal functlon 1s to provide training and ]ob—related ser-

vices,-and (3) agencies with a national affiliation. The dlsaggregatlon :

accompllshed by this classrﬁcatlon is modest, but'it is a step in the direc-

. tron of identifying whether and how ‘certain types of agenc:es affect the _
outcomes of CETA polrcy Data classrﬁed in this way appear in the last - -

- three, columns of table 5-6.

The disaggregated nonproﬁt partrcrpant data support several conclu-
sions. .Agencies with a formal orientation toward training appear to em-

:5‘} ploy youmger workers and workers who are from mlnonty groups more

o
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frequently than do others. ere -other nonproﬁt organrzatlons these -agen- -~
.cies do not target PSE )obs on welfare recipients or on warkers with de-

pt.ndents as well as- the crty did with its $ustainment slots.. The lower .

dependency ratio could be due to the' emphasrs on youth, however. Not

surpnsrngly, communrty-baSéd organizatrons do hire more minority work- o
‘ers than do other nonproﬁt organrzatrons on the average, the workers -
- they employ appear more. d1sadvantaged Teparting less education. and
more dependents and greater- frequency of welfare rece1pt than do par- - -
- ticipants in other nonprofit organrzatlons Only the dlﬁerence in minor=_ .
3 1ty proportlons and education is statrstrcally srgnlﬁcant however. Frnally,' '

" the table speaks strongest on the issue’ ‘of home-based versus natjoral

. dffiliates. On the average, targeting was much worse for natronally aﬁilr- ;. .

ated organizations.: Note that the categones are-not mutually exclusrve
some natroz}l
work and these agencres tended to hire 1n the same. manner as other
tra1n1ng-or1ented nonproﬁt agencres . .

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS EVALUATION PROJECT. In the fall of 1977 the

- San. Francrsco\Board of Supemsors asked its budget analyst to study PSE

xmplementatlon i the nonproﬁt organlzatrons that had received’ pro]ect
allocations fromi;the stimulus funds. The study was undertaken with staff
*hired with PSE’ money “The analyst’s report was issued on February 6,
1978.¢ The style ‘of the evaluation was zealous and explicitly pattemed

. after: those of the General Accountrng Olﬁce The report is used here to .

* provide. elements of a ‘study of PSE outcomes Lot

The board’s analysts made on-site visits to 202 of the pro)ects funded
by MOET and evaluated each on the basls of five criteria: (1) source of
referrals for PSE hires, (2) maintenance of separate bauk accounts for

) CETA funds, (3) compllance wrth record-keeping and reportlng requlre- :
_ ments, (4) appropriate use of CETA-subsidized perSonnel and (5) re-

. sources and _organizational ‘support provided PSE: ]obholdcrs Criteria

“one through three relate to complrance with routine teqturements Cri-’
.terion four was 1ntended to get at the drsplacement issue. An agency was
_ cited for 1nappropr1ate use'if it was “using CETA partrcrpants to carry.
out routine agency functrons or...not addressmg ‘the project goal and -
act1v1t1es spec1ﬁcd by the contract e Cntenon ﬁve related to the qualrty .

16 .San Francrsco Board of Supervrsors, “Momtormg RepOrt of the Comprehen- '

sive Employment and ’I‘rmmng Act (CETA) Title VI >ublic Service Employment
Pro]ects Operated by Private Nonproﬁt Orgamzauons \February l978), p. 14.
- 17. Teid.

y aﬂillated organrzatlons do employment and tralnrng .

ra

e
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_of the CETA jobs.and whether sponsoring agencies provided adequate B
E supervrsron faCilltleS, and tralnmg for the participants. The analysts sim- .
~ ply gave each pro]ect a problem or “no problem’ rankmg on: each item. _
' Thus it was possrble for a pruje o recwf up to five “bad marks ” Most
‘ _recerved one since very few agencres hired from employment service
L referrals—-the test for bad ‘marks ¢ on cr;,rerlon one. The analysts® rating
" *.can'be used to 1nvest|gate three quest ons: - = >
T <—To what extent did MOET’S proposal evaluatlons detect shortcom- ¢
s ,lngs that were related to problems idehtified by the board s monltonng
B team once:projects were in place?- . ‘
—Was there any ldentrﬁable relatlon between “bad" rankmgs b_\, the
- Board of Supemsors and those agency charactenstlcs hypothesrzed above
-, toaffect behavror" S / o
—Was there any 1dent|ﬁable relatlon between “bad” -rankings by the "
~ Board of Supervisors and the characterrstlcs of the people hlred by the
project? SLnE : , -
- To answer these questrons, we analyzed the board s evaluators ]udg- ’
* ments about whether the agency s use of PSE workers was appropriate
o Entenon 4) and whether its resources were S,ufﬁCIent (cntenon 5 ) Al-

CR .

ough deficiencies in all five categories could be attributed to the newness
Of the project approach, the speed at Wthh pro]ects were to be imple-
mented, and the early stage at which the projects were evaluated, the two
P categoncs we chose seemed the most lrkely to reveal fundamental agency
shortcomrngs T, g z
Usrng these two factors, we compared/ pal’tl(:lpant charactenstlcs in
h problem projects to those in others. We a{so tried to detect relatlonshlps
‘ - between the probablllty of a “problem” classification and certain agency |
_ and project characteristics. We found no srgnrﬁcant correlatlon between -
. the board’s evaluation results and MOET’s overall p,ro]ect rdnking. Some"
of the individual criteria used by MOET however, .proved good predlc-
.. tors of the .outéome of the board’s lnvestlgatron For example, those -
s pro]ects that involved activities certaih to be completed within a'year and |
- were scored. well on thls ‘characteristic by MOET were, exceptlonally .
.- likely (compared with others) to fall into, the: board’ “bad” category.
" Apparently the more. discrete and separable the pro]ects actrvrty was from -
the agency’s day-to-day functions, the more llkely it was to be 1ll -managed
~in the opinion of the board’s analysts. = - -
MOET’s advance evaluation of the quallty of tralnlng and supervrsron
expected for a projcst was borne out by the board’s'results. We found'a’

Ry

L.
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significant’ relation between the way MOET rated a project on these cri- _: ;

-teria and the lrkehhood that the board’s team would cite the project for

v‘prowdrng msufﬁcrent resources and orgamzatronal'support for Dartrcr—u
' pants. In- general both the MOET and:the Board of Supervisors evalu-

' ations gave projects low, marks on quality of tram’ing and supemsron ‘
‘.‘The average MOET rating of project proposals from nonproﬁt orgamza- - i
-tions:was 4.1.on a scale of 1 (best) to-5 (worst). The board’s’ momtormg,'.-' y

,’team reported that for half of the projects exammed the sponsormg~

agency had-“not committed sufficient resources to provide new CETA

' partrcrpants with adequate orgamzatronal support.”™®

As was the case for MOET rankmg, we detected no srgmﬁcant rela-

L tronshrp between the characterrstrcs of persons hired for problem projects .

and_the- characterrstrcs of persons hired for other proJects We ‘can infer -

that in San Francrsco at least, attention to management standard': need

not imperil the flow of CETA income to drsadvantaged households
The sample of agencres evaluated by the Board of Supemsors team -
was qurte smal], so it was drﬂicult to relate evaluatron results to agency

' charactenstrcs “We' did ﬁnd however, that agencres whose normal func-
tions focused on provrdmg “prrvate goods” were more lrkely than others_

to. be cited by the board’s nmonitoring team for “rnappropnate personnel

. »utrlrzatron 19 The same holds true for pro;ects within agencies that have ‘
- employment and training as a normal function.’'A srgnrﬁcant posrtrve re- -
. lationship was also detected between the number of positions assigned to .

. the agency; and the likelihood of citation for inappropriate job use:** "

‘These relatronshrps and the charactenzatron on which they are based.

‘are quite crude. Nonetheless the results support the contention that there

are systematic differences among different types. of nonproﬁt organiza- -
trons in response to PSE 'subsidies, and that the.outcomes may be related -
.to ‘factors, such as size of project over which the agency has some con-

trol More work is needed on models of nonproﬁt agencies to help plan

: the best ways to subsrdrz- therr work o e

X
'\_" - e
) 18 Ibid., p. 11. ’ S co Pt

9Ibld,pl4_

0. The conclusions crted in this, paragraph are based on results of atrmatron of
a loglt equation xelatmg the probab’llty of citation of an mdlvrdual project by the
Board of Supervrsors evaluation project for the problems cited in the text to project
and soonsormg organization characteristics. A complete description of these esti-

| mation results is avarlable in Galchick and \V‘seman “Background Data
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- .

b“summary 3 b ( o _v T._ .

s - ™

"We cdn draw the following conclusions' from our study of the use of

nonprofit organiz‘ations} for PSE in San Francisco: .
.—Prime sponsor preferences had a significant effect on the selection

~of nonprofit organizations that applied to participate in'PSE. Different

. preferences would’ have substantially changed.the, character of the em-

" government departments.

pleying agencies. If agencies of diﬁefen"t‘gypes use PSE dviﬁ’eren'tly, this

means that the outcomes from the use of nonprofitorganizations in CETA
" will depend on pijme sponsors. PR :
-3~ ~—Nonprofit organizations in San Francisco targeted less than did local

/ )
B 4

3

v tions in their commitment to federal goals fot PSE thét could be related

Py

N

.~ to the character of their normal function.

-—San Francisco’s €valuation criteria appear to have discriminated

~ against nonprofit organizations with national affiliations. The results of

the participant'-characte_ristic tabulations appear to justify this preference.
" —The margin for additional expansion of PSE in the nonprofit sector

s considerable: ‘We found no evidénce that targeting deteriorates as out- _
réach into the/nonprofit sector increases, but this may be a result of the

ordeﬁng of nonprofit brganizatiors imposed by San Francisco’s evalu:

-ation criteria. Some evidence was found in the Board of Supervisors® -
evaluation results that, all other thing§ being equal, larger projects were

more likely to lead to inappropriate job use than were small ones. This is
important, for MOET, like other prime sponsors, is likely to emphasize

large projects becausé they économize on agency effurt. :
g€ projects : > , gency

'—Both MOET’s own evaluation of the nonprofit project proposals
and the study done after implemenitation by the Board of Supervisors sug-
gest that nonprofit oi’ganiza'tions" used in San Francisco do not excel in
providing the kinds of training needed for a structural PSE policy.

- - The San Francisco results do not provide information on the effect of
pdSéible var_iat'ion/s in the _(_;ETA ¢ont1ja‘ct; and no information was .a\'/ail-

able on the effect of PSE on nonprofit organization service delivery. Be- .

cause of the procedures MOET used, this countercyclical program took

- a long time to start—<lose to eight months. Some of the delay, however,

was caused by.speciéﬂiircumstances unlikely to be present in the future.
N 8 ) v' . ' s * Lo . - .

° - - v

- .

- —=Some evidence was found of differences among nonprofit organiza-*

¢ .
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Nonproﬁt Publlc Servrce Employment Elsewhere t

St sponsor jurisdictions, by itself the evaluatrgn/rs,hmlted bCcadsc it may
" not apply anywhere outside San Francisco. Federal-rules and regulatrons
are the same for everyone. Yet these rules and regulations are- mterpreted

Although the data about nonproﬁt orgamzatlons in San Francisco pro-. s
; vrde important clues to the role of these orgamza}lons in other prirne

by prime’ sponsor ofﬁclals-who have different attitudes about the program -

’and who.are subject to a variety of different local constramts In this sec-
~ tion we- ahalyze noriprofit data for other - prime sponsors in the field study

sample -Although these data are 1mperfect at best, we can, comblpe them
* with the San Francisco data and draw’ some tentative conclusmns about
) nonproﬁt eflectrveness 1n the PSE program

e e

- . . -

. AttztudesandPolzcy Chozce ) . ’ '.

" ;- roles that nonprofit orgamzatlonsﬁ:an play in employment and training

Federal polrcy and regulatlons gencrally fail ta drstmgursh the drflerent -

" programs. By contrast, the field associates’ reports for prime sponsor jur- -

v B isdictions suggest that local officials apparently have clear notions about
- : what should be expectbd from nonprofit agencres wrthm their’ ]urlsdrc-‘ -

: - tioms. - : SN
' ' We tried to classxfy the pnme sponsor ]unsdrctrons mcluded in the

“ sample by the most prevalent attitude the ]unsdlctron s officials had to-__
" ward orgamzatlon involvement in the project portion “of PSE—the partof -

the program in which the federal government encouraged greater use of

" nonprofit agencles Although it is not always easy to identify any srngle k

rationale for using or not usmgnonproﬁt orgamzatlons three ma;or atti- - -
- tudes seemed to predomlnate among prime sponsors adoptlng a, posrtrve'

. attitude toward their involvement.

. As rmght be expected officials who favored using n0nPmﬁt organlza-','

At10'15 felt.they-had'a commrtment to serving the long-term unemployed or -
other dlsadvantaged target groups For example, the associate in one -

_large city reported “The selection of commumty-based organlzatrons as

" subcontractors under project PSE insures the continued targetmg of funds

towards the minority disadvantaged.” ‘ .

. Because the _project approach also was to be 1mplemented as part of a

- N . . . o3

O
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countercyclical Program, officials in a number of jurisdictions (including
- "San Francisco) saw the use of nonprofit organizations as the best way to
_hire'a large number of persons quickly. For these governments the coun-
té,rg}'clical strategy became the most important consideration in the use -of
nqn;ﬁroﬁt agencies. As one associate putit: - - . o
“The city and other governments were not hiring neariy enough title VI par-
ticipants to achieve hiring goals by the end of 1977. The PSE managers de-
~ cided- to sharply increase the number of slots to nonprofit organizations.-
Fortuitously, the Department of Labor was also calling for substantial non-
profit involvement in PSE. The city far exceeded the national policy target for

" " nghprofits.’ Co ' \ : » ‘

A third reported reason for involvement of nonprofit agencies was po-
htic?ﬂ: some nonprofit o‘rganizati_ons were viewed as having the necessary
local political influence to ensure -a role for themselves. For example, in

~ one city the associate maintained that the city council was “aware of the
political clout of some CBOs.” _ o -

*  Although these three attitudes favor a larger role for nonprofit organi-
zationé,' a fair proportion of. prime sponsors would not have used these
organizations without the federal requirement. Moreover, no associate
reported that local officials viewed nonprofit agencies as a primary means

*  of meeting local public service needs. Apparently governmental jurisdic-
tions—not nonprofit organizations—are considered tn be more important
when public services are emphasized under PSE. Governments that put »
more emphasis on public services and also are less likely to use nonprofit
agencies in many cases afe fiscally distressed jurisdictions that need PSE
to provide essential services. But a_siniilar tendency was evident in rela-
tively well-off suburban jurisdictions that were attracted to PSE by the

" possibility of enhancing the level of publicservices. -

The differences in attitudes reported by field associates are to some
extent reflectedin the proportion of project positions that the prime spon-

sor actually allocated to this sector.- Table 5-7 shows that prime sponsors”

whose officials had a “countercyclical strategy”—those who wanted to‘f}ll

many positions quickly—tended to ‘involve nonprofit agencies most fre-

“quently. Almost twice the percentage of project positions on the average

- were going to nonprofit organizations in ‘th'cse jurisdictions than the De-

" partment of Labor required. The association of nonprofit organizations

. with target groups also ensured a slightly larger than mandated role for

__.~su¢h_0tgahiza_t,iggs,,_B_ri‘_me sponsors that did not want the involvement of

nonprofit organizations did not use them as much as did others.with mo
positive attitudes. ‘ ' ’

-

*
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.
@

Reason, Selected Sample‘]unsdtctwn.s 1977

J : ‘ - Mean perceniage of St
Reported reava ] for use of positions allocated to
_nonprafit agencles, . nonprofit agenciess
To serve target groups (n = L 3 -
To Al many positions quickly (n = 5) ‘ , 5
Agencres have polmcal mﬂuence (n = 2) T 28
Prefers not to use nonproﬁt agencies (n = 5) 19

* Source: Dara,reponed by Brookings field associates, nineteen jurisdictions mc!uded

a. Unwcllhwd includes some positions allocated but not yet filled as o!' Decermber 31, 1977,

e

Political influence alone was not enough to ensure a large role for non-

profit organizations during the economic stimulus expansion of programs.
One reason is that they had not been large employets of participants be-

- .fore that time. Some associates reported, however, that the stimulus ex-

pansion did establish an important precedent for nonprofit org; 2 izations,

:

: Prolect Evaluatzons

The analysns of San Francisco data suggested that both the, project pro-
posal evaluation criteria per se.and the act of rating project proposals on

the basis of these criteria affected the kinds of nonprofit organizations.
‘likely to receive project fundmg How sumlar was this evaluation proce-
* dureto that used by other prime sponsors? How useful are these kinds of
- evaluatrons mﬁltenng nonprofit agencies?-- " -
" Inthe regulatrons governing the administration of the pro;ect portlon o
‘of PSE, the Department of Labor required all prime sponsors to_solicit -
‘and evaluate project proposals for possible funding. In doing so prime

sponsors were required to ensure that federal law would not be violated;

method of ranking proposals. But other jurisdictions were more likely to
separate ‘minimum pro;ect requxrements” from criteria that were more

o

“and these assocraﬁcs predicted more competmon for funding ' it future. .

for example jurisdictions had to maintain their local level of tax effort, -

“and private proﬁt—makmg orgamzatlons could not receive /ﬁtnds Other-
- wise prime sponsors had some latitude in desrgmng and usrng an evalu-
atjion system. .~ - . o : ,_
Point systems similar to San Francisco’s appeared t bé- a popular o

———————— . - e
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" comparative in nature. In these cases the minjmum requirements were not

- extensive and did not become part of the relative rankings that-were ulti-
[ mately used to choose among proposals. . . .
Y% Aside from the differences in thq treatment of minifum requirements
.+ and weights attached to individuél criteria, the evaluation criteria of the
+ " different jurisdictions generally dealt with similar issues. Most jurisdic- ‘\\
. tions set criteria having to do with structural aspects of the program—the
| targeting, training, and transition of participants. Yet these criteria were |
~ .almost always broadly|stated, and they were, sefdom accompanied by
"guidelines to help p;opdis)al evaluators assign points in a uniform way. For
; 't{xamplg,' several juri_sdicti_ons gave more points to projects that had a .
* commitment to hiring the unskilled. But viftually none of these jurisdic-’ h
‘ tiéhs provided guidance as to- precisely bow many parﬁcipanté in what
tyf)es qf‘bccgjiations conétitut'qd such a commitment. Moreover,"some'cfi-
teﬁa concerned “serving the target groups.” Yet few evaluations stipu-
- lated exactly which target groups should be given priority. LY -
~ [The general lack of specificity in the rating of ‘projeéct proposals has ‘
! »seji'/eral results. First, the evaluation,procedure loses 5ome ability to dis-,
; Eihguish betweyex}i,prdject’% proposals that meet federal requirements and
_/explicit local objectives ahd those that do not. Second, as demonstrated -
e / :—i_’lf} San Francisco, lack of specificity in evaluating goals may lead ‘evalu-
- '; ai'tqrs_tg;gi__ge exceptional weight to mere procedural matters as they allo- ‘

. cate’ funds. Third, ambiguity in the selection process reduces the likeli- LT
hood that the contract between the prime sponsor and the nonprofit
organization will be tightly specified and properly implementéd._‘

We' emphasize that the prcject approach was a new and large-scale

~ - venture for both the prime sponsors that evaluated proposals and for the
nonprofit organizations that submitted and implemented the;n. Nonethe-
less, many of the problems identified in these kinds of evaluations may‘be,

~ inherent in the process itself and may reappear should federal counter-
, cyclical pqlicy once again mandate a massive buildup in the nur'nbe‘r of
= . PSEjobs.” Co Tk ) .

Sk

A

. & . . i

The ParﬂcipdtingVOrgar:;izatibonsv S . e

~ The field data do not allow us to describe in detail the process by which ™ ¥

the project evaluations result in the_choice of nonprofit organizations for

funding. But we can compare in a general %&gy the choices in other prime

~ sponsors with those of San Francisco. . v

\
\

- - . hd r . .
A . Cs . Lo : : %
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We' have already seen that both in San Francrsco and in all prime

Sponsors in oyr sample national nonproﬁt organizations recerved fewer

. PSE positions-than did local organrzatrons The national training organi-
zations that had their roots in the pover:y programs of the 1960s and
whose influence was a key factor in the expended role for nonprofit agen- -

cies under PSE received even fewer posmons ‘There are several possible

available to apply for PSE allocations far exceeds the number of available

‘“nationals.”® On the average, however,. national organizations would
* . tend to be larger in size and would be more likely to meet at least the mini-

mum requirements for receipt of PSE allocations. Second it is possible

.,that*many national nonprofit organizations simply did not apply-for PSE
"fundnng But évidence from the field reports suggests that it was noj/in-
, common for prime sponsors to solicit individual organizations for prgzect

* proposals. Given this practice, it is unlikely that surtable national organi-

zations would have been ‘ignored. Third, some’ooservers have suggested
that local affiliates of national organizations may not have the flexibility
to deviate much from the polrcres set at headquarters—and tailoring job

value i in an alternative role. For seven of the prime sponsaf ]urrsdrctrons

"in our sample national organizations were used as “ambrella organiza-
'trons " In most instances. “these umbrella orgamzatrons handled the allo-
__catron of posmons among other nonproﬁt agencies. They also played a~
: key role in PSE rmplementatron in the nonprofit sector by coordinating
partrcrpant selection and referral, by keeping enrollment ard payroll rec- - :
“ords, and by pro\rdrng technrcal assrstance to other nonproﬁt organiza- f

llOl'lS.

.

There seem to be two basic reasons. for using such umbrella organrza- ;
" -tions. The first is a matter of competence In some ]urrsdrctrons the um-
s brella organization he‘ped the prime sponsor administer a much expanded

_ program especially by grvrng technical and administrative’assistance to -

the new players in PSE—the smaller, local nonprofit agencies.. The sec-

21 Approxrmatcly 14, 000 national organizations zre listed in Frsk Enr:yclopedra

V of Associations. This amounts to slightly over 2 percent of Wersbrod's estrmate of

the numbcr of exrstmg natronal .and local nonproﬁt orgamzatrons .

-reasons for this development. First; the number of local organizations :

. requests to the needs of the prrme sponsor may requ.re a consrderable de- )
* greeof flexibility. ‘ -
A fourth poSSrble reason for the relatrvely poor showrng of national

organizations as PSE employers is that they may have been of greater .

ond is a matter of politics. The use of umbrella organrzatrons to allocate .y
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L ing employment and tralnlng Pr1me sponsors’ apparently preferred to use .
~.-national organrzatlons in thrs way. Whether thrs “guidance” function led -
7 to the prov1s1on of more or fewer ]ObS to the dlsadvantaged than would

e .

' sunsrmzmc EMPLOYMENT IN T}{E NONPROFIT sscron 111

_' posrtrons or to. admlnrster the program or to do both,- reduced polltrcal
, pressure or the prime SpOnSor. . - e '

These natlonal nonprofit organrzatrons therefore tend to ‘have therr_

otherwrse have been the case is not clear

TheContracts , "_\ R A v DT
v ~An 1mportant aspect of the contract betWeen pr1me sponsors and non-
profit organizations is the speclﬁcatron of how much money will be allo-
cated for admlnlstratlve purposes.-The CETA' regulations allowed up to

15 percent of ‘the grant to be used for administration and related mat-

‘,ters 2 These allowances are used for two primary purposes: ‘hiring staff
to handle "enrollment and. payroll records, and hiring staff to supervrse' '
- and train | partlclpants '

Evrdence from the ﬁeld reports. suggests that the actual proportlon

o allocated has ranged. fromiwro to the full allowabyamount An across-
: the-board allocatron of:an admrnrstratrve allowan

o tractors is more the exceptron than the rule. Several jurisdictions, includ-
i 1ng San- Francrsco prov1ded no admlnlstratrve allowances to nonprofit
. of ganrzatrons In some govemments the reason for keeprng admlnrstratlve

LS more would bes
_pants’in a

- statroned e ,
S Whether outstatronlng was done for adm1nlstrat1ve convenience or politi-
.cal cons1deratlons a common result was that the nonproﬁt employer s

"Allowable Federal’ Costs » Federal Regmer, vol 42 (October 18, 1977), pp. .
‘:_55763—60 o , . H

costs low was quitg stralghtforward the less spent on admiinistration, the

< lapte to pay partrcxpants In other jurisdictions partici-
f mber f nonproﬁt orgamzatrons were considered to be out-
1ploy €es of e1ther the prime sponsor or an umbrella agency

grant covered only the wages and frrnge benefits the workers were paid.

. When prime sponsors do not provrde administrative allowances tonon-
proﬁt organlzatlons these organlzatlons can only prov1de extra super-
“vision or training for PSE workers if they commit non-CETA funds to do o
|t Under this crrcumstance the nature of the employrng nonproﬁt orga-
‘ nlzatron 1tself—-the agency s normal function and objectrves—becomes’

22 Allowable federal costs for the PSE stlmulus expansron are descrrbed m'

to all PSE subcon-



Table 5 8 Characterrslrcs of Pubhc Servrce Employment Parnczpanrv by CIass of Jurxsdrcuon, Agency, and Program Type,

L

-

'~SeIected Prxme Sponsors in the Stua'y Sample December 1977

o
2

Unwelghted average’ percentages _l’

Small €tties and

Large di vtressed cmes Other lcrge cities - suburban counties

=8 o =8 =6
-~ _ R Governmertl Nonproﬁt - Government ~Nonproﬁt Government - Nonprofit ‘v )
" ",Pt'zrtvic‘r'pant‘enarocrerixric' s P s P . S 'P . s P ) .S . 2 S P "

Male™ ' L7700 66 - 62 65 65 a1 .51 - s4 2 38 42
" Nonwhite - 0 N 'm e 66 4hsrv 49 . 3 3 2
.-;Lessthnn 2 yearsold 0 225 15 4 2 u B w189 10
'_"»Less than 12 years ofschoolmg 28 28 .71 -2 18 15, 4 13. 27 25 .03 16 -
'iUnemployed,lS of ‘more of previous 20 weeks 54 - 88 62 ) 94 . /;"/ 8 17 77_ 76 " 39 s 47 65
“Unemployed less than 15 ofprevnousweeks e s om0 2 T o R oM M4 009
'?’FamxlyrecewmAFDc R 1 3. 4.:s° s 8 12 .9 77 4 T s
":'Fa‘mxlyrmcome less than 70 percent of . S | ., ' C . . . . 2 - ‘
- *lower living standard” - 45 . 75 55 85 -, 67 15, 6 75 36 38 . 56.__ 68
1:Econonncally disadvantaged @8 s w0 e s 6 M 64 62 65 80

. ‘Source: Authors’ alculatiors based on ;nm n:portcd by Brookings field associates, - Coo IR './ O s

.. a. Characteristics are defined as of xhc (lmoof lhe parumpnms cntry into the program.
.- 8 = Sustainment po:rhons. . .

.- P = Project positions. '

! _AFDL = Aid to famxlics wuh dcpcndcnt children.
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an lmportant determmant of whether it prov1des addltlonal supervrslon' .

7

Outcomes Targetmg, Tratmng, and Transmon

Analysls of participant characterrstlcs in San Franclsco raised serious

E doubts about the ability of nonprofit organ ations, especrally national
- orgamzauons to be morg effective than goveéXamental units in targeting

on the $tructurally dlsadvantaged The questionjremains, however: Is San
Francrsco an unusual case, or does this 1nterpretat|on hold up in other
prime sponsors aswell? o A
" The field associates collected data on"partlcrpant charactéristics of en-

" rollees as of December 1977 (see table 5-8). Although these data may

be biased begause the charactenstlcs reported in the larger ]Lll'lsdlctlonS
reﬂect particular agencies selected for sampling, this informagion does

e provrde important points of comparison with the San Francrsco data

~The most stnkmg finding relates to the age, race, sex, and educational

",attalnment of the perticipants. In all types N ]Lll'lSdlCtlonS larger per—

centages of participants in nonprofit organizations are female, white, rela-
trvely old, and well educated than are participants employed. in govern-
ment ‘agencies. This appears to be true for both the sustainment and the

: - project portrons of the _program. The notable exceptlon tc this tendency

occurs in suburban prlme sponsors Nonprofit organizations in these juris-

.- dictions employed a greater percentage of minorities than did govemment
.-agencies. - N ' :

That demographlc characteristics are skewed in favor of older, more”

: highly educated females rmay refiect the general cultural and social ser-
. Vices onentatlon of the mhjority of nonproﬁt agencies. This orientation
-offsets the kinds of PSE jobs created on a large scale in government and

tradltlonally held by men—those in publlc works and sanitation, for ex-
ample. At the same time, the’ nonprofit agencies may create jobs requiring

‘more skills than those normally needed on governmental street crews, and

to fill them they select females who are more well off in terms of age and
educational attainment. - . - . -
Interpretmg mformatlon on employment hlstory and income is. much

; more difficult because the data do not allow us to control for the length

of time that the partrcrpants had been enrolled in the program. The rules
of PSE partrcrpant ellglblllty had" undergone several changes sihce the
start of CETA" programs and thls may partly explam why nonproﬁ gen- :

-
)

s
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- > cies were reported to be@servrng the more d1sadvantaged in the sustam- _
. ment portlon of the program. Becaiise nonprofit organizations as a whole :
- were q10t large PSE employers until the stimulus expansion, the income
and er nployment characteristics of their sustainment hires would be ex-
' pected to be hke those of project participants. Half of the new susta1n- )
" ment hires were to meet the stricter elrgrbrlrty criteria requlred for all
prolect partrcrpants AR T : S
- Likewisz, explaining the pattem of incomé and en‘lployment character- ,
istics for nonprofit and government agencies in the project portion is more " -
comphcated ‘because local .0 _@crals had the flexibility to impose elrgrbrlrty
standards in addition to federal requirements. One finding that does
' “emerge, however, contrasts somewhat withr the ﬁndrngs on demographrc
’ charactenstrcs Witk some_exceptions, nonproﬁt organrzatrons targeted
. on the basis of 1 income and employment history as much as or more than
o drd govemmental units.. . S SR
- On balance these data partly support the San Francrsco conclus1ons
about th”‘targetrng ing effectiveness o ) onproﬁt organrzatrons Such organi-
" rAtions do as well-as govemments in meeting the elrgrbrhtyrequrrements
. set'up in the law—--requrrement % to do with income and employ-
S _ ment status, If targeting on; fe ales, minorities, youth, and less-educated..
R ’1nd1vrduals is also intended.to_be part of the commitment of CETA, the:
0 record of nonproﬁt orgamzatro, s looks less favorable. Aside from ex-
B ceptronal employment of wo ) such agencres ‘appear to be less llkely to .

B serve these groups than are governments S
) Although many ¢ nsider targetmg to be the most 1mportant factor call-
\ o 1ng for’ 1nvolv1ng nonprofit orgamzatlons in PSE training is also impor-
o T tant in measuring nonprofit success in carrying out structural ob)ectrves
2 ' Although the field reports do not allow us to compare the training taking <"

o place in govemments with that.in nonprofit orgamzatrons, we can evalu-
- ‘ateina general way the 1mportance of training for all types of employrng' :
agencies and then make some general observations about tra1n1ng in non-

* profit agencres : - § - : ’=‘
" . The amount of tra1n1ng varies a great deal from JUI’ISdlCthﬂ to le’lSdlC- o
tron ‘Field associates for-only five of the twenty-two sample prime spon- _l'“.\_
Sors reported that their jurisdictions prov1ded good tra1n1ng opportun1t1es .
- for their parttcrpants Seven more pnme sponsors prov1ded moderate o
levels of trarmng, and ten prrme sponsors prov1ded few tra1n1ng oppor- o
tunities. . . - : ,/" ‘ : Lo
The level of trammg prov1ded is apparently not related to the use of -
nonproﬁt orgamzat’ ons as employers of PSE workers When govemments

Q
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‘were put into high, moderate, and low training categories, the mean level
of participants in nonprofit organizations*was apprO’Ximatély the same—

.25 percent—for each. Two tentative conclusions can be drawn as a result.
First, it £.ay be that ‘a large commitment to nonprofit organizations
neither promotes nor impedes training oppdrtunjties for participants.

- Second, although prime sponsor allocation criteria usually include train-'

ing objectives, in practice evaluators apparently. do not také'sucll criteria

seriously. Otherwise the “high training” sponsors would have had @ dis--

‘proportionate number of jobs in nonprofit organizations. . - o

The field reports also do not allow us to draw strong conclusions about

the relative effectiveness of nonprofit organizations in PSE transition ef-
forts—a third important structural objective. It appears, however, that
transition opportunities.were not being encouraged for governments or .
‘nonprofit agencies. This lack of embhasis was due to the federal counter-
cyclical strategy. The field observations occurred at a time when the fed-
eral government was- encouraging both structural and countercyclical
policies simultaneously. The result, intentional or not, was that prime -
sponsors emphasized the hiring rather than the structural goals of PSE.

S Even though locai officials were rapidly building up PSE levels, we.still -
" found evidence that some of .these officials were also reluctant to depend
~on nonprofit organizations for PSE transition because the nature of the .
services the agencies provide may not offer.a good opportunity forit.

. Data from San Francisco and from the othér prime sponsors show_that

while the Ppurposes of nonprofit organizations in PSE may be varied, these
-organizations are largely confined to secial service and cultural activities.

- This concentration limits the types of occupations that-can be developed
to perform needed tasks. Moreover, by their very nature nonprofit agen-
cies may engage in activities that neither the government nor the private
sector will undertake, If participants gain skills and experience that are
specific gd their jobs in nonprofit agencies, they might not be able to use
those skills elsewhere. Innovative uses of PSE participants in nonprofit

" organizations may therefore ultimately work to the disadvantage of the

-

 participants themselves.
;‘/IA’;

" Summary

s

/"~ Field associates’ reports generally support the conclusions drawn from
"t the San Francisco analysis. In’particular, the following points may be em- -
phasized: - N T
—Because federal PSE policy does not clearly distiﬁ:'guish among struc-

P
. .
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: tural countercyclrcal and. publlc semce ob]ectlves the attrtudes and
: .-preferences of local prime_sponsors are. 1mportant determrnants of the
- extent and character of. partrcrpatlon by nonproﬁt orgamzatrons Al- |
though many local’ ofﬁcrals equate nonprofit organizations with' a com-
- mitment to serving target groups, actual involvement of nonprofit agen-
; " ciesin 1977 tended to be greatest when local govemment pollry was.itself .
Sy or1ented toward countercyclrcal objectlves ,
o ‘ —The project selection procedures used during our observatron penod :
. were not specific enough to predrct what kinds of nonprofit organizations
receive funding and what results funded projects will actually. produce.
- Contracts between pr1me SPONSors and nonproﬁt organrzatlons generally_
© did not specrfy how an orgamzatron must meet federal requrrements or -
~tw. 7 local objectives. S - : .
[ _—Locally based nonproﬁt organizations employ far more PSE work-.
ers than do. national orgamzatrons *Nationally affiliated organlzattons
were occasionally used by prime sponsors to coordinate PSE in the non-
ER proﬁt sector! But the nonproﬁt organrzatrons seen 1n Washmgton are not
by and large the agencles that get the job allocations. .,
—Data from the sample. ]lll’lSdlCthllS generally support the conclusion
“based on the San F rancisco ‘evidence that nonprofit organizations do not
* " achieve the tarreung objectives of PSE ‘as well as do local governments.
* Whether nonproﬁt organization training, and transmon capabilities are
_ - better or worse is still debatable because our ev1dence indicates that these
goals were not emphasrzed in either sector: Fragmentary comparatlve evi-
dence suggests, however, that the Tederal/ government should nof change
the mix of PSE toward greater placement in nonproﬁt organrzatrons ifit
- wants to pursue structural ob]ectlves

N3

-

-

SN Impllcatrons, . ' ,
. The results presented 1n\tl1/s chapter havé 1mplrcatlons for both re-
- search and policy. These 1mplrcatlons are weak because, as has already :
: ‘been pomted out, they are. drawn from data that were collected for other - -
. ends. o : , v T
St 0N the research side, the San Francrsco data suggest that there are 1n- -
‘0 deed behavioral differences among different types of nonprofit organiza-
* tions and that these drﬁerences affect performance under PSE These

O
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results need to be verified at other sites, and muck ‘more study is rl/egded
on the behavior of nonprofit organizations, = : T
On the policy side, if a]l nonprofit organizations behaved the same way .
and if thc;‘ data presented here were the best available for guidiag policy,
the clearest implication would be that nonprofit agencies have a substan-
tialpotential for creating jobs, but the jobs they create are unlikely to be
targeted very well. Some degree of targeting is desirable to achieve both
structural and countercyclical objectives. Thus these considerations argue
either for no involvement of nonprofit organizations at all, highly selec-

tive involvement, or involvement only in a sll‘ort-term employment pro- .
. gram that hires workers of any kind who are made jobless by an economic-.
- downfurn—a countercyclical program. ’

'SUBSIDIZING EMPLOYMENT IN THE NONPROFIT SECTOR 117 °

-

Recent changes in PSE regulations have'strengthe‘ned_the'°structural .

~emphasis of the program. Targeting and training provisions are more sub-"
. stantial, the wage limitation has been tightened, and maximum_tenure

limitations have been imposed. These changes have in many jurisdictions

- made placement of PSE jobhclders more difficult and consequently have -

increased prime sponsor attention to nonprofit organizations for job cre-.
ation. The field study data show that unless prime sponsors pay more ‘at-

" tention to contract specification and monitoring, the shift to the nonprofit
- sector will diminish the impact of the new legislation. '



1

-Epilogue = © ¢\

TEN MONTHS after the observatrons reported on in this study were com-
. pleted Congress passed the Comprehensrve Employment and’ Trammg

Act Amendments of 978, which reauthorized all CETA programs and
required reipient )unsdxctrons to grve greater emphasxs to hiring eco- .

normcally drsadvantaged pefsons The amendments also imposed - new
limits orrthe length of time a pamcxpant could stay in the public service
_employment program and on ih= use of local funding to supplement fed-

.eral PSE wages. These changes were intended to shift the program toward *

i serving. the most needy 1ndxvxduals and to discourage local govemments

- frotausing PSE for dxsplacenent Longress also reduced appropriations
for PSE. Enrollment, which reached a peak of 755,000 persons in April-
. 1978, droppeu to 534 000 in December 1978 and to 397 000 in Decem~ - :

ber 1979. , s e

The PSE program that emerged after the 1978 amendments treated

Jocal oﬁicrals interests differently than did the program the field associates

"reported on m -1977. Congress was no longer as interested in helprng local",k

g

, govemments expand- and mau'ta.n pubhvserv.ces or in creating large
numbers of jobs to counter unemployment Congress placed more empha-- _‘ '

sis than before on the st}’uctural _objective—helping long-term unems
-ployed perSons find ]obs and gain skills. (Most of the decline in enroll-

“ment was in title Vi, the countercyclxcal portion of PSE; enrollment in

.. fitle TI, the structural portxon almost doubled between Decpmber 1977
. andDecember 1979.) - . ' . :

L Local govemments found that they were expected to admxmster z pro— -
. gram in whxch low-skilled persons would make up a larger proportron of

S the. participants_ ‘than before. Af the’ same time, local jurisdictions were

expected to make do with fewer pzrtrcxpants m general and to comply

. o _with new restnctxons on elxgrbxlxty, wages and ténure. They‘ were told _
" that thexr complxance thh federal rules woula be more ngorously.,»

_scrutlnxzed S » S

o118
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“To local officials, the changes in the law and the reduction in program
Size'meant they had to change the kind of brograg;ﬂley;f\!ermoperating
and the way they administered it. As the effects-of the 1978 amendments
.c'ixme to be felt throughout the program, a number of agencies absorbed

_their PSE slots and cut back or-eliminated their participation; they made
it clea%gt they were disappointed with the program. In brief, they stated
-that the ) :

was no longer anything in PSE for them.? . )

" Early in 1981 the Reagan administration, as part of its éﬂgr_t"gd reduce
federal spending, proposed to eliminate the PSE program by‘th_e end of
fiscal 1981. This proposal met with relatively little resistance. We think

- the reason for this is that the 1978 amendments significantly reduced the

value of the program to local operators. State and local governments-
seemed to.be morg concerned about proposed reduttions in other forms
of-federal aid. Nonetheless, if the program is ended, several fiscally dis- .

“tressed cities will be forced to make painful adjust:nents because they have

been more likely than better-off cities tc-assign PSE workers to basic ser-

vices. This fiscal flow has also become a major lifeline for commu'ni;y‘-
- based nonprofit organizations. They too will be especially hard hit if the .

PSE program is ended or sharply reduced. .

1. For a detailed rebdrt on the local reaction, see Robert, F. Cook and others,

. Public Service Employment in Fiscal Year 1980, Office of Program Evaluation, Em-

ployment and Training Administration, U.S, Department of Labor (USDL; April’

" 1981), a report based on a found of field obsefvations conducted in December 1979,

A fourth and final round of field observations was conducted in December 1980. A

- report to the Department of Labor is inspreparation. .

v;
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| f_Samphng Techmque for Field
R Observatrons in Large Junsd1ct1ons

.
-

. IN THE FIRST round of the study we detenninedthat the size of the pro-
gram and the number of agenci¢s and projects employing public serv1ce )
employment workers in the larg.r jurisdictions made it difficult to care-
fully examine.the activities of al partrcrpants and to interview ‘the heads

. of the agencres in which they are employed However, ‘we felt it was im-
o " portant to observe the actlvm.s of PSE participants. Therefore we
o adopted-a samplmg procedure in the second round for jurisdictions with /’
more than 1,000 PSE partlclpants We recognlzed m ‘planning the sam- l
pling procedure that there would be no advanta§e in selecting individual ./
PSE participants for study, because such a large’number of agencies and’ '
- projects would then have to be bserved. As a result we used a sample
. © . of agenczes for the second observation. i
Lo -+ - .For ali “the ]unsdrdtlons wrt‘ more ‘than 1,000 PSE partncnpants-— -
e whlch included all the largg cities and one suburban county—-the assocl-
. ates initially told the central staff at BrooKrngs how many persons ° Were
» . enrolled under title II and title VI and how many were enrolled by each
.type of employrng organlzatlon that s, the local govemment /rtself
another government agency, a nonprofit agency, and so on. From this i in- -
formatlon the central staff determined how many. positions should be
sampled in each of thése large ]unsdlctlons Once the number of posmons
. tobe sampled was calcplated for each Junsdlctlon, jobs were distributed
-~ - proportionally to actual enroliment of workers in the ,unsdlctlon, ﬁrst by -
' " title and{then by employlng agencies thhm each title. Specnﬁc agenclcs
were thén selected for observation to meet the sample requrrements
~ " In-some cases the number of participan’s in a partlcular agency ex-
ceeded the sample requlrements as when 300 part1c1pants were perform-
- ing cleanup operatlons in the streets department In these cases we did not
- allow one agency to account for the entire sample in that category, norl
€ o - N
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‘the sample and was’actually observed. The associate, however, reported

"
s

did we exclude it because of its size. Instead, the agency was included in

the results as the proportion of the sample. that the agency represented

in the universe for that title and type of agency in the jurisdiction. In this

. ‘way it was possible to sample a number of agencies even where the. num-

- ber of participants”in each agency was quite large. This procedure im-
‘plies that the number of positions actually examined is greater than the-

i

sample numbers reported here.

3

In the jurisdictions whefe the procedure was' used the sample covers -
* 5,434 participants, or 10 percent, of all the'positions in those jurisdictions.

Combined with the number of participants in the jurisdictions where sam- -
pling was not.needed, the data presénted in chapter 2 are based on the
examination of 9,368 pos‘i'tions; or roughly 5 percent of all the positions
in all of thg-juﬁsdictions studied. ’ : L O
To cglculate ’tyhe percentages shown in the tables in chapter 2, we mul- -
tiplied the proportions for.sampled positions by the total'number of par-
ticipants for each title and for each type of employing agency within each
jurisdiction in which a sampling procedure was used. This procedure was
desigried to produce an estimate of displacement in each jurisdiction and *

. for the sample as awhole. - : - ‘
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\ FIELD EVALUATION

> U.S."public acmce employment _program, a.component of the Compr
hensive Employment and  Training . Act of 1973, began as mresponse to Teces- -
ion and was.intended to create eommumty service jobs for the temporanly L

‘ unemployed who ‘would othervme receiv publxc aid. Later, the ! program was T
_expanded to include “assistance to persons who perennially fail fo find work:
 because they lack. enough cducation or skill. Such long-term unemployed were ™ T

“thus-given an_ opportunity to acquire training and experience. - RS
“As me public service employment progmm grew, the i issue beeame whether e

it would indeed create additional employment or whether state and local gov- T
: tnments would use federal funds to pay ‘workers they would have 'employed S
- anywayr “This and related i issues constitute the subject of the- “investigation re- :
‘ported here. In 1976, with the: support ‘of the National Commxsnon for Em-:
g ployment Pohcy, a:group of Brookmgs stntf members headed by Rxehnrd P.:
"bNathnn began’ eonductmg field evnluatxons of the pubhc semce employment R
olving forty scparate 1unad1ctlons Thxs study presents the findings
_f_ tbe ﬂrst two ‘

'_.earher ccon: etnc"tsmdxec eanmated. Then- omerﬂnmngs relate to the knnds -
of services prowded by program pnrt;expants and the extent to whxch the pro-
‘-gram employs dxsa;l g '!tnxed workers. ’ :

“of the_ Brookmxs G ernmental Studlea staff and completed it since becommg'f
atﬁlmed with Princeton Univensity in 1979. V Lane Rawlms is professor of
feeononucs at Washington State University. L , o
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