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P;‘eface

1

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

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

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

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

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

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

These studies have found that employment and training programs were -

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- and attempts to appraise what their effects will be.

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

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

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

consulted government and nongovernment officials and used information

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

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

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

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

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

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

members of the Committee on Evaluation of Employment ahd Training .

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

PHILIP J. RUTLEDGE, Chairman

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

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

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

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

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

_jobs. .

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

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

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

BACKGROUND

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

income and useful community improvement activities for low-income

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

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

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

\‘ . 3
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Overview . | 3

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

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

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

»
t

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

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

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

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

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

parks and recreation; projects conducted by nonprofit agencies were

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

-

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

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

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

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

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

vi

o

Vi

D

Vi

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

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

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

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

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

*  reserved {or training. Dutation of public se rvice jobs for each participant
limited to 18 months,
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partially successful in achieving what Congress had intended—increased
enrollment of the poor in public service employment projects and
devéloping projects in activities that otherwise would not have been
sgpportcd with lodal funds. ) .

SUMMARY OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS

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