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Abstract 

This report presents the results of a study to design the 
appropriate evaluation system needed at the Department of Labor for 
decentralized operation of a comprehensive manpmver program. It 
covers not duly the prior:i.ty evaluations needed and the methods of 
performing them, but also changes required in planning, reporting, 
and administration in order to make the evaluation system effective. 
An examination of the different measures that might be used, a digest 
of the proposed legislation conSidered, and a recommended assignment 
of responsibility for the system within the Department are included. 
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I. PROLOGUE 

A. Study Objectives 

The work described in this report has spanned a period of time 
marked by considerable legislative activity in the manpower field, even 
though new legislation has not been enacted into law. This legislative 
activity has been complemented by preparatory work within the Depart­
ment of Labor for operating decentralized and, possibly, decategorized 
comprehensive manpower programs. As part of this effort, the Urban 
Institute was asked to assist the Department of Labor by developing 
criteria and systems for use in assessing manpower plans, and performancG 
under those plans by State and local comprehensive manpower groups to 
be established in accordance with the Administration-supported Nan-rower 
Training Act or alternative legislative or administrative action. 

The objectives of our study were described in the statement of 
work as follows: 

The primary objective of the Urban Institute study is 
to develop an evaluation system which will enable the 
Department of Labor and the Manpmver Administration to 
determine how efficiently and effectively prime sponsors 
are carrying out the objectives of the national program. 
This evaluation system will provide the Department of 
Labor with a capability for (1) assessing the adequacy 
and feasibility of prime sponsor manpmver plans; 
(2) measuring exemplary arid satisfactory performance; 
(3) determining State and local technical assistance 
needs; (4) moving State and local programs toward 
national goals and policies; and (5) identifying and 
disseminating the most effective program concepts. 
The system should also be designed to be useful to 
State and local officials who will be called upon to 
generate much of the required data. 

As part of its design, the Urban Institute will develop 
appropriate criteria for measuring the effectiveness of 
prime sponsor plans and programs relative to possible 
national policy goals, in addition to State and local 
policy goals. The Institute will also identify the 
labor market information required for the assessment 
of plans and projects and indicate hotv this information 
should be obtained. 
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B. Scope and Approach 

This study, undertaken over a',l eight month period, has been an 
attempt to apply the precepts deve:!.oped by other broader studies )) 
specifically to the evaluation of DOL operations in a decentralized 
comprehensive manpower program and to draw the implications of such 
evaluation for planning, allocation, and control. 

The approach taken by the Institute in carrying out the tasks speci­
fied in the work statement has had three major thrusts: (1) a functional 
analysis of the operational responsibilities a planning and evaluation 
system will have to support; (2) a review of the appropriate present 
DOL reporting and management systems; and (3) a review of the current 
state of knowledge on the interaction of labor market conditions, appli­
cant groups, and manpower programs. 

Information for the study was obtained from reports, docunlents, and 
interviews taken at 'the national, regional, state, and local levels. 
Selected DOL evaluation studies and policy papers, program reporting 
system designs, program guidelines, and technical assistance materials 
\'7e!'e collected and reviewed. Extensive interviewing was carried out, 
within the Office of the Assistant Secr~tary for Administration: the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Evaluation, and Research 
and, within the Nanpo\.;rer Administration, the Office of the Deputy 1:lanpo\.;rer 
Administrator, the Office of Manpower Management Data Systems, the United 
States Training and Employment Service, and the Office of Policy, Evalua­
tion, and Research. Site visits were made to five regional offices, ~/ 
five State Employment Agencies, 1/ and selected programs in six local 
areas. !:!./ 

The report a;t.\s at describing the evaluation and planning system 
necessary to support program operation under the various legislative 

]J 

2/ 
3/ 
Til 

For example: Michael Borus and William Tash, Measuring the Impact of 
r!anpm07er Programs (Policy Papers in Human Resources and Industrial 
Relations 17), Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, University 
of Hichigan - Wayne State University, 1970; "Evaluation Under MIA," 
(Internal DOL Paper); Federal Evaluation Policy, Joseph S. Wholey, 
et aI., Urban Institute, June 1970. 
Boston, Atlanta, Philadelphia, Chicago, Denver. 
Connecticut, Georgia, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Utah. 
Ne\v Haven, Atlanta, Pittsburgh, Chicago, Salt Lake City, Philadelphia. 
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proposals and in drawing the implications of h suc a system for planning, 
reporting, allocation and control. Clearly, a detailed design of the 
system at the handbooks and procedures level in all of th 
bevond th f 1" ese areas is 

.~ e scope 0 so 1m1ted an effort. Nevertheless the a' 
nents nece h b ' m Jor cor;:r,o-

s:ary ave een analyzed and developed in sufficient detail ~o 
make operat1onal recommendations to DOL and to serve as the sta t' - , 
for internal DOL task force design efforts Many of the e abl,r 1~g ~o~nt 
for a detailed design will have to be made'at the level ofnth 1~!g eC1Blons 
Administrat d h' ff e fanpower or an 1S sta and are beyond the province of a contracto;. 
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C. Legislative Background 

The major pieces of proposed legi.Hlation considered in this study 
are the Administration's Nanpower Trair!ing Act of 1969 (S-2838), the Compre- II 
hensive 'Hanpower Act (HR-195l9) and the Employment and Manpower Act (S-3867)._ 
T ether they cover the most important aspects of proposals for decentral­
i~:tion that were put forward or under considerat~on during the ~eriod of 
the study.~1 In this report, we deal with a plann1ng and evaluat10n sy~tem 
for a decentralized and decategorized comprehensive manpower,prog:am wh1ch

31 should be feasible under most features of these proposed leg1slat1ve acts._ 

We have considered the possibility that no basically new legislation 
, the manpower field will be passed in the near future and assessed the 
~~fect of this contingency on our ,vork. For these ,p~rposes, 've ha~:e assumed 
the continuation of recent trends toward decentra11z.1ng the operat10n of the 
manpm'ler system through administrative artions. We as:um: also that the 
development of more comprehensive service component: W1th1n progr~ms (such 
as in CEP) 'viII continue. Insofar as these assumpt10ns ,reflect l1kely DOL 
policy choices, the value of our report and recommendat10ns does not depend 
upon new legislation. 

The objectives of our 'olOrk, therefore, remain essential1y unchanged , 
[rom the original ,vork statement. ~.Je are primarily interested in develop1ng 
a multiple-use planning and evaluation system, which can take measureme~ts 
on a manpm>ler system having decentralized planning and operation and 'vh1ch 
can provide information for local planners and DOL to use in deciding how 
to allocate national public manpmver resources in an effective way. 

II On December i6, 1970, the Employment and Nanpmver Act 'vas passed by Congress 
and vetoed promptly by President Nixon. , 

~V The Nanpmver Revenue Sharing Act of 1971 'vas proposedd afHter the c~~~pl~~~on 
of the research and 'vas not examined during the stu Y., owev:r, , 
II has been modified to indicate the implication of th1s act 1n 1tS 

Present form on the uses of evaluation. 
, t d with decentralization and de-_31 Appendix 1 describes the issues aSSOC1a e 

h ' I' t' s of the maJ'or legislative categorization and discusses t e 1mp 1ca 10n 
proposals. 
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D. Effects of Proposed Changes on the 
Manpm.;rer System Decision Structure 

The move toward decentrali~ed, comprehensive manpower planning 2~d 
L~plementation necessitates some important changes in the decision-~akin~ 
structure for manpower services. 

The major participants in the present manpower system decision "trucr;;;:-.: 
are Congress, the President, the Secretary of Labor, the Manpower Adoni:li'';­
tration (both national and regional), the Employment Service, and local 
contractors for the delivery of manpower services. All of the propos~d 
legislation, 'whEe cal1ing for more decentralized planning and opcrat:'on 
of 1i1anpower programs, retains the idea of national 1i1anpower polic:;:~ o2tic,w: 
goals, and a continuing Federal responsibility for funding the major part 
of public manpo,~'er -programs. DOL 'vi11 continue to be held responsible [01" 

reporting to Congress on the level of performance of the public manT'0~,2r 
system after decentralization occurs. Furthermore DOL will also r0ta~~ the 
responsibility for ensuring that funds allocated to prime sponsors ar"" 
effectively used and that performance of the ,-1hole nanpO~.7er system is inpro','<'d 
over time. In short, decentralized planning and operation of the national 
syste:n does not relieve DOL of responsibility for 1i1sintaining S01i1C dp.f:!"eE' 
of control over the uses of Federal funds and the development of suff~cicnt 
information and management structures to exercise th~i..s control effect::.';-:ly. 
Decentralization does not change the relationship between the national 
legislature and executive in major ways. 

Decentralized planning and operation and decategorized prn~ra~tl~~ 
do change the relationship, however, betHeen DOL and the contlat:ts fo:." 
delivery of manpo,ver services. The major changes under most or thE' [':."~:jr.\St:(! 
legislation ,,<'Quld be (1) the establishment of an area prime sponsC'~ ,.:: t;, 
responsibility for allocating resources to 1i1eet local needs and condit~ons 
a:1d (2) the need for DOL to disseminate policy in terns of orerat i~1n~: 
objectives, to assess pri1i1e sponsor plans and to evaluate perfon::a:",cl' :rno"1 
those plans. The prime sponsor would produce an annual plan for th0 d~livcry 
of comprehensive manpmver serviccs in his area. Once the plan is 2?pr:}vL'd 
a:1d funded by DOL, the pri1i1c sponsor is to let contracts for the ~Eli~ery u, 

scr",.:icc 0 

Decentralization creates a new responsibility for DOL to assess t~~ 
ad~quacy of the prime sponsors' comprehensive plans (both assessin~ t~~ 
prine sponsors' chances of accomplishing what they propose and estahl~i~in~ 
ar:Ycenent about i"hat should be accomplished) and, subscquentl::, tn ell:::::; t', 

s;c how well the plan was carried out. If such planning, pla~ a~~(s:~.·lL, 
a:1d evaluation of performance is to be more than an onerous, but v:-:1pt:;) c· i ·',1.-L 

on all sides, DOL "7ill have to ensure, as a 1i1ininun, some consistent :::::idancc, 
tc' all prime sponsors and consistent information flm·ls throughNlt t:1C' :1.,~tJ.. :'~!l 
sys tc·n. 
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C ·srent planning guidance and information flows by themselves, however, 
·11 ~~s~n;ure desirable levels of performance, upgrading of programs run 

~n n onsors or improvements in the quality of the plans. For these 
by .loc:! S~ttenti~n has to be paid to the kinds of information.collected.a~d 
~ur:P~~e knmvledge oained through this information can be used ~n the dec~s~on 
O~v The mainObody of our report is designed to respond to these asp:cts 

process. . ts The following section puts the proposed evaluat~on of the ne~v requ~remen • . h 
stem in the context of current knowledge gaps associated w~t. manpow~~ 

sy . g and describes the type of i.nformation the system ~-nll prov~ e. 
programm~n 
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E. Critical Knowledge Gaps and Their Implications 

One of the important, if sometimes implicit, arguments for decentralization 
is that the local prime sponsor knows' best ~Ihat manpower services work most 
effectively with client groups in his area. Insofar as this is true, decen­
tralization coupled with considerable local flexibility (minimal Federal 
control) in choice of groups to be served, services to be delivered, and 
subcontractors to use is very appealing. The problem is, hmvever, that no 
one knows the extent to which the argument is valid. Similarly, no one 
knmvs the extent to which it may be true that nationally directed choices 
for local areas would be best. It is not now possible, therefore, to select 
with any assurance the most appropriate mix of central control and local 
flexibility. 

The major point here is that the selection of weights assigned to various 
goals, the number of clients in different target groups served, and the service 
strategies actually employed will each affect the local and overall efficiency 
of the national manpower system to a presently unknown degree. The uncertainty 
arises from many factors, among the most important of which are: 

(1) Lack of precise, quantit~ive information about the 
effects of alternative service sequences on various 
applicant groups under different local (and national) 
labor market conditions; 

(2) Lack of sufficient, quantitative estimates of the 
effects of changes in applicant characteristics on 
their subsequent performance in the labor market; 

(3) Lack of quantitative estimates of indirect effects, 
such as displacement and wage effects, on other 
participants in the labor market resulting from the 
operation of manpo'ver programs; 

(4) Lack of precise information about the relative weights 
which 'vill be attached to various outputs and services 
to particular target groups, by local sponsors and by 
DOL; and 

(5) Lack of experienc~ at the prime sponsor level in 
developing and j,mplementing comprehensive plans and 
at DOL in assessing such plans for feasibility and 
projected outcomes. 

I-7 



Several important conclusions follow: First, decentralization as a 
device to increase the benefits (to client groups and the economy, generally) 
of manpower programs should b.e viewed as an experiment rather than as an assured 
success. Second, DOL should establish management systems and research 
efforts at the beginning of the experiment \vhich can fill the knowledge gaps 
inci icated above. Third, DOL should empha1size in its initial guidance to 
local sponsors that the level and kinds of outputs produced under their 
plans will be considered in the followLlg year's planning and funding cycle 
and that as the evaluation system and silpporting research de-\.·,~lop reliable 
output estimates, assessment of performance \vill play an increasingly impor­
tant role in the allocation of resources. 

The planning and evaluation system described in this report will 
;)cgin to fill in some of the major knm-lledge gaps identified above. 
Specifically, the design meets the needs identified in (I), (2), (4) 
and (5). The evaluation system \vill, over ti.me, provide information about 
che effects of alternative service sequences and the effects of changes 
in applicant characteristics on subsequent labor market performance. The 
national planning ~uidance and the local plans provide the information 
necessary to review and integrate the goals and priorities of DOL and prime 
~"onsnrs. The planning and evaluation design provides the framework. Eor 
a~cumulating, organizing, and using information in developing, implementing 
and assessing local plans. 

The proposed ev~luation system does not provide quantitative esti­
~atcs of effects on other participants or groups in the labor market--i.e., 
those effects identified in (3). This more comprehensive evaluation, re­
lating manpm-ler programs to impact on taTget groups or the economy, must 
await further development of adequate models and theories of labor narket 
9Pcrations. The evaluation system proposed in this study will provide 
:WiTIC of the data and relationships on \vhich to build the necessary research. 
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F. Plan of the Report 

A six-step process characterizes the decentralized administrative 
sy:tem: (1) setting of national objectives; (2) issuance of planning 
gU1dance by the Manpower Administration; (3) preparation and submission 
of a p:oposed p1a~ by the prime sponsor; (4) assessment and approval of 
the pr1me sponsor s plan by the department; (5) reporting the actual per­
formance in rela:ion to the approved plan; and (6) evaluation of perfor­
mance. In carry1ng out the research for the design, it was necessary to 
consider each of these planning and control .aspects bf a decentra lized/ 
decategorized operation. There is little merit in producing a theoreti­
cally sound evaluation design if the raw data to support it and the 
administrative system for using the results are not available in a 
compatible form. The organization of the report reflects the adminis­
trative and technical issues associated with the sequential process 
described. 

Chapter II presents an overview of the content and findings of the 
research. Chapter III examines th~ changes in the administrative system 
as more decentralization and decategorization are introduced and iden­
tifies the information requirements for planning, allocation and control. 
Chapter IV translates national goals into operational measures and recom­
mends a set of effectiveness measures for use in planning and evaluation. 
Chapters V and VI cover the planning process and reporting on plan 
implementation in enough detail to describe the nature and content of 
these in a compatible planning and control system. Chapter VII presents 
the eva1uations.a~d.t?eir methods, and Chapter VIII discusses the aSSign­
ment of respons1b1l1t1es for the recommended system in terms of present 
charters of responsibility. 

The appendices contain a digest of the legislation proposed during 
the study (Appendix 1) and a sample rating system design for comparing 
one prime sponsor with another (Appendix 2). A theoretical treatment of 
the type of cal~u1ations that might be performed during planning if the 
information were already available (Appendix 3) is included. Appendix 3 
is an example of allocation within a prime sponsor's area based upon size 
and need of his target populations and the effectiveness of available 
services. 
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II. OVEP' .!.\~ 

A. Introduction 

Evaluation is defined in this study by three functions: (1) meas­
urements taken during program implementation, (2) the comparisons made 
with those measurements and (3) the uses made of the evaluation informa­
tion. The evaluation system is considered to be an integral part of a 
cyclical management process which is represented as follows: 

Program Implementat)~ AdministrativQ Functions 

...-------------
Service Planning/Alloca-

~_~D~e~l~i~v~e~r~v~_~~----~----~------------------~ tion/Control 

Evaluation System 

r------------, 
I I 

~-~-(-.--~--~:--~ Measures I >~mparisonJ--I~----------~ 
I I L. _____________ -L 

The types of measurements that are appropriate to make and the types 
of comparisons that will provide useful evaluation information i-Jill depend 
upon the administrative functions requiring support from the evaluation 
system. This report has identified the evaluation needs of a decentralized 
program and recormnends the planning and reporting system, evaluation meth­
odology and priorities, and the organizational arrangements to provide thclt 
information. 

It is concluded that decentralization places new requirements on ell'." 
policy and program information provided by national planning guidanc<:~j, 
area plans and evaluation systems; that the necessary evaluation infornii:1-
tion can be obtained from two basic designs using data reported from the 
field; and that the appropriate planning and evaluation systems can·b~ 
implemented using existing DOL capabilities and functions if the prf:scn.t 
fragmentation. and lack of coordination \olithin the national officl' C3'l b(, 
overcome. The follmoli'ng sections describe these major findings nne! 
recormnendationso 
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B. Information Requirements 

Based on proposed legislation, Congressional hearings and DOL . 
. t "S the maJ'or characteristics of a decentralized, decategor~zed 
~n erv~e\v , . 
manpm-ler system are taken to be the follow~ng: 

• 

• 

o 

• 

o 

An area prime sponsor, usually a unit of local ~r.Stat~ 
government, is responsible for planning and adm~n~s~er]_ng, 
or providing for the administration of, a comprehens~ve 
program. 

National objectives and priorities will be set by Congress 
and DOL to guide planning and evaluation. 

Both the prime sponsor and DOL have specific reporting and 
evaluation responsibilities. 

f d b cont ;ngent upon the annual Prime sponsor un ing may e .L 

submission and approval of a plan of service. 

Prime sponsor performance in planning and in carr~ing out 
an effective program may be criteria used by DOL.~n the 
allocation of resources, i.e., in determining pr~me spon-

sor funding levels. 

This area based system operates through an annua~ ~anage~ent. cycle \vhich 
is likely to include as steps: (1) Nanpmver Adm~~~strat~on ~ssua~ce of 
planning guidance on national objectives and fund1ng levels to pr~me 
s onsors, (2) preparation of a plan by each prime sponsor, (3) assess: 
m~nt and approval of the prime sponsor's plan by.DOL, ~nd ~4) evalt1at~on 
of ro rams by prime sponsors and DOL. Contrast~ng th~s w1th c~rrent, 

p g d 'f t' stems leads to the concluS10n that program ~anagement an ~n orma ~on sy. . OL ts 
decentralization and decategorization requ1re changes 1n how D se . 
and~~e~orts on national objectives, changes in the information DOL requ1res 
in an area plan, and changes in the information provided by DOL's evalua-

tion system. 

1. National Objectives 

Hhether centralized or decentralized~ the Fede~al m~npmver ~rog~ams 
operate unde~ national objectives stated 1n the leg~sl~t~on. ~b~ect1~es 
and priorities are nOiv set and disseminated by earmarlung (adm~n1stra 
tively or legislatively) funds for categorical programs. Target group 
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dpfinitions and measures of effectiveness vary among cati.:'gorical pr.)grctfTls, 
and success is most often measured by DOL only in terms of service's 
rendered (e.g., program slots filled and number of completion~). 

l{ith decategorization, the service definitions will no longer b~ 
appropriate for measuring performance; and with decentralization, the 
dissemination of policy in terms of measurable objectives will be' 
necessary. DOL must translate national policy into operational onjl'c­
tives defined by (a) specific target populations to receive servic~s 
and (b) a standard set of effectiveness measures for the comprl'hl'nsi.v(' 
program. The operational objectives should be disseminatl~d i.n thl! pl an­
ning guidance to prime sponsors and used in assessing plan .:ll1d per lorm­
ance. The necessary measures and reporting systems nrc hath <wail ab Lc' 
as discussed below. 

2. Prime Sponsor's Plan 

For tl~e existing categorical programs, the annual loc.,1 pl an!; I:<lry 
in detail and sophistication but can each be described as u budg(,t: jus-

tification for funds to run a nationally designed progrDm package. Th,,' 
plan presents "service to be rendered" in terms of project Opl!r,lt i.ng 
levels. This approach is appropriate since the local ro10 j5 limit~d 

to implementing a nationally planned program package with little authorir:­
to set priorities among target groups or choose alt~rnativt,} program sc'n'­
ices. 

Under decentralization, the prime sponsor will have rl'spnn~, illili.ly 
for both planning for the allocation of resources to meet locul n~eds and 
conditions, and managing the implementation of the local plan ov(~r till' 
program year. Once DOL has issued planning gtd dancl~, thv I'r.iml' SporP;1l1~ 

develops a plan ~vithin that frame\vork. He allocates resourCl'S dr.Jong 
objectives in light of local priorities, selects survic~s b~st SUit0d t~ 

meet local problems, and schedules the delivery of those servic0s givPI1 
local capabilities. Consequently, the recorrnnended prime 3ppns0r plan is 
designed to present his: 

(a) Ob jectives and Priorities--A statement of lilt,. pr.ime 
sponsor's allocation described by resources to be Sp0nt 
on each target group and expected effectiveness. The 
allocation is arrived at by taking into account al 
least three criteria: the size of each target group; 
the social/economic need of each target group; and the..: 
estimated cost-effectiveness of the best services [or 
helping each type of applicant. 

(b) Plan of Service--A description of the various sl'l'vLc,' 
sequences selected, a description of the uppl ie.lilt t> tn 1)1,' 
processed through each service s~quence, and a d0scriplion 
of the jobs to be filled by each sen.'ict! sl'qucncl'. 
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(c) Schedule of Implementation--An expansion of the plan of 
service into time-phased (monthly) projections of appli­
cant flow for each service sequence and the aggregated 
process £lm.] scheduh~ for the entire prime sponsor 
program. 

This material is the focal point of the prime sponsor plan. It 
providc's information essential to mcmage the local program and to assess 
th~ plan itself. The prime sponsor's plan can be assessed on criteria 
vlhich parallel the three major components described above. Judgments 
can be made on a prime sponsor's objectives, services selected, and 
nhility to carry out the plan: 

(a) Integration of National and Local Goals--Assessment of 
hm~ \-.1<..'11 national objectives specified in the planning 
guidance have been met, taking into consideration local 
need. 

(b) Effectiveness and Efficiency--Assessment of the degree 
to ,vhich the plan of service reflects the amount that 
can Iw accomplished \.]ith the re'sources available and 
the :~('rvices employed. 

«(') Feasib ility of the Planned Program--Assessment of the 
sp0nsor's capabi1ity to implement the plan successfully. 

PLanning 2nd plnn assessment are two of several administrative functions 
r,"quiring evaluation information. 

J. Evaluation Inf0rmation 

Evaluation is currently carried out along categorical program lines 
~ith studies desi~ned and disseminated to support the national offices in 
TI 1oc1ifying prC'gr.:1Jl1 gidclolines (Jnd in preparation of federal program budgets. 
\~i th decentral i::~al: ion, the pr lme sponsors ,.;rho recommend allocations and 
ti";,' regional 'J£ fi.(' ... ~s 1·,ilr; 388ess, nc.gotiate, and approve plans are the ne\V' 
It.~'rs o£ l'valuaLiol1 1.""l;\llts. Nl?H c.valuation requirements therefore must 
II.: considered at those 1eve18. 

A prcrequl,ite for Cl useful and r0liable evaluation system is that 
it be designed sp(!cifically for those uses to be made of the information 
111 nntiQnal and regional and local administration of the program. There­
f!,rl', tl major pm:t of the design effort has been an analysis of the 
(lcimini.str(Jtivc functions the evaluation system will have to support. 
Tnh1c 1 lists thl.~ most importnnt administrative fUnctions identi.fied in 
c.h~\ study Hnd inrlit'.1l.('~: tl10sC Hhich -::an be interprct.:!d as being mandated 
unJ0r the mnjor legislative proposals for decentralization. 
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TABLE 1. --LEGISLATIVELY' HA.NDATED ADMINI~TRATlVE FUNCTIONS REQUIRING 
EVALUATION SUPPORT IN A DECENTRALIZED, COHPREHENSIVE PROGRAH 

Administrative Functions 

NATIONAL LEVEL 

A. Setting national objectives and 
reporting to Congress 

B. Regional allocations on prime 
sponsor performance 

C. Rcprog~amming 

D. Program development of services and 
service delivery models 

REGIONAL LEVEL 

A. Assessment of prime sponsor plans 
on feasibility 

B. Assessment of plans on projected 
effectiveness & efficiency of service 

C. Allocation among prime sponsors 
based on performance 

D. Deobligation and reprogramming 
E. Technical assistance to prime 

sponsors 
F. Compliance of prime sponsors to 

national objectives and priorities 

PRINE SPONSOR LEVEL 

A. Planning analysis 
B. Allocation among projects 
C. Deobligation of subcontractors 

and reprogramming 
D. Technical assistance to subcon­

tractors 

* ~ITA - Hanpower Training Act of 1969 
CNA - Comprehensive Hanpower Act, HR 19519 
E}l~ - Employment and ~lc1npower Act, S 3867 
~mSA- Manpower' Revenue Sharing Act of 1971 
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Proposed Lcgis1ation* 
MTA CMA ENA MRSA 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

1\0 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

y<?s 

Yes 



The major users considered in the study are local agencies, .State 
agencies, the regional offices and the national office. State and local 
gov8rnment are not broken out here explicitly as an administrative unit. 
1[ the State emerges only as a prime sponsor for particular locnl areas, 
it will require the same evaluation information specified for prime 
sponsors. If the State emerges with an administrative role over area 
prime sponsors, as proposed in the Manpower Training Act, the State will 
require an evaluation capability simHar to that now reconunended for the 
regional office. ~~ile this affects the assignment of responsibility 
in the evaluation system, it does not affect the basic evaluation design. 

The administrative structure which emerges in the end depends in 
large part on the legislation under which decentralization occurs. As 
indicated on Table 1, the responsibilities of the prime sponsor remain 
the same under most types of decentralization. The proposals differ in 
the amount of control DOL is required to exercise over prime sponsors 
and the direction of the national program. Under the MTA, CMA, and ~~, 
assessment of a prime sponsor f s plan ~vould be important means by 1vhich 
the Department of Labor, through its regional offices, exercises control 
over the comprehensive manpower program. This control function is 
strengthened in }ITA and C}~ by explicitly specifying performance evalua­
tion as one criterion in the formal allocation process. In contrast, the 
rt'cently proposed Nanpo~ver Revenue Sharing Act drastically reduces DOL's 
role in allocation and control while maintaining its role in providing 
support and assistance to State and local programs, in evaluation and 
program development, and in reporting to Congress.ll 

Table 2 uescribes the evaluation information supporting each of the 
administrative functions. While evaluation is seen as having mUltiple 
uses in planning, allocation, and control at each level, it will be 
shown that all the necessary information can be provided by two basic 
,-'valuation designs using the ~ame data sources--namely, modifications of 
existing DOL program, cost, and labor market reporting systems. 

1/ The Hanpo~.Jer Re.venue Sharing Ac t was proposed after research for th is 
study had been completed. Hhilc much of the same evaluation informa­
tion may be nL-oded under an l'rRSA, the leverage and control necessary 
for DOL to obtain performance data from the prime sponsor may be 
missing. • 
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TARLE 2.--ADMINISTRA'rIVE FUNCTIONS IN A DECEN'l'RALlZEn 
MANPOWER PROGRAM AND TItE NEEDED EVALUATION INFORMAT ION 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

A. 

Administrative r'unctions 

Setting objectives and reporting 
to Congress. 

Regional allocation on prime 
sponsor performance 

Reprogramming 

Program development of services 
and service delivery models 

Assessment of feasibility of 
plans 

SUEporting Evaluation [nformat ion 

NATIONAL LEVEL 

B. 

c. 

Types of applicants served compared to 
distributional goals. 

Funds spent comP'ered to funds allocaLed. 
Success achieved in comparison with pE:oplE: 
not provided services. 

Performance rating of prime f;ponsors by 
regionS. 

Funds spent compared to funds allocated. 

Relative expected success of particular 
service sequences. 

Success achieved in comparison to people 
not provided services. 
Relative contribution of particular components 
to the success of service s~quence. 

Comparison of actual performance with 
planned performance at each step in the 
delivery of service. 

REGIONAL LEVEL 

A. Comparison of actual performance with last 
year's planned performance at each step of 
the delivery of services. 

B. Assessment of projected effective- B. Relative expected success of particular 
service sequences. ness and efficiency of plans 

C. Allocation among prime sponsors 
based on performance 

D. Deobligation and reprogramming 

E. Technical assistance to prime 
sponsors 

F. Compliance of prime sponsors to 
national objectives and priorities 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

Performance rating of prime sponsors. 

Comparison of funds spent to funds al10c~ted 
as plans are being implemented. 

Comparison of actual performance Ivith 
planned performance as the plans are being 
implemented. 

Types of applicants served and results 
achieved compared to distributional gOdls. 

PRIHE SPONSOR LEVEL 

A. Planning analysis 

K. Allocation among projects 

C. Deobligation of subcontractors 
and reprogramming 

D. Technical assistance to subcon­
tractors 

AI', Relative expected success of particular s~'r­
vice sequences under given local labor mark~t 
conditions. 

B. 

Success ratios between actual perfor11ldnc.:<! 
and planned performance at each step in 
the previous implementation phal:ie. 

Relative expected success of particular 
projects and subcontractors. 

C. Compartson of funds spent as plans are bein~ 
implemented to funds allocatcn. 

D. Comparison of actual perfOrlMocC' with 
planned performance as plnns arc being 
implemented. 

.. 



C. Evaluation Priorities 

Regardless of the type of decentralization that oc.curs, certain 
information is of fundamental importance in administration 0: a manpow:r 
system--specifically information on (1) how resources are b:~ng spent ~n 
comparison to national and local priorities, (2) how effect~ve manpower 
programs are in meeting objectives, and (3) what services wor~ best u~der 
given conditions. Current manpower planning and development ~s restr~cted 
by a lack of sound information on these matters. 

Given a comprehensive program--planned and operated.specif~cally to 
meet area needs and conditions--the question for evalua~~on des~gn is ~at 
measurements and what comparisons are feasible to make ~n order to prov~de 
the information needed to plan and operate a decentralized program. 

1. Measures and Comparisons - Feasibility 

Since the units on which operational measures can be taken are 
generally the applicant and the job order, an imp~rtant part.o: ~n eval­
uation system for a comprehensive program deals ~~th the def:n~t~on of ~ 
success in local service delivery. A c~prehens:ve program ~s c~ara~ter­
ized in this study as a sequence of serv~ces act~ng upon an.appl~can_ as 
he moves through the local system from initial con7act to f~nal contact. 
Any well defined unit or service in this sequence 7s.called a :om~onent. 
This characterization has the advantage of being s~m~lar to ex~st~ng D?L 
service delivery models and can be described by current program report~ng 
systems. It is valid for Employment Service activities and manpower 
training programs. 

There are four types of measures that can be involved in defining 
performance: process flow, changes in applicant'7 job-related character­
istics, changes in applicant's labor market exper~ence, and changes in 
aggregate labor market/economic indicators. 

o 

• 

Process flow measures Simply tell that the program is 
operating and that trainees are passing through specific 
components at a certain rate. 

Measuring the actual change in applicant skills and 
c~aracteristics allows a test of the basic assumption 
that the program components are imparting the skills 
or attitudes thought necessary for stahle employment. 

Measuring the impact on the wage, income, and job 
stab:i.lity of the applicant allows an assessment of the 
assumption that the services rendered actually have some 
effect on applicant success in the labor market. 
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• The impact on the applicant's labor market experience 
could be related to changes in the aggregate labor 
market/economic indicators if the appropriate labor 
market theory were available. 

An evaluation program seeks to determine the relationships among 
these p~rformance measures and other explanatory variables, such as 
applicant demographic characteristics and labor market conditions. The 
degree to ~.;rhich this can be done is constrained by the availabi Hty of 
methodology--'namely, adequate measures and comparisons. 

It is methodologicalJy feaSible, with the prop~r design, for an 
evaluation to determine the relative effects of the program on tlw applj­
cant's labor market experience. Success in the labor market itself can 
be related to process flow measures and changes in applicant characteri~­
.!:i£§., thereby testing the assumptions on which the :i,ntervention was 
based. However, planning and evaluation of manpower programs in t(.tm~ 
of impact on the .:national and local economic indicat'ors is not feasibl c at 
this time. Because of the miSSing labor market theory, it Y;-not now 
possible to isolate effects of manpower programs on aggregate meOSl:rcs 
of national goals. At this point in time, evaluation should be conc(>n­
tr.ated on discovering the impact of manpower programs on applicants. 

For the national comprehensive program, the recormnendcd S(~t of 
effectiveness measures for use in planning guidance, plans, and evalua­
tion are the measures of the applicants' success in the labor market: 
change in wage rate, change in earned income, changE; in transfer p.'l:.'T.'.ent ~; 
and change in job stability. 

2. The ~yO Priority Evaluation Designs 

All the required evaluation information described in Table 2 can he 
developed from two basic evaluation designs--the comparison of plans Hith 
actual performance, and a statistical analysis of the relative effective­
ness of service sequences as a function of labor markets and typC's of 
applicants. 

The comparison of actual performance with the prime sponsor plan is 
referred to as Plan vs. Performance Evaluation. Nethodologico.lly, it is 
the simplest type of comparison that can be made. It monitors the progress 
in implementing the local program planned. This "plan vs. pcr formar.c.:,1f 
data is .!!.2.! sufficient for distinguishing bad planning, bad managE.'mE!nt, 
or bad underlying program assumptions. However, it is an essential rool 
for on-going management of the program and subsequent planning. 

Plan vs. performan<;:e evaluation will support the prime sponsor in 
developing a comprehensive plan, in managing subcontractors, in aS~essing 
components, and in implementing his plan. To do so, the informatior; SystC'r.l 
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must be well enough defined to trace applicants as they are processed 
through the prime sponsor's service delivery system and to identify 
applicants' post-program experience with particular components and con­
tractors in the service delivery system. Comparisons are made on input, 
process, and effectiveness measures The critical design requirement 
is the capability to relate the applicant to the specific services pro­
vided and to his subsequent labor market experience. Data must be avail­
able on a weekly or monthly basis. Any number of sunnnaries can be made 
[rom the prime sponsor level data to support administration of the 
program by regional and national offices on an area, State, regional, or 

national basis. 

The second basic evaluation design is called Relative Effectiveness 
Evaluation. It seeks to estimate relationships between measures of 
effectiveness as one set of variables and types of labor markets, types 
of services (including cost) and types of applicants as the other set. 

The variance in effectiveness measures will be dependent upon one 
or more of the follo'\ving factors: (1) type of applicant, (2) type of 
service sequence used, (3) type of labor market and (4) the residual 
source of variance attributable to differences among prime sponsors. A 
first type of analysis should attempt to determine how much of the vari­
ance in each of the effectiveness measures can be attributable to each 
of the~e four variables. Once the significant sources of variance have 
been identified, the question of hmv much anyone factor contributes to 
~ffectiveness under different conditions can be answered through corre-
lation and regression analysis. . 

Relative effectiveness evaluation will support the prime sponsor in 
planning, the regional office in assessment of those plans, and the 
national office in development of programs and "standards of performance." 
Relative effectiveness evaluation can be done more effectively at the 
national level because of the need to have a large population of service 
sequences and labor market conditions from '\vhich to choose if statistically 
valid results are to be obtained. The national office should have respon­
sibility for the effort and disseminate the results in. planning guidances 
to regional 0£fic0s and prime sponsors. 

All the other types of evaluations (distinguished by the comparisons 
made) needed to supply the information identified in Table 2 can be devel­
oped from tl,e prime sponsor's plan vs. performance evaluation and the 
national relative effectiveness evaluation design. In the latter case, 
impact evaluation, ~omponent evaluation, and prime sponsor rating are of 
particular importance. 

The m~th.;d,l1')t;i"F [or impaC't evaluation and rating systems are 
essentially tilL' :;;U'l\! ns discussed above for relative effectiveness. \.Jith 
impi1ct fltudi('s ;'hv T:1~l";(lr change iq the introduction of a camp'arison group 
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in~o t~e analYSiS, which allows one to make Some estimates about· absolute 
ef_ect~veness and the influence of exogenous variables F th 
sy~tem, the new require~ent is the need fo~ an overall'sco~: fo~ ::~~ng 
pr~me sponsor. It requ~res summarizing, for each prime sp f 
mance across all service sequences and short-term effect" onsor, per or­and co ' , . ~veness measures 

mpar~ng pr~me sponsors operating in similar labor mark t ' ' 
ments and se' . 'I e env~ron-h' rv~ng,s~m~ ar applicant groups. The formidable job' d' 
t ~s) of course) ~s the determination of the weight to be ' ~n ho~ng 
the functio th t ' gAven eac of ns a a pr~me sponsor performs so that the co 't 
SonS are equitable. mpos~ e compari-

Another type of evaluation best conducted at the national Ie 1 
concerns the degree to which different components in the s "ve 
o~ the ~elivery s~stem affect the success of the program. e~~~~: :~~~~:~e 
~~ons '\n~l de~erm~ne, for example, to \vhat degree increased roficienc 
~~/e~:a~n skl.lls or increased educational attainment correl~te with t~e 
e ec~~~eness of a particular service sequence when training in that skill 
is a major component of the sequence. 

3. Information Provided by Different Types of Evaluation 

The evaluation information needed to support decentralized adminis­
tration is describec;l above and summarized in Table 2. Given the evaluation 
definitions presented here, Table 3 identifies the !YE£ of evaluation 
needed to support each adminigtrative level. 

The methodological design of the evaluation system is developed in 
Chapter VIII of the report. Tables 1 and 2 of that chapter summarize 
the major types of program evaluation and plan f 'b 1 assessment, giving the 
eas~ i ity and relative priority of each type and estimated time scale 

of implement?tion. 
" . 
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TABLE 3.--ADNINISTRATlVE FUNCTIONS IN A DECE~'TRALlZED 
l-lANPOWER PROGRAH AND THE NEEDED EVALUATION INFORHATION 

A. 

Administrative Functions 

Setting objectives and reporting 
to Congress 

. B. Regional allocation on prime 
sponsor performance 

C. Reprogramming 

D. Program development of services 
and service delivery models 

A. Assessment of feasibility of 
pl-ans 

B. Assessment of effectiveness and 
efficiency of plans 

C. Allocation among priml! sponsors 
based on performance 

O. Dcobligation and reprogramming 

E. T0chnical assistance to prime 
sponsors 

Type of Evaluation Providing Support 

NATIONAL LEVEL 

.. 

B • 

c. 

Plan vs. Performance: quarterly State 
and regional summaries. 

Plan vs. Performance: quarterly State 
and regional summaries. \ 

Impact Evaluatio!',. 

Prime Sponsor Rating. 

Plan vs. Performance: quarterly State 
and regional summaries. 

DI' Relative Effectiveness Evaluation. 

D2' Impact Evaluation. 

Component Evaluation. 

Plan VB. Performangc: final ratios 
for each prime sponsor • 

REGIONAL LEVEL 

A. Plan vs. Performance: final ratios 
for each prime sponsor. 

B. Relative Effectiveness Evaluation. 
t 

C. Prime Sponsor Rating. 

D. Plan vs. Performance: monthly summaries 
each prime sponsor. 

E. Plan vs. Performance: monthly summaries 
each prime sponsor. 

on 

on 

F. Compliance of prime sponsors to F. 
national objectives and priorities 

Plan vs. Performance: monthly summaries on 
each prime sponsor. 

PRINE SPONSOR LEVEL 

A. Planning analysis AI· Relative Effectiveness 

A2' Plan vs. Perfor.mance: 

B. Allocation among projects B. Plnn vs. Performance: 

C. Deobligntion of subcontractos C. Plan vs. Performance. 
and reprogramming 

D. Technical assistance to sllbcon­
trnctor:-; 

D. Plan vs. Performance. 

IJ-l::! 

Evaluation. 

final ratios. 

final ratios. 
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D. Implementation 

The evaluation program now in existence does not meet the information 
needs of a decentralized, comprehensive area "program. Under the categor­
ical program structure, the evaluation system has been fragmented and 
without a clear relationship to operational functions and management units. 

This study concludes that decategorization of programs and decen­
tralization to area prime sponsors require different types of evaluation 
information than is currently available, and that the necessary evaluation 
can be provided through utilization and modification of existing systems 
and capabilities. 

1. Utilization of Existing Capabilities 

A continuous, systematic evaluation system based in lurge part upon 
reported program data is recommended. The highest priority evaluations-­
relative effectiveness and plan vs. performance-- use the same reported 
infonnation. 

The flow of information from the local area into the evaluation 
system is illustrated in Figure 1. One basic program reporting system 
is seen as providing most of the data to support the priority evaluations. 
To be workable, the reporting system and the prime sponsor plan must hav~ 
a connnon definitional base which characterizes actual applicant flO\" 
through the service delivery system. All the information systems shmvn 
on Figure 1 must have connnon definitions and compatible fonnats. 

This integrated flow of infonnation--from service delivery through 
to administ~ative uses--is referred to as a planning and control system. 
It includes the Manpmver Administration planning guidance, the area plan, 
the reporting systems and evaluations. The planning and control system 
provides the structure through which data flmvs into the evaluation 
system and results flmv out to support administrative functions. 

Examples of information and data components shmm in Figure 1 arc 
available in some form under the current categorical program structuro. 
They are not, hmvever, utilized in evaluation as shmvn. 

• The CEP program comes closest to having a definitional 
model of the service delivery process and a compatible 
reporting system. The IICEP Director Warning Light 
Report,1I an exception report on the service delivery 
process, is an example of the type of summary that can 
be made from the reconnnended plan vs. performance 
evaluation. 
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Prim." Sponsor IS 
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• The }~-lOO series reporting system produces nearly all 
the types of data required for the recommended evaluations. 
At present, )reporting is not complete and not considered 
r.-eliable. 

• The Annual 'Hanpower Planning Report, prepared for each 
labor area. provides an economic data base for the develop­
ment of manpm.;rer planning information. Labor market informa­
tion has not generally been used in evaluation studies, 
however. 

• The Intet'im Operational Planning and Control System (IOPCS) 
being developed and implemented by the D~ represents a 
significant step by DOL toward the type of planning and 
control system needed. At the present time, neither the 
CAMPS, Plan of Service, or the categorical program plans 
have the required definitional base to support the 
recoffirr,ended plan vs. performance evaluation. Nor does the 
relative effectiveness evaluation information being developed 
for dissemination through the IOPCS. 

DOL alt'eady has the data system capability to carry out both types 
of priority evaluations from program reported data and in several 
instances has demonstrated the feasibility of proceSSing and USing the 
data as recommended. Three points are made in the study: 

G The reconnnended information will have to be collected 
at the prime sponsor level for his own use an)"oJay, since 
it is essential for rational management of daily operations. 

• The national evaluation program requires the further step of 
standardizing the prime sponsor mana.gement infonnation 
system. 

• The alternative--complete external collection of data 
for cost-effectiveness studies--would be difficult, expensive 
and, most likely, of little utility to the operating program. 

Table 1 of Chapter VI surrrrnarizes the findings on the availability of data 
and the recormnendations on changes in the reporting systems. 

2. Organizational Responsibilities 

The findings of this study illustrate the need for DOL to formally 
recognize the interrelationships among area planning, allocation, labor 
market information, program development, and evaluation in the operation 
of a manpower system. Because the recormnendations call for the integra­
tion of various reporting, management, and planning systems, the manage­
ment of the evaluation effort becomes more complex and more important 
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under decentralization. Design, e~ecution, dissemination and use of 
the priority evaluations require the coordination of efforts among 
several organizational units. The following discussion of responsibili­
ties in implementing the recommended evaluation system is phrased in 
terms of existing mission statements. 

Overall responsibility for the cJntent, direction and coordination 
of the Hanpmver Administration's evalaation effort should be with the 
Office of the Deputy Nanpmver Adrninist.rator (DMA). The Office of Pol~cy, 
Evaluation and Research (OPER), the U.S. Training and Employment SerV1.ce 
(USTES), the Office of Nanpo,ver Management Data Systems (ONHDS) and the . 
Office of Financial and Hanagement Systems (O~lS) should each be responH­
ble for providing technical expertise and systems support to the recommended 
evaluation program. 

In implementing the evaluation system, the D}~ would direct the 
d~velopment of the planning and control system and, as an int~gral part 
of that system, the priority Plan vs. Performance Evaluations needed 
by prime sponsors and Regional Offices. ,As an, aid in synthesi?:ing the, 
efforts of the several organizational unJ .. ts, t.le DMA should be responsl.b1e 
ior preparation of an annual plan for the development of the planning and 
control system. The plan would specify the expected outputs from the 
individual offices \·,hich 'o7ill be available for incorporation by the mlA 
staff, 

OPER has responsibility for the Nanpower Administration's program 
(!valuation effort and \vould continue to be responsible for the design 
and completion of the priority Relative Effectiveness Evaluations. Com­
ponent evaluations and impact evaluat:i.ons should be carried out in conjunc­
~ion with the relative effectiveness evaluations. 

The evaluation plan currently published by OPER is a description of 
contract und staff studies to be done, largely along categorical program 
lines. Hith decentralization and decategorization, the role of non­
comparable individual contract studies becomes less signific~nt and many 
",ore organizational units 'o7ithin the manpOlver system become l.nvolved as 
contributors to and users of evaluation. OPER, in preparing its evalua­
tion program, will need the capability to produce a different type of 
olano The evaluation plan should (1) specify the contributions that 
~:a'cious offices within the Nanpm.;rer Administration will make in the 
upcoming Y8a;-:- (such as USTES, OHl:'JDS, OFHS) and (2) the output to be 
produced for various users (such as the mi<\', AS/PER, USTES, and OPER 
itself). 

In exercising its liaison and overview role for the Department's 
"valuation effort, the Assistant Secretary for Policy, ~Evaluation and 
Research should request and comment on the annual action plan for evalua­
til'" from the Hanpoiver Administration. The plan should cover both priority 
~valuation programs: the plan vs. performance evaluation under the mL<\. 
and the relative effectiveness evaluation under OPER. 
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~STES, OMMDS, and OB-IS have a major role in providing the staff and 
techn1cal support needed to implement the recommended evalu t' 
USTES '11 b ' a 1.on system. 

,W1. e respons1.ble for: (a) development of an operationally 
mca~1ngful set of definitions and models covering service sequences and 
del1.very systems for the D~~'s planning and control system and (b) dev~l­
opment of,a local labor market information or descriptor series specifi­
cally d:s1gned to support evaluation studies. OBiS and OHHDS \vill be 
~espons1ble for large continuing files which will serve as a repository 
or reported data and as a source for processing runs on this data ' 

support of both priority evaluations. 1.n 

Th: regional offices and prime sponsors are primary users of the 
evalu~t~on system. The recommended capabilities and responsibilities 
are s1.m1.1ar for both. To support the regional offices' l' 

s . b'l . t . d 1ne manager.Jent 
:e PO~s1. 1 l. 1es an to support the prime sponsor in planning and admin-
l.sterlng the local program, both levels should be provided with: 

The capability to compare actual performance data with 
~lanned performance data (input, process flow, output) 
~n order to detect serious problems as the plan is being 
1mplemented. In the report, this type of evaluation is 
called plan vs. performance evaluation. 

The data processing support to accumulate and compute 
success ratios (final performance against plans) on these 
performance data once the implementation is complete. 
(Also part of plan vs. performance evaluation.) 

A means for retrieving from the national evaluation 
system the probable success and the cost of employing 
a parti:ular servic~ for each type of applicant group 
each prl.me sponsor l.ntends to serve in the particular 
l~cal labor ma:-ket c~n~it~ons in which each prime sponsor 
wl.ll ~e operatl.~g. 1h1.s 1.nformation is prOVided by 
relat1.v~ effect1.veness evaluation and disseminated through 
the D~~ s planning and control system. 

Table.4 o~ Chapte: VIII summarizes the relevant missions of the various 
organl.zatl.onal U~1.t~ involved and suggests the type of activities each 
would carry out 1.n l.mplementing the recommended evaluation system. 

3. Implementation Problems 

• Three major problems must be addressed by DOL in implementing the 
recommended evaluation system. These are ones of internal national office 
management, design of compatible information'systems, and maintaining the 
leverage to assure a flow of information from prime sponsors. 
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The first problem arises because of the need to integrate the efforts 
and outputs of many organizational units within the national office. If 
DOL is to capitalize on all of the resources and activities presently 
available within the Nanpower Administration, the present fragmentation 
and lack of communication must be eliminated. This is a problem with 
the present system and would seriously hinder the implementation of the 
recommended one. In Chapter VIII we specify the tasks that must be 
accomplished in implementing the recoffirr!ended systems and assign responsi­
bility for them under current DOL mission statements. This in itself, 
howeve~ does not solve the internal DOL management problem. There must 
be some single point of responsibility for the entire administrative and 
evaluation system described,if it is to function as an entity. 

The second difficulty involves the task of consolidating, standard­
izing and upgrading ex.isting program information and management systems 
to produce a planning and control system usable at the prime sponsor 
level. The problem can best be handled at this point in time through 
the design of a prototY'pe ltplanning and control system" using existing 
DOL delivery systems to simulate the area comprehensive program. Chapters 
V, VI and VII of this report address many of the problems faced in design­
ing compatible repo'rting systems, service delivery systems, and planning 
systems. 

The final problem--establishing and assuring a continuous flmv of 
reliable data from the service delivery system--is both a design and a 
policy matter. Discussions of both aspects are presented in Chapters VI 
und VII. 
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III. PLANNING, ALLOCATION AND EVALUATION IN A 
DECENTRALIZED SYSTEM - MAJOR INFORMATION FLOWS 

A.' Introduction 

. The purpose of this chapter is to identify the necessary informa­
t~on flows that must be established to plan, operate and evaluate a 
dece~tra~ized comprehensive manpower program. The move toward decen­
tral~za:~?n and ~ecategorization will result in important changes in 
the.d~c~s~o~-mak~ng structure for manpower services. Those critical 
adm~n~stra:~ve :u~ctions which use or support the evaluation system 
have been ~dent~f~ed along with the required evaluative information. 

.This chaP7er i~lustrates the need for DOL to formally recognize 
7he ~nte~relat~onsh~ps among area planning, allocation, labor market 
~nformat~on, program development and evaluation in the operation of a 
manpower system. 
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B. Conclusions 

A ' art of the evaluation design effort has been an analysis 
of the :~~~~i~trative functions the evaluat~on will h~ve to S~P~~~\.nter_ 
Based on the proposed legislation, Congress~onal hedar~ngs, a~ng the form 

, c rtain conclusions are reached for the stu y concern~ 
:~e:~~in~strative structure would take under decategorizat~on and dece~­
tralization. The essential characteristics of a decentral~zed, co~re 
hcnsive manpower systera are talten to be: 

• An area prime sponsor, usually a unit ~f.loca: govern­
ment ,{. is responsible for planning, adm~n~ster~ng. or 
providing for the administration of a comprehens~ve 
program. 

b ' , and pr;orities will be set by • ~ational 0 Ject~ves ~ 

and DOL to guide planning and evaluation. Congress 

• Prime sponsor funding may be contingent upon the, 
annual submission and approval of a plan of serv~ce. 

o Prime sponsor performance in 
out an effective program may 

planning and in carrying 
be criteria used by DOL 

i.e., in determining in the allocation of resources, 
prime sponsor funding levels. 

• Both the prine sponsor and DOL have specific evaluation 

responsibilities. 

This decentralized-~ec~te~ori:~~ ~~s~~: ~~~~:n~~~e:fb~h~l:~~~:gs:~~sor 
allocat~on on an area as~s, , 'Ian will represent 
in the local planning process. The pr~me sponsor s p , 
his reco~ended allocation of resources among target groups, serv~~e~h 
and contractors. Assessment of that plan and of the p~rfo~~c~h~ e 

, e s onsor under past plans may be important means Y w.~c 
~:~:rtrn~nt of Labor,' through its Regional Offices, exercises control 
over the comprehensive manpower program. 

There are three primary management information flows to be ~on­
sidered in establishing an administrative system for a decentral~zed 

. (1) planning guidance issued by the Nanpower , 
manpower program. (2) h ehensive nlan subm~tted 
Administration to the prine spon~or, t e c~m~~) the evaluation infor-
to the regional office by the pr~me sponsor an 
mation supporting planning, allocation and control at all levels. 
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1. Planning Guidance 

The planning guidance sets the framework within which the prime 
sponsor develops his progr~m plan. The guidance memorandum sets out the 
national objectives of manpm-ler programs, the services available for 
attaining those objectives, and the initial budget allocations available 
to the prime sponsor. 

The national objectives contained in the guidance memorandum are 
stated in terms of: (1) specific target populations, and (2.) measures 
of program success. These policy guidelines provide the framei-lork for 
developing manpower plans and assessing them. Establishing measurable 
objectives requires an understanding of the legislative goals these 
plans are designed to achieve and the mechanisms by which manpower programs 
act to achieve these goals. This translation of national go~ls into 
operational objectives for use in planning and evaluation is carried out 
in C:'1apter IV • 

The program guidance should include, \-lhen available, the results of 
evaluation of the cost and effectiveness of alternative services in attain­
ing the manpower objectives under varying local and national economic 
conditions. \-.lith decategorization the present program definitions will 
beco:ne less appropriate as descriptors of ~.j'hat services people are or 
have been provided. For a comprehensive program) therefore, a new frame­
work and set of definitions will be required. The necessary definitional 
franework for defining and describing services is presented in Chapters V 
and VI. 

The budget allocations in the guidance are based on criteria speci­
fied in the legislation, including the needs of the target po?ulations 
bei:"',g served by the prime sponsors, the proportion of the total target 
popt.:lations ,vithin the prime sponsor's jurisdiction, and the prior per­
fomance of the prime sponsor in attaining the goals in his Dim approved 
plan. It is assumed that initially the allocation by prime sponsors will 
be based on the apportionment formulas (or some variation) now in use. 
Over time, hOivever, the Department will develop 'the capability for including 
effectiveness measures as criteria in allocating its resources. The use 
of evaluation in plan assessment and in allocating a\l1ong prir:1e sponsors 
based on past performance is described in Chapter VII. 

2. Prime Sponsor Plan 

The local plan must serve two major purposes. First, it describes 
the ?rime sponsor's recommended allocation of resources among target 
groups, strategies and contr~tors. Second, it presents a tir::e phased 
schedule of implementation. The plan must have the same definitional 
base as the program reporting system and planning guidance. The form and 
co;:cent of prime sponsor plans are described in Chapter V. 
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3. Evaluation Information 

. r and Regional Office take Under decentralization, the pr~me sponso . . 
on new administrative responsibilities which require evalu~t~~nl~n!~:a­
tion. The evaluation system must be designed to suppor~ teo 0 

administrative functions: 

At the Prime Sponsor Level 

(a) analysis for the development of a :omprehensive plan 
(b) ailocation of resources among serv~ces 
(c) administrative monitoring of contracts and ~rojects 

At the Regional Office Level 

(a) assessment of prime sponsors' plans 
(b) allocation of resources among prime sponsors 
(c) administr..'1.tive monitoring of prime sponsors 

At the National Office 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 

program development 
development of manpmver goals and. objectives 
allocation of resources among reg~ons 
administrative monitoring of the program on a 

State and Regional basis 

ecific evaluation information relating to each function is described 
~~eT~~le 1 (page 15) of this chapter. Th: evaluation methodology needed 
to provide that information is presented ~n chapter VII. 
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C. Auministrative Structure Under 
Decentralization and Decategorization 

1. Critical Administrative Functions 

The Federal/State/local manpower system can be viewed as a hier­
archal organization with several levels of authority: 

President, Congress 
DOL 

State and local groups 
Local projects 

Secretary 
~~npower Administrator 
Regional Offices 

Present manpower policy is set by Congress, the PreSident, and DOL and 
implemented by DOL th'rough agreements with State and local agencies or 
sponsors to whom responsibilities for project operations are delegated. 

}lanpower programs currently operate under two types of administra­
tive systems which are characterized as either Federal/State or Federal/ 
local. Operational responsibility lies with State agencies in the 
Federal/State programs, while under the Federal/local system there is a 
direct contractual relationship between DOL and a local sponsor. DOL 
exercises management control over grants and con.tracts through 10 regional 
offices. Therefore, for the overall manpower system, we will consider 
four majoI' administrative levels: DOL National Office, DOL Regional 
Office, State agencies, and local sponsors. 

Within these levels the major administrative functions which are 
important to, or will be affected by, decentralization and decategori­
zation can be identified. The following discussion on the impact of 
decentralization and decategorization is based on interviews within DOL 
and review of proposed legislation and legislative hearings. This "7ork 
is summarized in Appendix 1. The administrative functions identified 
for analysis are: 

Congress and the President 

(a) National Goals -- the setting of national goals through 
legislation or Executive action. 

National DOL 

(b) DOL/MA Objectives -- the translation of national goals 
into manpower program objective~ .. qnd priorities. 
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(c) Program Development -- improvement of on-going programs 
through the design and development of techniques, services, 
service delivery systems and management systems. 

(d) Geographical Allocation -- the al1.0cation of program 
resources among areas. 

(e) Administration of the Program -- monitoring the implemen­
tation of the program on a State and regional basis. 

Regional Level 

(f) Plan Assessment -- the assessment of plans, including 
consideration of past performance. 

(g) Project Allocation -- the allocation of resources among 
sponsors and projects. 

(h) Administration of the Program -- monitoring the implemen­
tation of sponsors' plans. 

State and Local 

(i) 

(j) 

(k) 

Local Plan -- the description of the local service delivery 
system's ~xpected performance. 
Local Planning A.nalysis -- the information and analysis 
required for detailed planning of service delivery. 
Administration of Projects -- monitoring the implementation 
of the local project. 

Figure 1 illustrates these functions in the current categorical pro­
gram administrative structure. (The Employment Service, Concentrated 
Employment Progr.am, Hork Incentive Program, and MDTA program are shown.) 
Each program has its own appropriation, its own allocation scheme, its own 
guidelines, its moln management channel, and its own local sponsor. The 
administrative functions are designated in the figure as receivers or 
disseminators of information and resources. 

Figure 2 illustrates a model administrative structure under a decen­
tralized/decategorized manpmoler program. In contrast with the existing 
system, there are four key changes: the irttervention of the prime sponsor 
in the allocation process; the new distinction between policy setting 
(goals and objectives) and program development; the single (unified) pro­
gram management chain; and the comprehensive program planning on an area 
basis. The problem here is to identify the evaluation information on the 
left of Figure 2 that must be provided by the eva1uatibn system at each 
level. 

'The follmoling discussion contrasts the administrative functions at 
each level, as shown in Figures I and 2, and develops a description of 
the information needed under decentralization. 
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2. National Office 

The National Office has three major fUnctions: ope~ationalizing and 
disseminating goals and objectives; program development; and program 
allocation. As shown by comparing Figures 1 and 2, decentralization and 
decategorization Significantly change how these are carried out • 

DOL goals and priorities a~e now set and disseminated by earmarking 
(administratively or legislatively) funds· for categorical programs. Each 
categorical program has associated with it restrictions or eligibility 
requirements on applicants, services, and cont~actors. The final Con­
gressional appropriation not only implicitly sets national priorities 
among various target groups, it also allocates among particular sets of 
strategies and target groups identified with the categorical programs. 

These nationally prepared program packages are disseminated to the 
field in the form of program guidelines (Figure 1). Thus, the whole 
manpower program is to a great extent planned and set at the national 
level in terms of money earmarked for categories defined by target group, 
services, or prime contractors. Program development itself has been 
largely involved with the preparation of guidelines for categorical pro­
grams generated by Congress or the Administration. 

Similarly, allocation has been on a program by program basis under 
the categorical structure. The trend has been toward giving regional 
offices block sums of categorical program money with SOlue discretion in 
allocating it among projects. The amount allocated to regions is usually 
based on last year's operating levels. (MDTA allocates by formula.) 

The evaluation studies shown on Figure l--program impact evaluation, 
program effectiveness evaluation, cross program evaluation, and management 
evaluation--have been designed and disseminated to support the National 
Office in modifying program ~uidelines and in preparation of program 
budgets. The categorical programs are monitored on expenditures and 
obligations (actual vs. planned). !/ 

Both the administrat~ve functions and the type of required supporting 
evaluation change with decentralization and decategorization. With 
decategorization, the program package definitions and guidelines will no 
longer be appropriate; and \vith decentralization, the dissemination of 
policy by objectives Hill take on added importance. DOL will have to set 
national policy by specifying both target group constraints and performan~e 
measures for local planners and regional offices to use. The dissemination 
of objectives is shmm in Figure 2 as nOH being distinct from the dissemi­
nation of program models. The result of decentralization and decategoriza­
tion is that DOL Hill need a system (language, format, and procedures) for 

1/ For example in the Quarterly Reviei\! and Analysis, part of Department 
:1anagement System. 
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(1) disseminating national priorities among operational objectives and 
(2) auditing national performance in terms of distributional criteria and 
performance measures. This requires a set of standard definitions and a 
program reporting system, both of which are to some degreE;! available or 
Rre now being implemented. 

Under decentralization, the focus of the planning process changes to 
the local prime sponsor. Given national objectives, the prime sponsor 
"lill propose those services that he determines will best work in his area. 
No longer will most allocation decisions be made in the National Office. 
The prime sponsors ~vho recommend allocations and the regional offices who 
assess, negotiate, and approve plans are the new users of evaluation 
results. New evaluation requirements therefore must be classified under 
those levels. 

Program Guidance (Figure 2) includes the development and dissemina­
tion of both program service models and the results of evaluation showing 
the effectiveness of particular services. This evaluation information 
,vill allmv estimates of the probability Ivith which the labor market status 
or particular types of applicant groups can be changed when provided with 
particular manpower services in particular labor market settings. As 
explained in Chapter VII, this type of information can be developed most 
effectively at the national level. The need to disseminate the results 
to regional offices and to prime sponsors places new demands on evaluation 
design and the "packaging" of evaluation results at the national level. 
In order to effectively support local planning and regional control, eval­
uations must be planned, carried out, and disseminated using the same 
definitions and format as that of the planning system and reporting system, 
and in a simplified form compatible with their use. The definitions used 
in disseminating evaluation results must have operational significance in 
service delivery. 

The develop~ent of standard program service models also requires 
evaluation infor.;:ation ~,lhich shows the degree to \vhich particular compo­
nents or service.s that are a part of a sequence of services cont-ribute 
to the effective~ess of the sequence. This information \vould be used at 
the national level to modify and improve service models, and would be 
disseminated to the regional and local levels. 

The impact of decentralization and decategorization on prog-ram 
allocation is to consolidate the funding lines and put allocation on an 
area basis. Noreover, the possibility that prime sponSor performance may 
be one criteria on which allocation is based extends the scope of the 
evaluation syste~ to include the comparison of prime sponsors on some 
overall perforr.:ance measure as Nell as their success in implementing 
particular service sequences. 
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Given the role of the National Office in a decentralized system, the 
type of ~valuation information it will require can be s}'·:~cified. Far 
setting objectives and reporting to Congress information an the expendi­
ture of funds, information on the group receiving serVices, and the impact 
of the program will be necessary_ For regional allocation and reprogram­
ming, information on the expenditure of funds on a regionHl and area basis 
\vill be needed, along with information on the comparative effectiveness of 
prime sponsors. Program development \'7ill require information on the rela­
tive effectiveness of program services, the contribution of particular 
components to the success of a service, and the performanc9 of service 
delivery systems in proceSSing applicants. 

3. Regional Offices 

Under both present and proposed structures (Figures 1 and 2), the 
regional office role is a management one, \vith its major functions being 
plan assessment, allocation and monitoring of sponsors. 

Within a categorical program, plan assessment and allocation has 
been done on a project-by-project baSis. The more elaborate planning 
documents are C~S, ES Plan of Service, and CEP. The only criterion 
for judging these plans is their conformance to. planning instructions 
and program guidelines. The project plan, as it comes under the present 
program structure, is usually no more than a budget justification. Proj­
ect allocation procedures and criteria are now loosely drawn. The major 
criteria for allocation are the project's previous obligation and expendi­
ture levels and these are the only project data that are systematically 
monitored for all programs by regional offices. On-site monitoring 
systems have been developed on a program-by-program basis but never 
systematically implemented or linked to the National Office. The regional 
offices, until quite recently, have not had any systems which provide 
anything resembling the type of performance data needed to support judg­
ments on technical assistance and on plan approval and funding. 1/ 

Under decategorization/decentralization, the assessment of tile plan 
and evaluation of past performance can be two important \\lays in which DOL 
exercises control over the program. The plan can be assessed from at 
least three viewpoints: 

(1) How well does the plan reflect national goals and local 
needs for manpower services? 

(2) Hmv feasible is the plan--can the prime sponsor imple­
ment it? 

11 The CEP program has developed a management information system for 
project directors and regional offices which is beginning to provide 
program performance data. 
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(3) Hmq effectively and efficiently does the plan reflect the 
amount that can be accomplished with particular types and 
levels of resou~ces available and the services employed? 

These criteria require some supporting information from an evaluation 
system--namely, information on the prime sponsor's past performance in 
implementing plans and information on the cost and effectiveness of 
services for particular applicant groups under different labor market 
conditions. Inclusion of performance criteria in apportionment formulas 
will require that the regional office have information on the relative 
effectiveness of prime sponsors. 

The establishment of local prime sponsors will mean that the regional 
office 'vi11 be responsible for fewer but much more costly and complicated 
local programs. A system which allows the regi,onal office to monitor prime 
sponsors as their plans are being implemented will be essential. 

4. Prime Sponsors 

One major change shown in Figure 2 is the intervention of the prime 
sponsor in the project planning and allocation process. The significance 
of the prime sponsor's role is clear when contrasted to the current local 
planning responsibilities. 

For the existing categorical programs, the annual plans vary in detail 
and sophistication but can each be described as a budget justification for 
funds to run a nationally designed program package. The program manager 
has limited authority to set local priorities or select alternative program 
services. The plan presents "service to be rendered" in terms of project 
operating levI.'!l. 

Under the current categorical program structure, a sponsor essentially 
relies on t\'lO pieces of information in planning: 

o estimated or target budget 

o last year's operating levels (number served and services 
delivered). 

His new plan is prepared by adjusting past operating levels to meet the 
estimated budget level. Thus, planning here is equivalent to budgeting. 
This approach is appropriate since his role is to implement a nationally 
planned program package and since performance standards on effectiveness 
are not set. 

Under decentralization, plans will represent the prime sponsor's 
allocation of resources among projects. iiith decategorization, the 
planner is free to choose the mix of services, taking into consideration 
national priorities, local needs, and evaluation in.formation. Such a 

\. 
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~lanning process depends heavily on the availability of evaluation 
~nformation. Specifically, the type of information required is of two 
type~: (1) the degree of effectiveness and the cost of providing 
~art~cu~ar types of services to particular types of applicant groups 
~n part~cu1ar types of labor market conditions, and (2) the degree of 
success of the local service delivery system to implement plans and 
programs. 

With decen~r~l~zation and decategorization, the prime sponsor also 
assumes respons~b~l~ty for administering a comprehensive program and this 
too creates new evaluation requirements. He must have information about 
how well sUb:ontractors are performing in comparison \'lith the estimated 
performance.~n the plan--and possibly in comparison with each other where 
such compar~sons are meaningful. ' 
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D. Evaluation Information Needed for 
Planning/Allocation/Control 

In Figure 2, evaluation information is shmm flmving into the 
administrative system to support various planning, allocation, and con­
trol functions. Given the above description of how the manpower system 
will operate under decentralization, it is possible to specify the types 
of evaluation information needed. 

The major users considered in the evaluation design are the local 
prime sponsors, State agencies, the regional offices, and the National 
Office. Table 1 is a summary description of the type of information 
that the appropriate evaluation system should provide in support of the 
administrative functions at each leveL 

The "State" is not broken out here explicitly as an administrative 
unit. If the State emerges as a prime sponsor for particular areas, it 
will require the same evaluation information as other prime sponsors. If 
the State emerges with an adminis"trative role over area prime sponsors, 
as proposed in the Hanpower Training Act, the State ~vill require an eval­
uation capability similar to that nmv recommended for the regional office. 
~~hi1e this affects the assignment of responsibility in the evaluation 
system, it does not affect the basic evaluation design. 

Examination of Table 1 indicates that two distinct types of evalua­
tion information are needed. One type relies on the principles of 
research design and attempts to account for variations in program effec­
tiveness. The other relies on comparisons of plans ~vith data on appli­
cants, costs~ process flo\vs and effectiveness reported during implementation 
of those plans. 

For both kinds of evaluation, the data sources are described in 
Chapter VI and the methodology and uses in Chapter VII. 

.. 
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TARLE 1.--ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS IN A DECEN'J'HAL[ZFIl 
MANPOWER PROGRAM AND THE NEEDED EVALUATION INFORMA'I'iUN 

AdminIstrative Functions Supporting Evalllation Infllr-OI.:lt inn 

NATIONAL LEVEL 

Setting objectives and reporting 
to Congress. 

Regional allocation on prime 
sponsor performance 

Reprogramming 

Program development of services 
and service delivery models 

B. 

c. 

Types of applicants served compared to 
distributional goals. 

F4nds spent compared to funds allocated. 

Success achieved in comparison with Pb'I.,]t: 

not provided services. 

Performance rating of prime sponsors by 
regions. 

~unds spent compared to funds allocated. 

Relative expected success of particular 
service sequences. 

Success achieved in comparison to peopl!:: 
not provided servic~s. 

Relative contribution of particular components 
to the succ~ss of servic~ s~quenc~. 

Comparison of actual performance witlt 
planned perfor.nance at each step in the 
delivery of service. 

REGIONAL LEVEL 

Assessment of feasibility of 
plans 

Assessment of projected effective­
ness and efficiency of plans 

Allocation among prime sponsors 
based on performance 

Deobligation and reprogramning 

Technical assistance to prime 
sponsors 

Compliance of prime sponsors to 
national objectives and priorities 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

Comparison of actual perfonnance WI th last 
year's planned performance at each scpp of 
the de Ii very of serv ices. 

Relative expected success of particular 
service sequenc~s. 

Performance rating of prime sponsnrs. 

Comparison of funds spent to funds a lli1l·.1 tt·J 
as plans are being implemented. 

Comparison of actuai perfonnance \~ith 
planned perfo!7.1ance as the plans are b"111:'; 
implemented. 

Types of applicants served and results 
achieved co,.pared to distributional !-\l'i11:3. 

PRIME SPONSOR LEVEL 

Planning analysis 

Allocation among projects 

Deobligation of subcontractors 
and reprogramming 

Technical assis'Cance to subcon-
tractors 

AI· 

A2 · 

B. 

C. 

D. 

R~lative expected success of particular S"l-­

vlcdcis~quencL!s under given local Inhor mort· .. t con tlons, . ft. 

Success ratios between dc~ual perf0~~~c~ 
and planned performance at each step in 
the previous i:nplementation phdse . 

Relative ex,peeted Sllccess of . 1 Pdl-t 1":11 ell' 

projects and subcontractors. 

~omparison of funds spent as plans an hc i 11"; 

lmplemented to funds allocated. 

Comparison of actual perfor-mane (' \>Ii lh 
planned perfor.n<.lncc as plans arc heine> 
implemented. 
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E. Using Information to Guide 
the Manpower Program 

Management of manpower training programs has a!r.oTays required a 
timely and knowledgeable meshing of information and administrative 
actions. Other chapters of this study describe in detail how functions 
pre$ently performed need to be modified, updated or interrelated in order 
to support prime sponsors and the Manpower Administrator in a decentral­
ized decategorized style of operation. In this section we will deal 
with'the various means through which the Manpower Administrator exercises 
his authority to guide manpower programs toward national goals, improved 
performance, and improved design under decentralization and decategori-
zation. 

The question is essentially one of control--how does DOL maintain 
the leverage needed to move State and local sponsors toward national 
goa~s and policies. The maximum point of leverage generally occur: prior 
to actual commitment of funding to a detailed program. After camm~tment, 
leverage can only be obtained through the carrot of promising an increased 
budget commitment or the stick of threatening a decreased one. Both of 
these are uncertain and, as Ruttenberg 1/ has pointed out, take place at 
the margin of the budget, not on the total budget: 

In government the tendency is for important activity and 
decision-making to take place at the margin of the budget 
process. Too often the only significant struggles concern 
incremental increases or supplemental budget requests. 
The base figures go unchallenged and pass beyond control. 
The margin becomes the contested prize. 

Control can and should be exerted over the main portion of the programs 
rather than simply over the reductions and increases. 

1/ 

There are at least three areas where DOL leverage can be exerted: 

o Distributing measurable goals and objectives, 

Q Guiding the development of local plans and assessme.nt 
of these plans, and 

o Budgeting processes, i.e., setting prime sponsor funding 
levels. 

Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Jocelyn Gutchess, The Federal-State 
Employment Service--A Critique (Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press, 1970). 
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Proposed manpower legislation contains a family of goals and objec­
tives to be achieved. From these, operational objectives are developed 
by the Manpo~'7er Administration. These objectives are carried out throu~h 
ac:ual interventions made in local labor market processes by programs of 
pr~rne sponsors. The selection of these objectives and the dissemination 
of measures of success or failure are t~le first points of leverage in 
influencing local use of resources. This applies to both distributional 
(t'7ho shall be served) and effectiveness (are the services the· most effec­
tive) goals. These objectives become a set of constraints Hithin \.lhi.ch 
the local planner performs his allocations. 

The next point of leverage (before funding) occurs through the 
impact of DOL upon planning of local programs and the assessment 
modification, and acceptance of these by the regions. If the Ma~poi'7er 
A~ministrator can provide an adequate format for local planning, evalua­
t~ons of past performance in the same format, and the compatible objec­
tives and s~ccess meas~res, the AR}~ 1/ may be expected to exert leverage 
upon the pr~me sponsor s allocation of resources through the assessment 
and approval process. This is an especially deSirable leverage point 
because it involves bargaining between the two persons likely to be most 
knowledgeable about local conditions, programs, and performance--the AR;'~ 
and the prime sponsor. It also involves revie';'7 and assessment of the 
total planned program. 

The previous framework for this type of control has been through 
categorical programs. Compliance to various categorical restrictions 
';'las required and monitored. 10Jith decategorization, this frameHork must 
be replaced. This report recommends that it be replaced Hith a format 
for planning, control, and evaluation based upon the particular service 
sequences.of service delivery to be used locally. Each of the planning 
elements 1n the plan would describe the placement of specific applicant 
groups into specific types of jobs through the use of a specific sequence 
of service components (see Chapter V). 

To a major extent, the budgeting process ~'7ill represent a reflection 
of the leverage exerted through the first t~'lO steps discussed above and 
subsequent attempts to provide incentives or penalties. Inclusion of 
performance criteria in apportionment formulas is a recomnended approach 
for establishing a system of incentives through the budget process. 
Appendix 2 illustrates a system for comparing the performance of pri~e 
sponsors, taking into account differences in available funds, groups 
served, and economic environments. The products of this system are 
indexes for each prime sponsor, indicating whether performance under the 
plan was exemplary, satisfactory, or below average in terms of improving 
the employment experie~ce of each group. 

]) AH}~: Associate Regional Nanpm'7er Administrator. 
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If the evaluation system recommended is implemented, e~ch subsequent 
lannin c cle can be a possible basis for more than a marg~n~l budget 

p . ~ g T~iS is especially true as the effectiveness evaluat~on results 
:;~~~~~eloped and provide a more meaningful basis for "standards ~f pe~- t 
formance" in plan assessment and allocation. Performance ~s the ll~por an 
added consideration, both in some of the proposed legislat~on and ~n the 
discussion here. 
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IV. DERIVATION OF EFFECTIVENESS }ffiASURES 
FROM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

A. Introduction 

Manpm.,er legislation puts forNard a broad range of social and economic 
goals along with a set of programs to accomplish them. A major task facing 
policy makers and managers is determining how successful the programs, as 
implemented, are in meeting national goals and objectives. Isolating or 
identifying program success requires a capability for definition, measure­
ment, and comparison. The problem is two-fold--~ow to suitably define suc-
cess and what to measure and compare. ' 

The purpose of this chapter is to recommend a set of success measures 
for use in prime sponsor planning, monitoring, and program evaluation that 
can be stated in terms of the prime sponsor's program for local delivery of 
services, used to validate or reject the underlying assumptions of service 
delivery programs, and eventually related to national goals. 

This chapter \.,il1 attempt to relate national goals to specific inter­
ventions being made locally and explore what is and is not known about the 
relationship of these interventions to national intentions. The implica­
tions of present knowledge gaps for planning, evaluation, and research will 
be brought out. Finally, a group of measures will be selected that can be 
related to the intentions or goals and can also be related to the interven­
tions being made in the field. Recommendations are made in the body of the 
report on the use of these measures in planning~ monitoring, and evaluating 
a comprehensive manpm.,er program. 
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B. Conclusions 

The goals of much of the national legislation proposed over the 
last year in the manpower field are stated in terms of national problems 
such as unemployment, inflation, prodl,ctivity, and reduction in economic 
dependency. The specific interventions made by most manpower programs, 
hmvever, consist of particular services delivered to local applicants. 
Our conclusion is that the best measures for determining program success 
should be based upon the applicant's labor market experience: 

• Change in "'age Rate: Hourly income at Job Entry Completion 
minus last hourly income on a full time job before enrollment. 

o Change in Earned Income: Earned Income over the 12 month 
period following Job Entry minus Earned Income over the 12 
month period preceding enrollment. 

" Change in Unearned Income: Unearned income over the 12 
month period follmving Job Entry minus Unearned Income over 
the 12 month period preceding enrollment. 

Gl Job Stability Heasures: 

Number of jobs in 12 month period preceding enrollment 
minus number of jobs in 12 month period following Job 
Entry. 

Time unemployed (but looking for work) in 12 month period 
preceding enrollment nlinus time unemployed (but looking 
for ~vork) in 12 month period follmving Job Entry. 

Number of weeks employed full time in 12 month period 
preceding enrollment minus number of weeks employed full 
time during 12 months f~llowing Job Entry. 

These ~vill be cumulated by groups to determine the effect of receiv­
ing service on groups of applicants. Comparison group data will be 
necessary to distinguish the amount of change that would be expected 
without service. Local labor market information would be also used 
when making comparisons from area to area. But the basic program 
success criteria should be constructed from these measures of applicant 
labor market experience. 

Further evaluation into the service derivery process should be made 
to link successes (on these measures) to the training or service given 
and the funds used. Further research is necessary to determine the im­
pact of providing successful service to applicants on the local and 
national labor markets. Thus a variab le like unemployment ~vill be prin­
cipally considered an independent variable affecting success in service 
delivery. We would also like to have considered (at least local) un-
employment a depmdent variable. But until both the many exogenous factors 
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af~ecting unemployment can be isolated and/or the structural method by 
wh~ch manpower programs affect unemployment adequately det·e . d . t . . bl d . rm~ne , ~ 
seems ~mposs~ e to ete~ine local program success in terms of variables 
such as unemployment and ~nflation. 
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C. The Multiple Definitions of Manpower Program Goals 

Each of the recently proposed manpotver bills begins ~07ith a section 
on findings and purpose from which one can extract a set of desired ends 
of varied levels of specificity. Examples might be: 

Reduce Unemployment 
Reduce Underemployment 
Upgrade Skills 
Reduce Dependency on Welfare 
Reduce Critical Skiil Vacancies 
Ease the Transition into the Labor Force 
Increase Public Service Employment to Heet Unfilled 

Public Needs 

Same of these statements of intention are treatment-oriented) some 
are goal-oriented. The interrelationships among these and many other 
stated purposes of manpower legislation are ill-defined. The set of 
objectives listed also implies a number .of broad, overlapping target 
groups ~07hose interaction with each other in the labor market is not 
~yell understood. This mixture of process) social) and economic language 
in statements of intent makes calculations of program outputs a difficult 
problem. 

The set of legislative objective statements is not an adequate 
description of either national goals or program objectives for management 
purposes. They do not easily lead in all cases to the measurable crite­
ria needed to plan) manage) and evaluate a program. Consider the problem 
involved in trying to define commensurable objectives for programs as 
diverse as upgrading and public service employment. 

Upgrading of employed workers is considered to be an end in itself, 
since"it increases productivity (another stated purpose) and allows a 
person "to qualify for employment consistent with his highest potential 
and capability" (H.R. 19519) Sec. 2). It is also seen as a means to 
another end in that it opens up entry-level jobs for the placement of 
unemployed and underemployed ~07orkers. The choice of which objective to 
emphasize would drastically influence the design of the program and the 
design of an evaluation. Similarly, public service employment is put 
forth as having two purposes: to meet unfilled public needs and to pro­
vide meaningful jobs. The concepts of "meaningful jobs" and "meeting 
unfilled public needs" are difficult to quantify in practice. 
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In order to facilitate the planning and evaluation of a manpower 
program, some order must be made out of this array of 1 d b' 
statements. One way to approach the problem is to . goa an 0 Jective 

t ' v~ew programs in their 
opera ~ng context and develop a set of measures that can b d 
to t t th e use in evaluation ,e~ e assumptions linking ~ervice delivery to various goal 
Th~s ~s the approach taken here. statements. 



D. National Goals and Specific Interventions 

l. National Goal Statements and Heasur~ 

The role manpO'tver programs play in meeting overall national goals is 
clearly stated in the Manpower Repo~t of the President: 

The Nation's economic goals for the 1970's combine a high 
rate of economic growth with a greater degree of price sta­
bility than has been experienced in the past. And, ••• the 
promotion of economic stability and growth is an objective 
to '\vhich manpmver programs can make special contributions. 
Besides reduci.ng inflationary pressures, enhancing worker 
productivitYt' and increasing employment, these programs 
can focus tntensively on the problems of those individuals 
and groups that do not share fully in the Nation's prosperity. 
The very recognition that economic objectives can be effec­
.tivelyserved by mo~e than the traditional fiscal and monetary 
devices is an important step in the realization of the broad 
p'romises of manpo\,e!' p~ograms. }j 

Thus, manpo\Ver programs are seen as having distributional and efficiency~1 
objectives -- on the one hand, they have been thought of as social programs 
directed for the most part at aiding the poor and disadvantaged; on the 
other hand, they are vie\ved as a component of our national economic policy 
Jirected at full employment, economic growth, and price stability. 

The traditional tools of economic management are monetary and fiscal 
policy. These "carry the major burden of achieving the goals of stabili­
zation and high employment. "1/ HO\vt-ver, in discussing manpmver programs 
dS em adjunct to monetary and fiscal policy, the President's report draws 
cue broad distinctions whi:h point out the potential usefulness of such 
progra.'1Is to economic TI\':lt1agement. First, manpower programs tend to be 
cioecific in nature, buing designed for distinct individuals, groups and 
c~nmunities, \vhile monetary and fiscal policy tend to have broad undif­
ferentiated impacts. Second, monetary and fiscal policies tend to 
operate on aggregate demand, whereas manpower programs operate, for the 
r:1~st part, on the supply side. Hanpmver programs are seen as \vorking 
directly to increase output and employment while reducing pressure on 
costs and prices. 

11 Manpower Report of the President, 1970. 
~I Effici0ncy is used in this report to mean effectiveness/cost. 
1.1 }!anpmver Report of the President, 1970. 
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The President's Manpower Report goes On to discuss the role of man­
power programs under two economic conditions: increasing employment and 
increasing unemployment. In periods of high employment with the economy 
operating at or near full capacity, some unemployment persists. While 
many factors are involved, this unemployment is often attributed to in­
efficiencies in the labor market and described as "frictional unemploy­
ment" and "structural unemployment". The characteristics of the 
unemployment and the unemploy~d change significantly as demand slackens 
and more skilled workers lose their jobs. In this latter case insuf­
ficient aggregate demand rather than inefficiencies in the lab~r market 
predominate. 

Under high employment conditions, manpower programs are seen as 
dealing with labor market inefficiencies through job matching, training, 
and other services to the unemployed. With insufficient aggregate demand, 
manpower programs ar7 seen as cushioning the impact of unemployment through 
transfer payments wh~le enhancing the employability and earnings of partic­
ipants over the longer run. 

Review of the various pieces of proposed'legislation reveals a S~T!n­
lar but more specific breakout of national goals along distributional and 
efficiency lines. Table 1 below summarizes a group of national goals 
reiterated in the proposed legislation. They represent statements of 
national intentions for manpower programs. 

TABLE 1. --GOALS OF NATIONAL HANPOHER LEG1SLATlm>; 

I. Improve Aggregate Economic Conditions 

A. Reduce Unemployment and Underemployment 
B. Increase the Productive Capacity of the Labor Force 
C. Reduce Inflation 
D. Reduce Economic Dependence 

II. Improve the Economic and Social Conditions of Specific Population 
Groups (e.g., poor persons, new entrants and reentrants into the 
labor force, and competitively disadvantaged persons) 

A. Increase their Employment Stability, ~'Jages, and Job Satisfaction 
B. Raise their Incomes Through Payment of Training Stipends 

III. Help Heet Unfilled Public Needs (e. g., provide jobs and training 
in the fields of health, public safety, and pollution control.) 
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Measurement of goals related to specific population or occupational 
groups (II and III) is, in theory, straightforward. However, there are 
very fe\'1 data series \vhi.::h provide information in that detail on a con­
tinuous and reliable basis. 

The aggregate economic goals (I) espoused in the manpoHer legislation 
relate to the status of the populatio:1 and the economy as a \vhole, rather 
than to specific population groups. Indications of goal achievement are 
relatively easy to obtain. 

• Unemployment and underemployment are measured monthly in 
the Current Population Survey by unemployment rates, part­
time employment rates, reasons for part-time employment, 
average length of work-week, and the like. 

• The productive capacity of the labor force is measured 
periodically by the Commerce Department by indices of 
real GNP, output per man-hour, and the like. 

• Changes in inflation are measured monthly and reported in 
terms of the Consumer Price Index, the \iholesale Price 
Index, the implicit GNP deflator, and their components. 

o Economic dependency is measurable in part from the 
operating statistics of the agencies that distribute 
unemployment compensation, public assistance 3 and 
other transfer payments. 

These broad manpower goals (I, II, and III) are all related to the 
overall economy and the structure of the labor market (~upply and demand). 
The question of concern for evaluation, however, is how do manpower pro­
grams operating \vithin the larger labor market impact on these national 
measures. As will be discussed below, these indicators cannot be used to 
measure manpmver programs directly because of the present lack of knmvledge 
of the causal relationships between manpower program activity and the 
behavior of the labor market. and the economy. 

2. Specific Interventions and Heasures 

Hanpmver programs and policies are presently made at the national 
level, but they operate in the context of the local labor market. They 
represent an intervention in the job search and labor turnover process. 
Figure 1 shows where in the labor market process (major stocks and flows 
are shown) the manpower program can intervene. These interventions can 
take many forms,from simply speeding the hiring process to extended 
training and work experience aimed at improving employability. All of 
these local interventions are made in attempts to achieve sets of stated 
national goals. (It is important to realize that, because of their present 
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relative size, manpo~yer programs operate as a supplement to the function­
ing of the normal labor market rather than as one of its principal compo­
nents. Even if program e~ectiveness were significant, the impact of 
manpower programs on the labor market might be undetectable due to the 
small size of the total program relative to other factors;) 

The types of manpo\-ler programs visualized in the legislation , 
considered this year are shown in Table 2. Comprehensive manpo\-ler train­
ing programs, Job Corps, occupational upgrading and work and training 
programs all try to intervene in the labor market process by changing a 
program applicant's characteristics in order to increase his chances of 
stable employment. The comprehensive program also has provision for other 
types of interventions, for example, relocation (moving an applicant to 
some area where he can be placed) and job development (changing an exist­
ing job to fit the applicant). Public Service Employment intervenes by 
creating new jobs and the "Economic Stabilizer" 1/ reflects the view of 
manpower programs as a means to cushion unemployment. 

Table 3 lists the types of components eligible in a comprehensive 
program. One can easily visualize complex sets of success measures 
associated with the components, with the programs, and with the different 
types of intervention. The following sections will develop distinctions 
which are necessary to establish research, planning, and evaluation 
programs. 

a. Heasures of Effectiveness 

To be able to speak of effectiveness in meeting a goal requires 
that the goal and the intervention designed to achieve it be related in 
some common system of measurement. The argument to be deve).ped in thi~ 
chapter is that, given the present state of knowledge, the most appropriate 
framework for this measurement at present is not the national economy or 
the target groups in the labor market, but the success of the applicant 
in the labor market. 

An important part of an evaluation system for a comprehensive program 
deals '-lith the definition of success in local service delivery. There are 
several types of measures that can be taken in local service delivery. For 
example, consider a program trying to lower the unemployment of some target 
group. It might be assumed that unemployment would decrease if an unem­
p~oyed group's probability of finding and keeping a job was increased. It 
might further be assumed that this could be best accomplished by providing 
skill training to individuals in that group. The local intervention would 
then take the form of training courses to certain types of applicants. 
Each level at which assumptions are made has associated with it a set of 
measures. Table 4 illustrates the assumptions that link some of the meas­
urements to others. 

1/ The "Economic Stabilizer" is a legislative prov~s~on which provides 
an automatic increase in manpower program resources when unemployment 
exceeds some level. 

IV-IO I 
I 
). 



• 

TABLE 2.--TYPES OF PROGRAMS PUT FORTH IN RECENT PROPOSED LEGISLATIO~ 

Comprehensive Manpower Program 

Categorical Programs 

Job Corps 

Occupational Upgrading 

Public Service Employment 

Work & Training Programs 

Economic Stablizer 

Special Federal Responsibilities 
(Information, Research, Develop­
ment, Computerized Job Banks) 

Manpower 
Training Act 

Title I 

Title II 

Title V 

Title III, 
Title IV 

Comprehensive 
Manpower Act 

Title I 

Title II 

Title III 

" Title IV 

Employment and 
Manpower Act 

Titl.e I 

(Part of Title IV) 

Title II 

Title II 

Title IV, Title V 

Title VI 

Title IV 



TABLE 3.--COMPREHENSIVE MA~~ER PROGRAM COMPONENTS* 

* Source: 

** Includes: 

*** Incll.ldes: 

Basic Education 

Basic Manpower Service** 

Orientation 

Occupational Training 
(Institutional, On the Job Training) 

upgrading 

Supportive Services*** 

Work Experience 

Work Programs for Students 

Relocation Assistance 

Job Development and Restructuring 

Skill Centers 

Service Centers 

l-fi' A, CMA, EMA 

Outreach, Intake, Assessment, Orientation, Counseling, 
Coaching, Referral to Training, Placement, Follow-up. 

Health services, physical examinations, child car~, bond~ng, 
residential support, family planning, transportatlon aSBlstance. 
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TABLE 4. --AN EXAMPLE OF GOALS AND MEASUREMENT 

National & Local Local 
Local Labor . Service Service 

Level National Market Delive·ry Delivery 
Component System 

Goal Reduce Un- Raise Employ- Teach Pass Appli-
cant Through employment ability. of Applicant Welding of Target Applicant to Weld School and Group Place on a 
Job 

Type of National Impact on Alteration Process 
Measurement Statistics Applicants' in Charac- Flow 

and Series Success in teristic 
Job Market Necessary 

~ .Tob 

Example of Change in Post-program Change in Time in 
Training Measure Unemployment Wage, Income , Skill at 
Slot, Com-Rate of Tar- Jab Stability Welding 
pIe tion of get Group 
Course, Job 
Placement 

Table 4 shows four types of measures that can be used in defining program 
success: process flow, changes in applicants' job-related characteristics, 
changes in applicants' labor market success, and changes in aggregate 
social/economic indicators. 

• Process flow measurements .(such as are in common use at present) 
simply tell that the program is operating and that trainees are 
passing through it with certain numbers of dropouts and comple­
tions. 

• Neasuring the component results in terms of the actual change 
in applicant skills and characteristics allows a test of the 
basic assumption that the program is imparting these skills. 

• Measuring the impact on the wage, income and job stability of 
the applicant allows an assessment of the assumption that the 
skills being imparted actually have some effect on applicant 
success in the labor market • 
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The impact on the applicant's labor market experience could 
be related to changes in the national goal measures if the 
appropriate labor market and economic theory were available. 

Hith the proper design an evaluation can determine the relative 
effects of the program on the applicant's labor market success. Success 
in the labor market itself can be relclted to process flow measures and 
changes in applicant characteristics, thereby testing the assumptions on 
which the intervention was based. The evaluation system recommended in 
the body of this report will be able to validate or reject the assump­
tions underlying various programs only in terms of their effect upon an 
applicant's success in the labor market. Detailed evaluation of the 
assumptions linking most specific local interventions and their related 
national goals awaits further development of adequate models and theories 
of labor market operation, interaction of different groups of workers in 
the labor market, and effects of local programs in the overall and local 
labor markets. 

Evaluation of the impact of manpower programs on the national 
economic goals or labor market goals (target group status) is not feasi­
ble at this time. The relative size of manpow'eJ: programs makes their 
expected overall impact on the economy and the local labor market small 
in relation to the effects of other factors involved; Moreover, because 
of the missing labor market theory, it is not known how to account for 
effects such as displacement within and betwe~n groups. At this point in 
time evaluation should be concentrated on discovering the impact of 
manp;wer programs on applicants. As the necessary research is performed, 
the results can then be used to improve existing programs, to throw light 
on what types and sizes of programs might be adequate to exert a measur­
able effect on the target groups, and to develop the data necessary for 
research on the operation of the labor market. Until sllerl research is 
accomplished, the understandIng necessary to make the direct links between 
local interventions and aggregate national manpower goals will be missing. 

b. Distributional Considerations 

It was mentioned in the introduction that there are distributional 
considerations as well as efficiency considerations at the national level 
in both the past programs and present legislation. Wbat segments of the 
comnlunity benefit from the service is, of course, the key distributional 
question. In making this choice, a prime sponsor will be guided by national 
guidelines, by analysis of the local labor market need, and by his own 
political-social preferences. The conceptual problem here is in defining 
need. The measurement of distribution of service is relatively straight­
fODvard, once the national guidance is clearly given. 

There are several aspects to this distributional question which must 
be b"tought out. One deals ~vith the relationship between the national goal 
and the local intervention and the other with the different data require­
ments for policy, evaluation, and planning. 
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Once national distributional goals are set, there still remains the 
question as to which applicant groups will be trained for which jobs. 
Ideally, a topography of the labor force and the theory linking various 
types of interventions in terms of direct and secondary effects on 
subpopulations in the labor force should be used to make these determina­
tions. For example, suppose it were known that the best way to 1mver 
unemployment among the disadvantaged, a national goal, would be to upgrade 
the middle-income worker, thereby opening up entry level jobs. The local 
planner's distributional (operational) goal in this case would be '~idd1e­
income workers." As has been suggested, knowledge of how to best achieve 
distributional goals does not exist today (see Section F). Without such 
knowledge, allocation is reduced to assuring that those target groups held 
to have priority needs are directly receiving services or benefits. 

Table 5 lists the target groups identified in the proposed legisla­
tion and Table 6 identifies these in terms of the major labor market 
stocks shown in Figure 1. It is not clear at th4s point in time exactly 
vmat distributional requirements will be in the legislation nor how the 
Department of Labor will use them. With decategorization and decentral­
ization the local planners will be determining (or at least proposing) 
which applicant groups will be trained for which jobs. Since the set of 
groups listed in Table 5 is almost all-inclusive, local planners will be 
called upon to set priorities among groups in the set. No doubt DOL ~vill 
have ,to play a major role in giving local prime sponsors guidance as to 
which groups should receive services. 

Descriptions such as Table 6 may be adequate for disseminating 
national policy. They are not sufficient for evaluation and planning. 
With decategorization, particular programs are no longer mandated and 
consequently, alternative services may be selected (or at least proposed) 
by the local planner. In order to select or allocate among various serv­
ices, the planner must have an explicit statement of both distributional 
and efficiency objectives. Moreover, he must be able to estimate the 
effectiveness of a service for a particular applicant group. Many category 
definitions in Table 6 (Le., veterans) cannot be expected to be homogeneolls 
with respect to program success.' In other words, the predicted program 
.effectiveness for the group as a ,vhole will have a \vide variance. Conse­
quently, given a distributional objective, the planner has to be able to 
estimate within this "need category" the number of different types of 
potential applicant groups defined by characteristics associated with 
expected program success. These characteristics cannot be a matter of 
policy as are the "need categories"; rather, they will be determined by 
the evaluation studies. The characteristics data that should be collected 
for use in evaluation are discussed in Chapter VI. 

3. Summary--A Hierarchy of Goals, Objectives, and Neasures 

Parts 1 and 2 of this section (C) have developed a hierarchy of goals 
and related measures. A distinction can be made bet~veen t~·70 kinds of meas­
ures based on the sensitivity of measurement: national and operational. 
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Act 
Type of 
Program 

Comprehensive 
Hanpower Program 

Categorical 
Programs: 

Upgrading 

Public Service 
Employment 

Special Hork 
and Training 
Programs 

} ,I 

TABLE 5. --TARGET GROUPS: PROPOSED LEGISlATION 

Ct1A 

Services under this title are 
prescribed for qualified job 
seekers, the unemployed and 
underemployed, prisoners, 
veterans, youth from low­
income families, employed 
workers, the discouraged and 
undennotivated, low-income 
persons, disadvantaged, 
chronically unemployed poor. 

Selection of trainees shall 
be based on merit, ability, 
and length of service--no 
person shall be selected as 
a trainee until such person 
has been in the employ of the 
employer for a period of not 
less than six months. 

The eligible unemployed-~i.e., 
an individual who has demon­
strated that he is able and 
willing to work and (A) has 
been unemployed for five or 
more weeks or (n) is employed 
on a part-time basis. 

" 

" 

.. .. 

EMA 

Same as OV\. 

Same as CHA. 

Unemployed and underemployed 
persons, with special con w 

sideration for persons who 
have participated in manpower 
training programs for whom 
employment opportunities would 
not other~"ise be ill'iInediately 
available . 

Unemployed, underemployed, low­
income, employed (upgrading), 
prisoners, youth from low­
income families, older workers, 
Indians, migrants, bi-lingual 
persons. 

HTA 

Unemployed, underemployed, 
lO'i~-income, or otherwise dis­
advantaged person 16 years of 
age or over who are not ade­
quately prepared for suitable 
employment in their area of 
residence • 
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TABLE 6.--DISTRIBUTIONAL CATEGORIES IN PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

Population 

Employed 
(1) qualified worker 
(2) underemployed 
(3) low income persons 

~) 

Unemployed 
(1) qualified worker 
(2) disadvantaged 
(3) chronically unemployed 
(4) youth from low income families 
(5) low income persons 
(6) older workers 
(7) Indians, migrants, bilingual 
(8) Veterans 

Not in the Labor Force 
(1) welfare recipients 
(2) in-school youth 
(3) prisoners 
(4) discouraged and undermotivated 
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Vacancies 
(1) critical skills 

New Jobs 
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National goals look at the overall economy or specific target groups in 
the labor market and are described by aggregate measures. There is also 
a more immediate operational set of objectives stated in terms of par­
ticular applicant groups. Three types of measures associated with appli­
cants have been identified: process flow data (or the provision of some 
service), alterations in job relatnd characteristics, and subsequent 
labor market success. In summarizi.ng the discussion, Table 7 associates 
national goals with typical interventions and several types of applicant 
success measures. 

As an example to clarify the Table, trace the entries in row (d), 
Structural Unemployment. The implied national measurement is from 
national unemployment figures, especially those dealing with long term 
unemployment. The major intervention of the Manpower Administration, 
hOivever, is in Employability Development. Success in ED may be difficult 
to measure with this national measure because of many other interacting 
economic and social factors whose interrelationsips in creating unemploy­
ment are not precisely understood. The Manpower Administration can 
measure the impact of its intervention in at least three ways. ---

The first (not shown in the table but discussed in Chapter VI) is 
simply in terms of process flow data: number in, drop-outs, placements, 
etc. This implicitly assumes that the basis of all such efforts is correct 
and ivorkable and that the only assessment necessary is that the programs 
are operating. 

At a different level of measurement, the direct effects of interven­
tion on applicants and jobs can be measured in terms of variables shown in 
Column 3. This ivill at least allow assessment of the effectiveness of 
each intervention in achieving changes that are believed to produce effects 
in line with national goals. In order to verify that these operational 
changes (say skill training) do produce an impact of the type and direction 
indicated by the goal, some other measurements must be made. This third 
type is indicated in the last column. Changes in ivages, income, and job 
stability measured after the intervention are more indicative of progress 
tmvard meeting the national goals and at the sam"~, time allow an assessment 
of particular techniques of intervention (measured in the preceding column) 
to determine their effectiveness in producing such progress. The measure­
ment of the type of data in the last column is thus pivotal in relating 
:,?2cific interventions to national goals. The applicants' experience is 
the common system of measurement needed to relate national goals and the 
interventions designed to achieve them. 
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Examples of National Goals 

Improve the Economic and Social 
Conditions of Specific Population 
Groups: 

( a) Increase Employment Stability, 
Wages, and Job Satisfaction. 

(b) Raise Incomes Through Transfer 
Payments. 

Improve Aggregate Economic Condi-
tions. Reduce Unemployment 
Described us: 

( c) Frictional 

(d) Struc,:ural 

(e) Due to Decreased Aggregate 
Demand 

(Continued) 

'--w 

TABLE 7.--COMPARISON OF NATIONAL GOALS AND SPECIFIC MANPOWER INTERVENTIONS 

(3) Measurement of Direct 
(1) Implied National (2) Example of f(fects of Intervention on 

Measurement Related Intervention ApplL'ant or Job Characteristics 

Employment and income Employability development. Changes in education, behavior, 
levels for each tar- personal appearances, specific 
get group. skills, location, job descrip-

tions, discrimination. 

Funds spent in trans- Increased stipends and Process flow data. Changes in 
fer payment to these subsidized jobs. skills. 
groups. 

National unemployment Speed and improve job Time unemployed and time in 
figures. matching. manpower system as percent of 

cycle time or of a fixed 
period. 

National unemployment Employability development. Changes in education, behavior, 
figures. personal appearances, specific 

skills, location, job descrip-
tions, discrimination. 

National unemployment Both improved job matching Changes in education, behavior, 
figures. and use of training oppor- personal appearances, specific 

tunities to cushion un- ski lls, location, job descrip-
employment. tions, discrimination. 

(4) Heasurement of Overall 
Impact of Intervention 

on Applicants 

Changes in wages, income, and 
job stability 

In-program wage and post-progra m 
changes in wages, income, and 
job stability 

, 

Changes in wages, income, and 
job stability 

Changes in wages, income, and 
job stability. 

No immediate measure on the 
trained but unplaced, except 
flow data. Changes in wages, 
income, and job stability on 
those placed. 
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(1) Implied National (2) Example of 
~!l'()Sllrell1ent Related Intervention 

Productivi.ty of work Upgrade through training. 
force. 

Inna t ion rate. Speed and improve job 
matching and fill critical 
skill vacancies. 

Welfare load. Employment development for 
welfare clients. 

Increased local Subsidize jobs. 
government employ-
ment in specific 
areas. 

--------~--~---

(3) Neasurement of Direct (4) I'!easurement of Overall 
Effects of Intervention on Impact of Intervention 

Applicant or Job Characteristics on App 11 cnn ts -
Change in skills. Neasurement of change in pro-

ductivity requires a measure 
of change in output plus change 
1n wage. 

Time to match and the reduction Changes in wages, income, and 
in vacancies. job stability. 

Changes in education, behavior, Changes in wages, income, and 
personal appearances, specific job s tgbil i ty. 
skills, location, job descrip-
tions, discrimination. 

Process flow data (enrollment) , Chcngcs in wages and income 
over time. Productive work 
performed. 



E. Measures of Success 

1. Measures of Effectiveness 

In the discussion above, several research and evaluation measures 
were discussed. One set of these measures is of irmnediate value in 
evaluation of manpower programs because it can be used to measure the 
results in the l,~bor market of specific local interventions through 
manpowe,r programs and it can be related to' national goals and inten­
tions (although more research is necessary before a quantitative 
relationship can be defined). A more detailed definition of these 
measures is given below. Chapters V and VI relate them to a general 
service delivery model and discuss the availability of the necessary 
data. Chapter VII describes their usefulness in various types of eval­
uations. The measures selected are: 

• Change in Wage Rate -- Hourly income at Job Entry Completion 
minus last hourly income on a full time job before enrollment. 

• Change in Earned In~ome -- Earned Income over the 12 month 
period following Job Entry minus lEarned income over the 12 
month period preceding enrollment. 

·Change in Unearned Income -- Unearn=d Income over the 12 
month period following Job Entry minus Unearned Income 
over the 12 month period preceding enrollment. 

• Job Stability Heasures: 

Number of jobs in 12 month period preceding enrollment 
minus number of jobs in 12 month period. following Job 
Entry. 

Time Unemployed (but looking for work) in 12 month 
period preceding enrollment minus time unemployed 
(but looking for work) in 12 munth period following 
job entry. 

Number of weeks employed full time in 12 month period 
preceding enrollment minus number of weeks employed 
full time during 12 months fol1o~nng Job Entry. 

, ,-
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UntU. correlations can be established, at least these measures (and 
perhaps other special case measures) will be necessary to perform the 
evaluations in Chapter VII. Some smaller subset or surrogates of these 
measures from flow data may be used for monitoring in the immediate 
period. Only experience .,lith usage can indicate tvhich are best for this 
purpose. 

In almost all cases, the succ(~ss or failure of a program can be 
evaluated in terms of the measures above. Some program inputs and out­
comes, however, either bias or are not accurately reflected in these 
measures. Figure 2 shows ,three outcomeH for an applicant--unemployment, 
employment, exit from the labor market. Carta:i.n options open in entering 
or exiting from the program present a problem. The Neighborhood Youth 
Corps is the principal example. The applicant may have no work history 
to use as a baseline and a successful program outcome might be entry into 
college, which would not be reflected (in the. short run) in the measures 
above. Joining the armed forces is another option which does not provide 
a labor market wage as a measure. These cases may have to 'be handled by 
an adjustment in measures, by a separate measurement, or by measurement 
carried out over a longer period of time when reviewing project perfor­
mance. It may be especially necessary to distinguish entrants from "out 
of the labor force ll i'7hen large numbers are in a program since this would 
imply a zero starting ivage (for example, welfare recipients). Conse­
quently, aggregating performance measures across applicant groups must be 
done with caution. 

2. Distributional Considerations 

If the reporting system discussed in Chapter VI is adopted, evalu­
ating distributional performance should be no problem and require no 
special measures. Aaequate demographic data is presently taken on the 
}i~-lOl to check most of the distributional guidelines being proposed 
either in DOL or in legislation. As effectiveness data are developed, 
distributional goals may be extended to consider distribution of output 
(effective programs) rather than distribution of input (funds and slots). 
A discussion of this is given in Appendices 2, 3, and 4. The above 
measures are suitable for this purpose also. 
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Applicant Status Applicant Status 

At Entry f..t Exit 

(1) Employed (1) Employed 

(2) Unemployed (2) Unemployed 

(3) Not in the Labor Force Hanpower (3) Not in the Labor Force 

(a) School Program (a) School 
~ 
I (b) Military (b) N 
w 

(c) Prison (c) 

(d) Helfare (d) 

(e) Other (c) 

Figure 2. Entry and Exit Labor Market Status •• 
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F. Unknmvn Relationships and Their Impact. 
on Planning, Evaluation, and Research 

The previous section has established a framework for setting out the 
relationships and assumptions linking national goals and local interven­
tions c This section identifies more closely what is and is not known 
about these relationships and the impact of the kno'vledge gap on planning, 
evaluation, and research. 

1. Examples of Unknmvn Relationships 

How precisely and quantitatively can transitions from national goals 
to manpower goals to specific interventions be treated at the present 
state of knowledge? A fe,v examples may clarify this question. For 
example, if a program is successful in reducing the unemployment rate of 
its applicants, it cannot necessarily be inferred that unemployment in 
the labor market (or even in the target group) '07as reduced by a like 
amount. The manpmver program terminees may have displaced other workers 
who were eligible for these jobsc The net decrease in unemployment may 
be zero due to substitution or other effects. Likewise, increasing the 
productivity of a group of workers may not result in an increase in pro­
ductivity in the economy, due to a similar substitution of resources 
effect. Even serving the disadvantaged may result in deflating the wage 
of the marginally productive worker and contribute to the expansion of 
\vhat has been described as the secondary labor market (ice., the sub­
employed, disadvantaged worker in low paying, unstable jobs). 

Hhile the national goals can be stated. in terms of economic growth, 
inflation and unemployment rates, the impact of manpower policy on these 
measures is not precisely known at this time. Neither the theoretical 
structures nor the data required to link national goals to measurable 
local objectives are complete. Therefore, it is not possible at this time 
to plan, manage, and evaluate manpower programs in terms of their impact 
on the national economy and the labor r,1arket. Development of these 
relationships requires a great deal of research, and the following discus­
sion indicates some of the knmvledge gaps. If this knmvledge were avail­
able) obviously it 'vould have tremendous impact on the design of programs. 

At a lm'1er and more impor.tant level, the relative effect of various 
local allocations of effort on local output is no t nmv knmvn. For 
example, given a certain level of vacancies, it is not. knmvn \vhich 
process sequence is most cost-effective for treating youth from Imv income­
families. However, by properly defining the process sequence, this infor­
mation can be determined at present from operating data. Obtaining this 
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information is a necessary first step in further research as \vell as a 
necessity for efficient program management. The evaluatio,n system 
developed in Chapters VII and VIII would provide such information. 

These missing relationships and their consequences can be more 
clearly distinguished when they are discussed in the'hierarchical plan­
ning process, for it is here 'that they will be ultimately used. 

2. Effect on Planning, Evaluation, and R.esearch 

Each service sequence is a specific sequence of interventions \vhich 
has as its direct goal alterations in the characteristics of applicants 
and jobs that will enhance the probability of the applicant's being placed 
in the jobs. A direct change in these characteristics (specific skills, 
work habits, etc.) as described in column 3 of Table 7 will be referred 
to in this section as a change in a C measure, "A C." These changes in 
C are made with the intent of influencing the future success of the' 

, applicant in the labor market. Measures of applicant success in the 
labor market are defined in Table 7, column 4, and exemplified by the 
measures of wage rate, income, and job stability given immediately above. 
Changes in these program success measures ,viII be referred to as a change 
in an M measure, "AN." 

Many programs nmv in the field contain implicit assumptions al:iout 
the behavior of A H with changes in A C. For instance, a GED program 
assumes that changing the educational level and educational certification 
of an applicant (a AC) will cause a corresponding increase in his future 
,vages and income (a AN). Only measurement and evaluation can determine 
if this is true. Were all of these implicit relationships known and 
proven with quantitative measurements, a local planner's problem would be 
simplified. If he wished to allocate his funds simply to increase effec­
tiveness, he ,vould choose an allocation that maximized success as measured 
by larger values of AM. 1/ pistributional goals could be handled by allo­
cating sone portion of the 6. H to each target group and then maximizing 
the return (6. ~'1) ~vi thin each group. 

At this tL~e, unfortunately, it is not kno\vn in general how success­
ful various services are in producing applicant success in the labor 
market. The present evaluations have not produced an)~vhere near a com­
plete set of this information. The local planner can (in many cases) 
estimate the money necessary to create stated skill or educational changes 
(A C) \vith various programs '"ith which he is familiar. That is, each ' 
applicant receiving so much increase in basic education, job skills, work 
experience, etc., requires some increment of program cost. This is an 
estimate of the \yay in which a given budget might be turned into corre­
sponding applicant gains in 6.C. 

1/ Since in practice there \vould be multiple success measures (i. e. , 
6.M would be multi-dimensional), this would still require some 
'veighting function to determine the relative v~lue of gains on 
various success measures. 
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The amount by Hhich a given budget input to a given group will change 
their subsequent income (a L\ H) is not knoHn. This is principally because 
the relationships of characteristic changes CAC) to success in the labor 
market (AM) have not in many cases been determined. 

It is not realistic at present to expect the local planner to allocate 
his input by maximizing performance (~M) Hhen the relationship of perfor­
nance to service given is unknmvn. Hensurement of L\ C is already necessary 
in planning and execution of local service delivery. The relationship of 
these to ~H may be established systematically through the evaluation system 
proposed, if the elements of 6M are defined now and recorded locally along 
with the ~C data. 

The success 'of interventions made in the field must also be system­
atically related to national goals. As discussed above, broad national 
goals are measured by changes in aggregate economic conditions and specific 
::-.anpOHer goals are measured by changes ,in the labor market. This is an 
additional reason for choOSing the success measures (AM) listed above. 
~:;ese ~easures of wages, income, and job stability can be related not only 
to the service delivery process but also to most of the national goals for 
these programs. 

3. Summary 

The requirements for planning and evaluation systems are clear: 

e A standard set of success meas~res (~M) for the comprehensive 
manpm\1er programs ~\1hich are indicators of local service deliv­
ery success and can be related to broader national goals. 

G Standard definitions of manpower programs interventions put 
forth in terms of measurable criteria (L\ C). This is no 
doubt the most difficult condition to fill. 

The evaluation system proposed by systematically relating costs, 
e ~easures and M measures, Hill allow the validation or rejection of 
hypotheses regarding the impact of particular manpoT,\1er programs on the 
applicants involved. The impact of these programs on other groups, on 
the functioning of the labor market, and on the national economy requires 
not evaluation but further research into the structure, functioning and 
dynamics of local labor markets. This research may also be necessary for 
proper design of programs to meet distributional goals. Hhile the data 
produced by the evaluation system can provide a fertile basis for such 
research, it will not eliminate the need for such research. 

A first priority for the DOL research program should be to develop 
this understanding of the structure of some of the larger local labor 
t:arkets. 
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V. THE PRIME SPONSOR PIAN: CONTENT AND ASSESSHENT 

A. Introduction 

The plan prepared by the prime sponsor serves as one of the key 
links betHeen the local service delivery organization and the Department 
of Labor. In it the prime sponsor proposes his program of comprehensive 
service delivery for the coming year. The DOL Regional Office must make 
an assessment of the service program given in the plan. The plan should 
be expected to provide the best single description of the program for 
use in evaluation, for assessing local objectives in light of the national 
priorities, and for comparisons of plans versus performance. 

This chapter has not attempted to define in detail the plan and plan­
ning process. ~fuat has been developed are the portions of the plan that 
must be present as a basis for both shor.t-term and long-term evaluation of 
prime sponsors' allocation 9 performance, and effectiveness. The recowmendcd 
inclusions in the content of the plan are those necessary to adequately 
plan, manage, and operate the programs in any case. The emphasis of the 
chapter is on providing enough guidance to achieve a common format and 
definitional structure that can be useful to the local prime sponsor in 
making his plan and yet still be a suitable framework for evaluation. 

The chapter begins by identifying the major steps in the prime sponsor's 
planning process. Next a definitional model of a comprehensive service 
delivery system is presented as a suggested method of describing the local 
program during planning, implementation and evaluation. Following a 
discussion of the actual allocation step - i.e., selecting services and 
applicant groups to be served - the recommended plan formats are illustrated 
and described in terms of the definitional model. The chapter closes by 
relating plan assessment (carried out by the Regional Office) to the recom­
mended content of the plan. 
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B. Conclusions and Recommendations 

In two ~"ays, thiB entire chapter is a recommendation. Firslt, both 
the national and local evaluations should be a c~~sideration·for preparing 
each local plan. Each local plan--when implemented--will then become an 
important element in further evaluation, both local and national. Second, 
the allocations to services made in the local plan represent the point 
where national goals and local goals must finally be aligned and agreed 
upon. 

Plans natiom"ide should describe the service delivery to be performed 
in a corunon definitional system in the form containing the information most 
useful for planning, control, and evaluation. This information includes: 

_ A statement of the prime sponsor's allocation described by 
resources to be spent on each target group and the expected 
effectiveness. This allocation is supported by information 
on at least three criteria: the size of each target 
group; the social/economic need of each target group; and 
the estimated cost-effectiveness of the best services. for 
helping each type of applicant. 

o Descriptions of service delivery that link the services to 
be delivered to the types of applicants expected to use 
them and the jobs in 't"hieh the applicants are expected to 
be placed. These should include projections of the effec­
tiveness expected to be achieved. 

• Time phased descriptions projecting the applicant flow in 
the delivery system throughout the year. 

o Budgets based upon the service to be delivered and the time­
phaSing of that service. 

o Information to demonstrate that the elements of the plan 
are reasonable when compared with the past experience of 
the prime sponsor and other prime sponsors with comparable 
programs. 

The chapter contains Some detailed descriptions of how this might be 
accomplished. 
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c. The Local Planning Sequence 

Once the planning guidance has been issued by the Department, it 
falls to each prime sponsor to develop a plan and to the Regional Office 
to assess it within the overall framework of the national DOL guidance. 
In constructing his plan (to be submitted as a proposal to the DOL 
Regional Office) the prime sponsor must progress through several steps 
as shown on Figure 1. 

His first step is to determine the types of applicants to be served, 
the programs most suitable for serving them, and the types of jobs to be 
filled, all of ~"hich are to compose his program for service delivery. This 
selection should include a consideration of national and regional guidance, 
a determination of overall need for his local area, past performance eval­
uation (both his own and regional and national evaluations), his informa­
tion on the local job market, his projection of the local job market, and 
the local capabilities that may be obtained to implement his program either 
through coordination with other agencies or through a direct contract re­
lationship. Essential to this planning process is adoption of a standard 
definitional model of service delivery, as discussed below in Section D. 
The local allocation process itself is discussed briefly in Section E. 

Once these decisions have been made, a detailed plan should be pre­
pared by the prime sponsor which sets out precisely how his decisions will 
be implemented. The plan will show the total amounts of direct service 
to be provided over the year and the planned accomplishments of the prime 
sponsor over the next year in his 0't<lU local situation. In the next step 
of planning, as shown on Figure 1, all planning element descriptions s~o~ld 
be turned into time-phased descriptions for the coming year. Once a tun~ng 
of flow has been established, these can be cumulated to providing tiuling 
of £10\" of applicants throughout the year for the entire service delivery 
program planned by the prime sponsor. 

These timed flm., data are then used to determine the direct operating 
costs associated with stipends, staff, contractors, and supportive serv­
ices. The overhead and adninistrative costs are added to produce a time­
phased budget for the prLile sponsor's entire service delivery plan. This, 
of course, will have to be compared with known funding targets and the 
process iterated to produce a program whose costs are within the funding 
constraints. The content of the plan crucial to evaluation is discussed 
in Section F. 
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D. Characterizing the Process of Service Delivery 

The model characterization of service delivery developed in this 
section is similar to that presently found in WIN, CEP, the Human 
Resources Development program, and the Employment Service Conceptual 
Hodel approaches. HDTA, Institutional Training, OJT-JOBS, and \'lork 
Experience programs Hould fit into the model as components of some overall 
process sequence. If programs such as NYC and Public Service Employment 
are developed by DOL as Hork experience and training components, they 
would also fit Hithin the model as components. Hhen these or other pro­
grams are conducted simply for the provision of transfer payments, no 
extensive characterization is necessary since their goals become simply 
filling assigned slots and transferring funds and this can be measured 
directly. The model of service delivery developed is only in sufficient 
detail to illustrate ~vhat is meant by the terms Service Sequence, Compo­
nent and Delivery of Se~lice, as they are used throughout the report and 
to provide a reference point for discussions of measurement, reporting, 
planning, and plan assessment. 

The ser~ice delivery model developed here is also used in Chapter VI 
to discuss the measurement and reporting that should be implemented. In 
that chapter, the measurements necessary to support the evaluation system 
are discussed and the type Qf reporting system to be implemented to produce 
these measurements is recommended. 

1. Definitions of Service Delivery 

The sequence of services that act upon an applicant from initial 
contact to final contact by the service delivery organization will be 
termed a Service Sequence. Any well defined portion of that sequence 
(i. e., a GED program, Hork experience progr'am, etc.) ~'lill be termed a 
Component. 

Figure 2 illustrates the Service Sequence concept. This figure is 
dra~vn as though both applicants and jobs were characterized by two simple 
dimensions. Each Service Sequence (potentially made up of several compo­
nents) moves an applicant to a job. Different choices of the Service 
Sequence to be employed might be expected to produce different results 
for the applicant. For instance, the sequence at A in Figure 2 might 
represent a simple referral which at low cost and in short time places 
an applicant into a job. A more extensive Service Sequence at higher 
cost (as at B) might place the same applicant in a better job. A harder­
to-place applicant (C) would be expected to require nore effort and time 
to obtain the identically same job (as at B). Delivery of Service con­
sists of choosing an appropriate Service Sequence for an applicant and 
ensuring that he passes through it and into a job. 
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When constructing a plan, ~ve will define a Planning Element ~s 
containing a description of an applicant group to be served, the entire 
Service Sequence to be used, and the types of jobs to be filled as a 
result. 

In summary: 

Component: A well defined portion of a service delivery program 
(i. e., a skill training program, a GED program, a ~vork experience 
program) .• 

Service Seguenc!: The entire path to be followed by a type or 
group of applicants from intake to placement and follmv-up. 
Includes all the major and minor components to be used and the 
sequence in which they are used. 

Planning Ele~ent: A Service Sequence description together with 
the description of the applicants to be passed through it and 
the types of placements to be made after completion. 

These descriptions will be used throughout the material below. 

2. Levels of Servic(~ 

Since there is a wide variety of applicants and jobs, the Service 
Sequence P can be as simple as a referral and placement through a Job 
Bank listing or as co~plex as the execution of a full Employability 
Development Plan, including orientation, training, counseling, transpor­
tation, day care, and other services. The Employment ,Service has charac­
terized this into three "levels of service," as illustrated in Figure 3. 
The various levels of service ~ay draw from overlapping groups o~ appli­
cants and place applicants~ on jobs in various portions of the vacancy 
population. What distinguishes each level from the other is the type of 
service provided. 

Job Infon;,ation Service is a Service Sequence providing, on a 
modified self-service basis, information on job leads, employment, and 
training opportunities. Emplovability Exploration provides a Sequence 
for those applicants who cannot cope with the placement process on a 
self-service basis; but who do not require the extensive development 
provided by comprehensive manpower programs. 
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Finally, the level of most intensive service, Employability 
Development, encompasses a broad range of work experience, training, 
remedial, and supportive possibilities. These services can be tailored 
by an Employability Development Team into an individualized Service 
Sequence for each applicant. This Sequence is designed to contain the 
proper Components and Supportive Services in the proper amounts and 
order to render the applicant employable, achieve his placement on a 
job, and monitor his success on the job for a sr.u;'t period. This last 
level of service is the focal point of much of the comprehensive manpOiver 
training legislation. Many of the activities of a prime sponsor under 
each of the potential legislative actions are aimed at providing this 
level of service. Since both the Job Information Service and Employability 
Exploration can be characterized as relatively simple Service Sequences, 
the description of service delivery developed below will be in terms of 
the more complicated Employability Dev~lopment. A planning, reporting, 
and evaluation system that encompasses this level of service can include 
the other tHO as simply alternative Service Sequences. 

3. Comprehensive Service Delivery Model 

At present, a variety of types of manpower training and job place~ent 
efforts are in operation and may, in a comprehensive package, come under 
the operation of a single prime sponsor. In order to discuss data collec­
tion, information support, evaluation, decentralization, and decategoriza­
tion in relation to the services actually being provided, Some model of a 
local service delivery unit is needed as a reference. In this study, the 
model shOiYn in Figure 4 ~vill be used .. 

An attempt has been made to. characterize service delivery from the 
point of view of applicant flow through the delivery unit (Figure 4), 
The operations performed have been characterized on the figure by blocks 
representing components. Each component is an effort that is definable 
in te~s of overall cost, length of time used by each individual applicant~ 
and the change expected in an applicant after he has passed through the 
component. For a particular applicant, the sequential listing of components 
used, time in each, and the result at each step constitutes a description 
of the Service Sequence employed by the delivery unit in its attempt to 
finally place the applicant in a job. This characterization is consistent 
Hith HIN and CEP and could also describe as components other present deliv­
ery systemsc 

Orientation and Assessment and Job Placement are components through 
,mich, in general, all applicants will be expected to pass. For this 
reason, they have been shmm separately in Figure 4. All of the other 
components that ~ay be selected for each individual applicant have been 
SUbSl.lmed under the box called Individual Service Sequence. 
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Starting at the left side of Figure 4, an applicant arrives at 
intake as a "walk-in," through recruitment, or through referral from 
another agency. Here he is screened, his personal data reviewed, and 
any of several dispositions may be made. If the applicant needs Employ­
ability Development (ED) r.tnd positions are open in the program, he will 
be passed to an Employability Development Team (EDT), who will determine 
a suitable Service Sequence for him and assist him in completing it, 
obtaining a job, and completing job entry. There may be other results 
from this initial component: The applicant may be referred to another 
agency, may be r~ferred to the Job Information Service or Employability 
Exploration, 1/ may be placed in holding for an upcoming vacancy with 
EDT, or may exit the process. 

Three potential "holding" fj blocks have been identified in Figure 
4: holding for an EDT aSSignment, holding for a particular component 
pOSition, and holding for job entry. In each of these types of holding, 
we are again concerned with the time in the block, exit from the process 
or proper entry into next component, and the type of exit ~hen exit is 
made. 

Once the applicant passes under the control of an EDT, he is placed 
in the Service Sequence which appears most suited for taking him success­
fully to Job Entry and Job Entry Completion. 

This Individual Service Sequence may include one of a number of com­
ponents such as work experience, basic education, institutional or on-the­
job training, etc., and this sequence of components will be discussed in 
expanded form below. There is the possibility of holding for a component 
(or bet,veen tylO components) and the possibility of exit from either 
holding or from a component. Each individual sequence is designed so that 
the final steps will be the same three: Job Placement, Job Entry to Job 
Entry Completion, and Follow-Up. 

Job Placement within the comprehensive service delivery unit may be 
by a variety of means including indi'iidual or skill are'a Job Develop:-:lent, 
use of Job Banks, progression from OJT, etc. The result of the Job 

11 In some operations this may take place directly as a "placement fron 
intake." In this model, for conceptual simplicity, such placenent 
will be considered to be an alternate Service Sequence within the 
comprehensive service delivery unit. 

!! The status of an applicant who is waiting for a program slot, a job, 
or is receiving extensive supportive services and is, thus, not 
participating in any of the program components. 
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Placement process is either Job Entry, Holding for Job Entry, or Exit from 
Holning for Job Entry. Throughout this model, it should be emphasized that 
all exits from the process must be characterized by type (e.g., to a job, 
to an earlier stage of the process, entered service, dropped out). 

The EDT is sho~vn in this model as maintaining responsibility through 
Job Entry Completion, but not having responsibility for further follow-up. 
Al ternately, some other group may have responsibility ·for all fol1mv-up 
(including exits). This is discussed further in Chapter VII. This would 
not alter the seq~ence of process flow described. 

Once Job Entry Completion (or Job Entry Exit) occurs, Follow-Up for 
longer term output data begins. Hhile this is used to determine needs of 
applicants on their new jobs or their need to reenter ED, its primary pur­
pose is to develop from individual data adequate cumulative output measures 
for use in evaluation of the Service Sequence. Such measures are discussed 
in Chapter IV. This step is ~ot necessarily part of the Service Sequence 
but it is necessary for planning, managing and evaluating every service 
delivery unit. 

Supportive services (such as medical treatment, transportation, day 
care) may be provided the applicant at different times during participation 
in a Service Sequence. If an attempt is mad~ to evaluate the effects of 
such services, it will be necessary to identify as part of each applicant's 
record the particular services provided the applicant, the amount of service, 
and time at which (or over which) service is provided. 

The Individual Service Sequence is, of course, the heart of the Employ­
ability Development concept and of comprehensive service delivery. All of 
the other blocks on Figure 4 have been made a part of the comprehensive 
service delivery model in order to increase the probability that the appli­
cant will be made employable with more stability in a better.' job. The prime 
sponsor may include in his program a variety of present or locally initiated 
components. 

Hith this general characterization of service delivery cOiilpleted, the 
definition of a Service Sequence for purposes of planning and evaluation 
~an be put in sharper focus. Essentially, each Service Sequence consists 
of the total sequence of components through , .... hich an applicant ,viII pass 
while enrolled in the service delivery unit. Some components (i.e., Intake 
and Screening, Orientation and Assessment, Job Placement, and Job Entry to 
Job Completion) are expected to be common to nearly all Sequences and repre­
sent various contacts and services expected to be rendered to nearly all 
applicants. 

Each Service Sequence will be principally characterized for evaluation, 
however, by the selection of components referred to On Figure 4 as Individ­
ual Service Sequence. These might be expected to include: 
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Basic Education 
Remedial Education 
High School Equivalency 
Post Secondary Training 
Vocational Education 
Institutional Skill Training 
On-the-Job Skill Training 
Apprenticeship Programs 
Work Experience Programs 
Locally Originated Programs 

A detailed definitional system must be prepared of these individual 
components for use throughout the d.ecentralized system in both planning 
a~d evaluation. These definitions could be drawn from present DOL 
definitions in use in categorical programs and other descriptors such as 
the DOT code series. USTES is probably in the best position to accomplish 
this. The examples given above are not specific enough for all purposes 
and it is recommended below that they be expanded to include level and 
type of information in Some simple format. Thus "Institational Skill 
Training" would become, for planning, reporting, and evaluation purposes, 
"Institutional Skill Training: " The 
deSignators ~>lOuld indicate the type of ski~nd level intended to be 
produced by the component. The most useful long-term categories would be 
developed out of further experience with the definitional system in the 
field. 

The prima!'y intervention to be made by a particular Service Sequence 
would be identified by the component or components from this group of 
variables. Thus, one strategy might be OJT, another Remedial Education­
Institutional Skill Training, or perhaps even Remedial Education-Work 
Experience-OJT. In this way, information for both component and Service 

. Sequence evaluation will be produced. 

Supportive Services such as medical aSSistance, transportation, 
extended counseling,and day care present special cases since they are 
provided on the basis of need while a Service Sequence is underway. If 
their effect is to be evaluated, it will be necessary to provide a record 
of these services with the applicant files through transaction reporting. 
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E. Choosing Service Sequences and Target Groups 

With the definitional model of the service delivery system established, 
the prime sponsor's planning process can now be discussed. A major step 
in local planning will be the selection of the planning elements. This 
step raises an important issue concerni.ng the integration of national 
objectives and local priorities in the local planning and plan assessment 
process. Simply stated, how does the prime sponsor allocate his resources 
among services and target groups within the frametvork of the national 
planning guidance? The discussion below focuses on the local planning process 
and describes how plans and national planning guidances should put forward 
objectives and priorities so that assessment of a prime sponsor's allocations, 
in light of national objectivf's and local needs, is possible. 

1. Planning Guidances and Program Objectives 

The content of planning guidances (issued by DOL to the prime sponsors) 
and the nature of manpower program goals and objectives have been discussed 
earlier. In Chapter III the planning guidance is described as setting the 
frameHork Hithin which the prime sponsor develops his program plan. The 
planning guidance includes: 

o The national objectives expressed in terms of (1) specific 
target populations and (2) measures of the applicants' post­
program success in the labor market. 

o Program guidance on the cost and effectiveness of alternative 
services in attaining the manpmver objectives under varying 
local and nat ional economic conditions. (This infonnation is 
disseminated as it becomes available from the national DOL 
evaluacion effort.) 

o Budget allocations expected to be made available to prime 
sponsors. 

Chapter IV describes manpo~ver goals as involving both distributional 
and efficiency (cost-effectiveness) considerations. It is pointed out there 
that, given our limited knowledge of the operations of the labor market, 
(1) efficiency criteria must be stated in terms of the success of program 
participants in the labor market and (2) distributional criteria are reduced 
to assuring that those target groups held to have priority needs are directly 
receiving program services and benefits. Both aspects of manpower goals 
must be considered in local planning. 

The following sub-sections discuss the prime sponsor's selection of 
efficient service sequences to implement and target groups to be served. 

l! 
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2. Service Sequences 

A major resource allocation question for local prime sponsors is 
this: given the type of local labor market and the type of applicants to 
be served, what can be expected to work best in his service delivery system? 
The necessary information can come from two sources: the prime sponsor's 
mm experience in service delivery and the experience of other prime 
sponsors in service delivery. Therefore, the priI::e sponsor .. 7ill need the 
capability (1) to measure the past performance of his delivery system 
and its various components in serving applicants and then (2) to determine 
how his performance compares with other individual projects operating in 
similar circumstances. 

The evaluation system must be designed to provide these capabilities 
to the prime sponsor (see Chapter VII for the conplete design). The 
latter type of information would be supplied in the planning guidance 
published by DOL. This information will be highly reliable only after the 
evaluation system discussed in Chapter VII has been operating for at least 
a year and probably more. The quantity and quality of data available should 
improve yearly., 

For local planning, Evaluation information from any source will ~ave 
to be provided in sufficient detail to be useful. Evaluation information 
about service sequence effectiveness consists of at least five parts: 
(1) a precise statement of what the sequence is, (2) cost of the sequence, 
(3) the outputs achieved by the sequences, (4) characteristics of the 
applicant group for whom the sequence has been used, and (5) the labor 
market conditions under which the sequence has been used. The definition 
and description of services is presented above in Section D and a full 
discussion of measurement (process, effectiveness, cost) is presented in 
Chapter VI. The prime sponsor ~vill also need information v7hich allm·ls him 
to relate evaluation results to his own situatiorr--that is, the applicant 
groups he expects to serve and the labor market conditions he expects to 
operate in. 

Because the effectiveness of service sequences will vary dependi~g 
on which applicants are served, it is essential to knmv for ~vhich applicant 
group the effectiveness data apply. This means that, for planning purposes, 
some defined set of applicant groups must be used in sequence selection by 
the local planner. Because efficiency should be one of the criteria used 
in allocating funds, a set of groups should be created such that the cost 
and effectiveness of each sequence is similar within each group but cay vary 
a..-:1ong groups. Hhen a set of groups is chosen Hith this consideration in 
mind, it is possible to say ~v:i.th some degree of confidence how much effi­
ciency will be gained or lost if funds are shifted from one applicant 
group to another. 

Figure S illustrates two points. First, the average gain for a group 
homogeneous with respect to effectiveness may be quite different fr~ the 
average gain for a randomly chosen group. Second, the variation in t~e 
gain for the former group should be considerably less than for the latter. 
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Unfortunately, with the present state of knowledge, the choice of the 
"right" personal characteristics for grouping is very difficult. Characteristics 
which seem likely to be associated with the effectiveness of sequences include 
race, sex, age, education~ and current earnings. However, there are other 
characteristics which may conceivably be related to effectiveness. The 
evaluation system recommended in Chapter VIr will provide the information 
(over time) needed to determine the relative importance of various charac­
teristics in explaining the effectiveness of service sequences. Until 
this knowledge has been developed the prime sponsor will have to rely on 
his past performance to categorize applicants into groups homogeneous with 
respect to effectiveness. 

The prime sponsor will also need to know the labor market conditions 
under which each sequence was used and the conditions under which he expects 
to use it. The success (particularly the short-run success) of many Labor 
Department programs is likely to be very sensitive to conditions in the 
labor market. 

The system discussed in Chapter VI can serve as a framework for a 
local labor market information system. Figure 6 shows schematically the 
most important stocks and flows in the labor market. Each box represent~ 
a stock. Each line represents a flow from one stock to another. If a 
local prime sponsor has good information on the size and composition of the 
stocks and of the flows in Figure 6, he has a fairly complete picture of 
labor market conditions prevailing at that time. Information will come 
from such sources as local labor market data systems (maintained by the 
State Employment Services), his O'toffi job development efforts and his O'toffi 
experience and knowledge of the area. However, the prime sponsor can be 
expected to have a very incomplete picture of the local labor market and its 
operations. Furthermor.e, the degree to which available labor market descrip­
tors will be able to account for variations in effectiveness among service 
sequences is not knO'toffi. 

Because of these uncertainties as to which applicant characteristics 
and labor market variables are associated with effectiveness it is not 
feasible here to model the prime sponsor's allocation process as a step 
by step, formal, well-defined procedure. In selecting service sequences 
for implementation the prime sponsor will be using evaluation information 
as it becomes availab Ie and his own special knO't-7ledge of the local labor 
market, his program and the community resources and problems. The impor­
tant consideration for this chapter is tha~ the plan must describe the 
results of the local planning process--that is, the prime sponsor's proposed 
allocation of resources. 

3. Allocating Resources Among Groups 

The preceding section discussed factors involved in the local planners' 
selection of the most effective sequence for each applicant group Il~der the 
labor market conditions in his area. We now consider the problem of deciding 
upon the allocation of funds among target groups. 

.... 
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POPULP.TION-EMPLOYMENT ACCOUNT 

0 

.. 

Given data about the effectiveness of sequences, the crucial missing 
item for allocation is information about the relative priority of serving 
each target group. The decision-maker must then decide upon the relative 
weights he wishes to attach to effectiveness of sequences on each group, 
on the one hand, and the need of each group, on the other. This step is 
crucial because in many cases, the most "efficient" allocation of 
resources (i.e., the allocation which maximizes some overall benefit-cost 
ratio) may result in groups who are experiencing the worst economic 
conditions (e.g., low-income, disadvantaged, etc.) receiving little or no 
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Figure 6, ~mjor stocks and Flows In The Labor Market 
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Complicating the problem of choosing between distributional (need) 
objectives and effectiveness objectives is the fact that national manpower 
policy is often defined B.nd disseminated in terms of target group charac­
teristics which are not expected to be associated with program effectiveness. 
For example "veterans" is not expected to be a good predictor of performance 
(whereas, "education level" or "earned income" is). If national goals are 
set in terms of groups ivhich exhibit wide variation in program performance, 
the planner must be able to break out, for each such target group, subpopu­
lations defined by suitable applicant characteristics associated with 
effectiveness • 

Appendix 3 provides a mathematical example I>7hich avoids this group 
def:i.nition problem by assuming the descriptors of need also predict performance. 
The purpose of the example is to illustrate the allocation problem which 
arises when one has to trade off or set priorities among conflicting distri­
butional and effectiveness objectives. It shotvs how a local allocation of 
resources might be made based upon the relative size of various groups, 
the effectiveness of sequences on the different groups, and relative economic 
need. A discussion is given ,there of the weight to be given each of these 
factors in determining the allocation of resources. At least three points 
need to be made. 

First, specifying the weight to be given various factors used in 
allocating (such as size of needy groups, relative need, effectiveness and 
efficiency) is one of the most straightforward ways for DOL to retain 
some control over the distribution of services. Second, using mUltiple 
~actors in allocation allows a low weighting to be placed on effectiveness 
and effici~~(lcy now--when the information is relatively poor--and an bcreased 
e~phasis ~o be placed on effectiveness later--when it has been more accurately 
r::easured. This is done simply by adjusting the relative weight it is given 
in the allocation formula. 

Finally, when allocation is made on multiple factors, the iveight 
given to each factor will always be someivhat arbitrary. Naking this ~veight­
ing as explicit as possible can give everyone the same basis of discussion 
i~ examining local allocations of effort. 
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4. Integration of National Goals anti 
Local Priorities: Plan Summaries 

. ed to allow description of the prime 
The plan format must be ~es~gnf s The plan must allow 

, ded allocat~on 0 resource • f h' 
sponsor s recommen . 'th national objectives set ort ~n 'son of the local allocat~on WL. comparL 
the DOL planning guidance. 

. the rime sponsor's plan will be 
As discussed ~n :he next sec~~~n;artic~lar planning elements 'to be 

built around descr~pt~ons of all b Pf factors can be made from this 
d S . es covering any num er a I 

use. uwmarL ) . across all planning elements. n 
plan format (Figure 7 by su~~ng t' nal oals and priorities, the 
~ssessing plan's compliance.w~th na ~o la~ summaries describing services, 
Regional Office will rely, ~n ~a~t, ~~t~ (effectiveness) accruing to target 
project resources, and expecte ,ene 
groups. 
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.. F. }~king the Plan 

Once the broad decisions about allocation among target groups and 
service sequence have been resolved by the prime sponsor, it is necessary 
to make up a plan of service designed to meet his objectives. 

1. Describiq; the Planning Elements of Service Delivery 

This section will concentrate on a description of th~ Planning 
Elements of the Service Delivery Process as 'they might be prepared in the 
local plan for submission to the DOL Regional Office by the prime sponsor. 
The Applicant Group selected, ·the types of Jobs into which they will be 
placed, and the particular Service Sequence for achieving this constitute 
a particular Planning Element of Service. The prime sponsor's plan will 
be built around descriptions of all of the particular planning elements to 
be used. Since there will be a wide variance in understanding, planning 
skills, and local needs in the various prime sponsor organizations, an 
individual plan might be keyed to the Service Sequences and Components to 
be operated, to the Applicant Groups to be served, or to the types of Jobs 
to be filled. Alternately, DOL might select one of the three as a standard 
format. 

Regardless of whether Applicants, Service Sequences, or Jobs are 
chosen to key the description, the related information on the other two 
must be provided. Ordering by Applicant Groups seems to provide a Simpler 
ordering of the plan for most uses and would be reco~ended. A Service 
Delivery Planning Eloillent description is not complete unless matching sets 
of Applicants, Service Sequences, ana types of Jobs are provided for all 
of the activity proposed. 

The outline of a format for describing i~.detail all of the particular 
planning elements of Service Delivery proposed to be funded by DOL is shmm 
in Figure 7. The same format and description could be used to describe 
the strategies keyed to either Applicant, Service Se~uence, or Job. Each 
particular combination must be described. The illustration shown is keyed 
to Applicant Group. 

For each "Applicant Group, II the plan, as illustrated, shows the "Jobs 
to be Filled" upon completion, the "Service Sequences" which members of 
the group \.Jill pass through, and "Job Development" ~,'hich identifies the 
source of those target jobs. Each column on Figure 7 is described here in 
deta il. 
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Croup 1: 

Narrative Description: 

Number in Group: 

Description of Job Related 
Characteristics of Appli­
cants (CA) 

E[fl~cti.vL·nl·fHl Nl'iltmre 
Description (HA): 

Las t Hagc- (Rang~' & Avg.): 

Last Income (Range & Avg.): 
I 

Honths Unemployed Last 
Year (Range & Avg.): 

Group Summary: (F) Served 
of Availab~ 
Avg. Entry HA 
Range Entry MA ----
Group 2: 

.Iob 'I'~'Jl\' I l~~: 

Narrative D~scription: 

Number AV.:lilable Now: 

Description u[ C\!neoctur­
.istics of Jobs eCj) 

Effectiveness Measure 
Description (tolJ): 

Starting \VU!!,l': 

Expected income: 

Expected Duration: 

Job 2 [or Group 1: 

(A) Jobs Available now to 
be filled from Gt'oup 1. 
Avg. MJ _____ , Range of 
NJ __ 

... 

P for !\], ')1: 

Narr.:ltive Description: 

Change in applicant character 
istics to be provided by Ser­
vice Sequence (CJ - CA ~ ~C): 

Components Needed: 
1. Type, Title, Length, 

stipend, etc. 
2. 
3. 

Namt' of Responsiblo 
Contrac tors. 

See Tab PIx for SupportiJe 
Services 

Number from Group 1 in 
Sequence 1: 

Number from Group 1 in 
SequencE! 2: 

Expected Avg. AM (HJ - MA): 
Expected Range of ill!: 

. . , 

NarratiVe!; 
(Include amounts & portions 
of ~C that can be handled 
by working with employers 
to make CJ more reasonable 
in tenns of work to be 
performed. ) 

For PA1Jl to succeed: 

__ No. Jobs to be Developed 

No. Jobs to have CJ 
-- Reduced 

For P
A1J2 

to Succeed: 

etc. 

etc, 

PAP1 : 

PAlJ2: 

(B) No. Developed 
(C):::: No. CJ Reduced 
(D) No. neveloped 
(E):::: No, CJ Reduced 

Note: F = A+B+C+D+E 

¥igure 7. Description of Planning Elements 
(Keyed to Applicant Groups) 
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The Applicant Group descriptions should ideally define groups as 
nearly homogeneous as possible with respect to the effects of the Service 
Sequence through which they pass, in order to provide the most effective 
uses of different types of training programs. For the plan, these groups 
might be constructed using variables such as ethnic group, sex, age, 
education, previous income, family income, welfare dependency, all of 
'vhich might relate more directly to training effectiveness. Even ,.,here 
Congress continues to specify distributional goals in broad categories 
such 'as "veterans" or "persons on welfare, II it '\Till be better to rely on 
summaries across the plan to ensure that these goals are met. This is 
because groups such as persons on ,\Telfare are not defined in sufficient 
detail for selecting appropriate Service Sequences. The proper Service 
Sequences for either veterans or persons on welfare, for example, would 
probably be selected while considering them as members of some smaller 
group defined by age, education, etc. Cross plan summaries \~ould be made 
to ensure that enough veterans or persons on welfare were included to meet 
distributional goals. Such criteria may show up as an additional intake 
priority on a particular target group. 

For each Applicant Group, a narrative description should·be given 
explaining why that Applicant Group has been selected for service and '''hat 
distinguishes it as a cohesive group. This narrative Applicant Group 
description should include the distinguishing values of race, age, educa­
tion, location, sex, family income, dependency, etc., ,.,here these variables 
are applicable in defining the group. The Applicant Group description 
includes the number in the group, the number expected to be served from the 
group, and a description of the job-related characteristics which distin­
quish this particular group and need to be modified in order to make members 
of the group more employable. This description will include both the 
average level of characteristics expected to be observed and the range. 
Also included in the Applicant Group description as both averages and range 
would be last wage, last income, and a description of other outside measure 
characteristics Ithe expected starting values of the effectiveness measures 
0·1 measures) defined in. Chapter 1'1../ .. 

\~hile the el':<amples shmm here are for training components (the most 
complicated case), the same format Hould be used for any other component. 
~YC) for instance, could be fitted into this format either as a transfer 
payment or as a ,,,ark experience program. The measures used in the Appli­
cant and Jobs columns may change and', of course, the component description 
is simpler. In NYC, for example, there generally "]Quld be no entry ,,,age, 
follm,,-up ,,,auld be done on all dropouts or completions and should include 
,,,hether or not the applicant remained in school--even for a transfer pay­
mel".t forn of NYC. Hhere l'/'"YC is used as a \vork experience component, the 
trainee will eventually leave and generate follow-up data on the success 
measures: \Vage, income, and job stability. 

Hembers of the Applicant Group may be expected to be placed in a 
variety of jobs, Since this description is keyed to the Applicant Group, 
each type of job for Group 1 will be described sequentially in the column 
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tj.tled "Jobs to be Filled." The job descriptions may be expected to be 
fairly general and each job type will contain a narrative description of 
the type of job, the number of jobs presently available, the CJ (descrip­
tion of characteristics which typify this job), the starting wage, . 
expected income, and outside measure data which might be expected to per­
tain to this job (M). A similar description will be entered for each 
type in which appligants from Group 1 might he expected to be placed as a 
result of passing through the Service Sequences. 

Each individual Service Sequence will be described in the column with 
that heading. The first sequence to be described will be that necessary 
or believed to be adequate for taking Applicants from Group I and making 
them'employable on Job 1. This description will begin with a narrative. 
The narrative will be followed by description of the total change necessary 
in characteristics (~C = C

J 
- CA), since these changes are to be provided 

by the Service Sequence. Next, a description of each of the components 
that will be needed to include type, title, length, stipend, and other 
information. Each component needed will be described with similar infor­
mation. Each component description should include the name of the sub­
contractor responsible~ Next the sequence used will be described by 
ordering components described above in the sequence that they are expected 
to be used by the Applicants. Sequences may be composed of one, two or more 
components. Where two or more types of jobs have been listed as a target 
for members of this Applicant group, a description will be entered of the 
Service Sequence or Sequences expected to be used for taking Applicants Al 
to the Job J 2 for Applicants AI' Since Components and Service Sequences 
~'lill be numbered consecutively, it will not be necessary to repeat the 
entire description if a Component or Sequence appears more than once. 

Hhenever supportive services are expected to be necessary in a par­
ticular Service Sequence, this will be noted in this column as a reference 
to a tab and a tab prepared for inclusion in the overall planning package 
detailing supportive services necessary for this particular sequence. 

Job Development deals Hith two different kinds of prqcesses. The 
Job Developers may find ne"7 jobs or vacancies of the type of which the 
people are being trained and/or may attempt to reduce the requirements 
for knmVl1 jobs so that the people being trained can be placed in those 
jobs with more reasonable requirements. 

The Service Sequence description gave the total ~C (change in job 
related characteristics) needed to place applicants from the group on the 
job described. In practice, some portion of this AC may be provided by 
the Service Sequence and some part by negotiating \~ith employers to make 
the characteristics required for the job (CJ ) more reasonable in terms 
of the actual work to be performed. For each combination of Job and 
Applicant, the Job Development column will, therefore, contain a narra­
tive describing hOI" this ,viII be done. Also, for each combination, the 
number of jobs ,.;rhich must be developed and the number of jobs for ,vhich 
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the worker characteristic descriptions must be reduced must be given, 
These jobs must be characterized so that it is clear that Applicants pro­
ceeding through the defined Service Sequence can be expected to be placed. 

At the end of each Applicant Group description, there will be a 
group summary (before the description of the next Applicant Group). The 
Applicant Group would be summarized as the number served out of the 
number available, the average entry MA, and the range expected in the 
entry MA• Jobs to be Filled would be summarized by showing the number of 
jobs known to be presently available to be filled from Group 1. It would 
also include the average MJ for the jobs described. 

The Service Sequence Summary contains the percentage of the total 
Applicants from this group expectp(1 to be carried through each sequence 
described and the expected results (success measures). The Job Develop­
ment Summary ,viII give the number of jobs to be developed and the number 
of jobs which are expected to have their CJ altered. 

The description which we have just traced through would complete the 
Planning Element description for the first Applicant Group defined. Sub­
sequent Applicant Groups would then be described in a similar manner. 

Figure 8 shows a similar plan format ordered by Service Sequence. 
~fuile this plan format has some advantages for evaluators of plans, it is 
likely to be more confusing (in notation, especially) during planning 
since the planner must keep track of mUltiple groups passing through a 
single sequence into a mUltiplicity of jobs. The same complexity is 
needed in either plan. However, Applicant Group to Service Sequence to 
Type of Job provides the same information in an order more likely to be 
compatible with the local planners' information and development of the 
plan. While the completed plan may be longer and more rep~titious; the 
planner (oriented by Applicant Groups) does not have to make special 
efforts to keep track of ,vhat portion of multiple groups using the sar.:e 
sequence pass into different types of jobs. Using Figure 7, this infor­
mation is easily summarized from the completed plan. If Service Sequences 
and Job Types are numbered sequentially throughout the plan, it Hill be 
unnecessary to repent the description of Service Sequence and Job Type 
each tilne one recurs. The simplicity of plan preparation using Figure 7 
probably outHeighs the fact that the last two columns may become repetitious, 

2. Plan Surrrrnaries for Structuring Evaluation Studies 

This basic description of the services to be delivered (Figure 7) 
contains information that can be used to prepare a variety of management 
and evaluation summaries. One type of summary is discussed above in Section E. 
Another major use, structuring evaluation studies, is discussed here and in 
Chapter VII (page 21). 

For structuring evaluation studies, a sufficient su~uary night be 
produced by tabulating (planning element by planning element) the Appli­
cant Group to be served, the Service Sequence Components, the estimated 
changes in job related characteristics and effectiveness measures, and 
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Service Sequence 1 (PI): 

~J;I.tT:lt Lv(' Dl'scd.ptioll: 

C!l.1n!~l· in upplicant character 
i!.itics to be provided bySer­
vi.c,. ~lcquence (CJ - CA = 6.C): 

C(~l;lpLllwnts Needed: 
1. Type, Title, Length, 

stipl!nd, etc. 
2. ., 
.5. 

Name of Responsible 
Contractors 

~See Tab PIx for Supportive 
S'~rvices 

(F) Total Ntnnbers to 
be served by this sequence. 

Expected Avg. M (MJ-MA): 
Expected Range of M: 

Service Sequence 2: . . . 

'.-"' .. '''' ...... _ ...... - .... --

AEplicant Group I Served by 
S . • erV1ce Sequence 1: 

NurcaL i.Vl' \)l'hcription: 

Number in Cl"OUP: 

Number to be Served by PI: 

Description of Job Related 
Characteristics of Appli­
cants (CA) 

Effectiveness Measure 
Description .(MA): 

Last Wage (Range & Avg,): 

Jubs tLl be Filled 

.rob Type I for Sequence 1: 

Nnn";t t i vc Dc.'8cri p t ion: 

Number Available Now: 

Description of Character­
istics of Jobs (CJ) 

Effectiveness Measure 
Description (MJ): 

Starting ~.Jage: 

Expected Income: 

Expected Duration: 

Last Income (Range & Avg.): Job 2 for I'. Sequence 

Months Unemployed Last 
Year (Range & Avg.): 

Group 2 Served by Service 
Sequence 1: 

Number from Group 1 served (A) Jobs Available 

Job Dc:vclopment 

Narr,llivc; 
(Include amounts & portions 
of ~C that can be handled 
by working with employers 
to make CJ more reasonable 
in terms of work to be 
perfol1lled. ) 

For PI/JI to succeed: 

No. Jobs to be Developed 

No. Jobs to have CJ 
--- Reduced 

For PI/J2 to Succeed: 

etc. 

etc. 

.... 

PI/Jl! (13) ___ No. Developed 
-

by PI: now to be filled from Service (C) __ No. CJ Reduc:ed 
Number from Group 2 served Sequence 1. 
by PI: Avg. M Range of 

J-,'--' 
Avg. Entry MA . MJ 
Range Entry 11,1\ . . . . . . . 

. . . . .. 

Note: 

Figure 8. Description of Planning Elements 
(Keyed to Service Sequence) 

Pl/J2: (D) __ No. Developed 
(E) __ No. CJ Reduced 

. .. 
... 

F = A+B+C+D+E 

"~-~-------I 



the cost. 
population 
maries and 

This would allow samples to be selected across any desired 
or groups of services, applicants, or sponsors. Plan . ~.ur\'l:-;,f\ 
their use in evaluation design are discussed in Chapter ~nI. , t. ., 

Summaries sometimes have a facility for obscuring important informa­
tion. For this reason, we would recommend' an alternate method of using 
this data. Since a complete collection of the planning element descrip­
tions themselves (not the total, plans) constitute a sununary with narrative 
of planned service delivery, both the regional and national offices should 
consider designing collections of planning element descriptions. For 
instance, a search for comparable Applicant Group-Service Sequence combi­
nations among prime sponsors would require a search through all columns 
one and three of all Figure 7 type descriptions from the field. This 
wou,ld have the advantage of dra~·ling the selections from a context contain­
ing both numbers and narrative. This context may be useful in resolving 
different interpretations of definitions and thus ensuring that the 
summaries are as meaningful as possible. The collected planning elements 
should be quite compact compared with some collections purpcrted to be 
useful at present (i.e., the universe of Plans of Service or the universe 
of all CAMPS plans). The present CA}PS summaries contain at least one 
format (Optional Format 3 1/ - Figure 9) that begins to approximate an 
Applicant Group oriented description. However, as presently used, the 
Plan of Service summaries and CAMPS do not describe evaluable program 
elements in direct relation to applicants and jobs (as Figure Y does). 

3., Timing of Flow 

The next step in the preparation of a prime sponsor is to con-
vert the process described above into a predicted time flow (Figure 10) 
through the Service Delivery Unit described, working the predicted flows 
up planning element by planning element. Since the example above was 
keyed -to' Appiicant Groups';' the timing example '\vill be done by Applicant 
Group. In Figure 10 the flow measurements that must be estimated at each 
stage of service delivery for each planning element are shown as a series 
of tables. 

At least two factors must be kept in mind in estimating the flows for 
the plan. In order to do this at all, the planner must clearly distinguish 
'Ivhich Service Sequences represent batch f1mvs and which continuous flows. 
For example, many OJT programs could have applicants entering and leaving 
in small numbers at irregular intervals and could be planned to represent 
continuous flows. An institutional skill course, however, is likely to 
handle only a specified size group entered and graduated on a fixed sched­
ule. It is therefore a batch process and must be scheduled as such. 

~----------------.-11 Interagency Cooperative Issuance No. 71-2, May 25, 1970. 
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()t-'l'lorw. FORMAT 3 

(For optional use by the Area CAMPS Committ~) 
PLANNED SERVICES FOR 'fARGE'!' GROUPS, F't 19'7'1 

),xea.: 
State: 

Program Fm"QJ.1::.r~i)<]l\t Op~'Z'-

01' Source NB.Ine of Agency tW'l 1, d ~ ~ tilt" P-)r - Cost of 
of F\mcls I)ons Served 

___ ---iIJ..L-___ ..il....-... ___ O?J.._. ___ ..L-__ (e) 

Timing 
and 

Duration 

I. Unemployed Teenage Dropout~. (Total 1n area ~ 1,000; total to receive services - 500.) 

~ of' Services 
to 00 Provided 

_______ ~ __ w __________________ " ________ ~__________ _ _________ ~~____ _ __ ~ ___________ ~-- ______ ~ ___ ~ ___ * _______ d_. _____ . 
A. NYC-In~School 

B. NYC-Stnmner 
c. l-IDTA Insti tu­

tionnl. 

Etc 
II. Unemployed Older Workers. 

200 
100 
100 

100,000 Sept. '70 to May 
etc. '71 

(Totnl in ares = 400.: total to receive services. 100.) 

-------~:~---------H---·-I-----------------------[----------------][~------- ------------------

III. E.'tc. (TotaJ. in area. a _; total to receive s~:i7V1ceD .. __ .) 

-------:::~--------------- ---------------------- ---··------·-----~-~-----·I-------------··-·-

Date prepm'ccl: 
--------------------

INSTRUCTIONS FOn FILLING OUT COLUMNS (Refer to Section V-B ot leI 71-2): 

-.-----------~--.--.-. 

-------... --_ .. -----_. 

List as line titles the target groups and Bub-groups, shov estimates of the total target group and number likely to 
be served. 
Col. (e.) Refer to Format 2 for list of programs applicable to the target group involved. 
Col. (b) Nnme of the agency responsible for administering the service. 
Col. (c) ShOW' number of persons to rec.ei ve the services. :Because acme persons may recd va more than em! typ0 ot 

service, the total of persons served can exceed the total number or persons in the tarset group. 
Col. (d) Cost at scrviZl8 per1.lona shown in col. (c), illc1udi~ Feder&l. and other tunda. 
Col. (e) Sh~A when services will begin and weeks ot.dura.tion. 
Col. (f) Where training is to be provided, apec1ty the occupe.t1ons, or occupat1or.a.l groupa, and nUll1ber ot trainee« 

in each. 

Figure 9. 

~------------~ ,-------------------,----------------~--------------~-----------------_._-
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The second factor (at least for the first one-year plan) is that 
prime sponsors will be taking over on-going programs. Their proposal 
will form the basis of a contract with DOL and so must reflect the 
activity for which they will be held responsible. This may require the 
preparation of Timing 0,£ Flow charts for the completion or continuance 
of on-going activities. Any that are not being phased out must, of 
course, be described as continuing program elements. 

The factors required are, in most cases, those .that are needed in 
any case for rational management of nlanpower training at the local level. 
Many can be extrapolated from past experience. 

On a month to month basis, the number processed in intake (Figure 10) 
will be shown along with the expected dispositions. For Orientation and 
Assessment, the projections show the number of applicants processed each 
month. These are then broken out by the number expected to be entered in 
a Service Sequence, dropouts, placements, or entered into holding. Each 
Process Sequence must then be projected month by month to at least the 
number in the Service Sequence, dropouts, placements~ referrals, out to 
Job }~tching, and those in holding. 

Job Development will produce projections of the months in ivhich the 
jobs (by type) or the jobs with reduced CJ (by type) will be produced. 
The cu~ulative numbers of these have already been prepared in Figure 5. 
Job Placement will project the number of applicants arriving through the 
process for placement each month, how many will continue unplaced, be 
placed each month, find jobs on their own, or dropout. Finally, Job 
Entry and Job Entry Completions are projected. 

Tnis minimal set of numbers projected over time reveal most of the 
implicit assumptions about how the planned elements of service delivery 
for Applicant Group 1 will function as a process. Cumulations of all of 
these for all groups into a cumulative timing of flow table (using a 
similar format) describes the expectation of the results in total process 
;flO\v terms. 

4. Content of the Overall Plan 

~ot all portions of the prime sponsor's plan have been-defined in 
the discussions above. Figure 11 illustrates the elements described and 
some of the other sections which must be included. /The proposal should 
include the prime sponsor's estimate of the total needy population in his 
local area and his rationale for selection of the applicant groups to be 
served. It must also include the Service Sequence descriptions for which 
a detailed format' was proposed above,' folloVl'ed by the formatted timing of 
appl icant flow.!..! 

The plan should include the prime sponsor's subcontractor agreements, 
including the per£ormal~ce measur,es to be collected by the prime sponsor 
from his subcontractors and past performance data on these subcontractors. 
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Next, the supportive service tabs,which a~~ ~inkeq to the strategy 
descriptions must deal with three kinds of supportive services. First, 
there are supportive services \-lhich will be provided by the prime sponsor 
organization. Secondly, there are supportive services for which he will 
contract with other organizations. Finally, there may be many supportive 
services in his local cormnunity which are already provided by other 
organizations and for \vhich he can arrange simply by coordination. 
Arrangements of this kind in the supportive services tabs will resemble 
agreements previously arrived at through CAMPS planning. 

Third} the plan should include as separate breakouts the time-phased 
direct budf~ and the time-phased total budget. This allows overhead 
expenses and administrative expenses to be differentiated from other kinds 
of direct program cost. These budgets should be followed by an outline of 
the accounting and disbursing syst,em to be used to ensure that it meets 
Federal accounting standards and that it allows recovery of cost data to 
the Service Sequence level. Cost/benefit analysiS may be of little utility 
initia~ because of the lack of sound benefit data. If such analysis is 
ever to be,performed, however, some system of recovery of costs to the 
planning element level will also be riecessary. If costs are recovered only 
as gross allocations divided among programs by some rule of thumb at the 
local level, then conducting cost/benefit studies would be ill-advised. 
At the very least, it should be possible to determine direct payments and 
direct operating cost to the planning element level and keep these costs 
separate from overhead and administrative costs. 

Finally, each prime sponsor proposal should include a reporting 
systew agreement sho\ving his agreement to operate the standardized man­
pOi'ler reporting system as part of his program and his intention to use 
it to produce the basis for both performance evaluation and his own 
wonitoring. This might also specify the necessary outputs from the 
reporting system (for a discussion of reporting, see Chapter VI) which 
he ,vill need for his own monitoring and management purposes and how they 
are to be obtained. 
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G. Plan Assessment 

Implementing the concept of a decentralized manpower training 
program operated by a prime sponsor is an experiment in allowing respon­
sible local officials to develop the programs best suited to achieving 
broad national goals in their local areas. As was discussed in other 
sections of this report, measurement of "success!! in this experiment 
depends both upon the definition of "success!! and implementation of a 
well planned and designed monitoring and evaluation system at all levels. 

Since the programs are to be planned and developed locally, both 
concrete definition of goals and implementation of evaluable progra~s 
depend 7eavily upon proper construction and assessment of the priwe 
sponsor s plan. Some portions of that plan which must be developed in 
detail were treated above. In this section, some important questions to 
be considered during the assessment of the plan are discussed. So~e of 
these questions cannot be conSidered adequately until the evaluation 
system is implemented. Detailed treatment of how evaluation is to be 
used in assessment is covered in Chapter VII. 

Each of the nine elements of the plan shown in Figure 11 can be 
assessed from the standpoint of simple compliance with the plannino 
instructions. Some can also be assessed as to whether they are ac~urate 
feaSible, or effective when performance evaluation information and other' 
data are considered. As the evaluation system operates over time, both 
short-term and more detailed performance evaluations ,·li11 become available 
for use in judgments on proposed actions. 

In the initial assessments, however, the regional officials ~']ill be 
forced to judge on the basis of past performance of categorical prograr.s 
and components; CAt-IPS, Annual Manpower Planning Report, and Plan of 
Service data; and their own past field evaluations and experience. SOwe 
compliance, accuracy, and feasibility assessment criteria are outlined 
below for the plan element~ suggested in Figure 11. Those supported 
directly by Some portion of the evaluation system recommended have been 
underlined in the text. 

1. Estimate of Total Needy Population 

a. Compliance: 

Has an estimate been prepared along the format of the planning 
guidance? 
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b. Accuracy; 

How does it compare with census extrapolations and numbers used 
by DOL in allocation decisions? If local sources are used and/or deviations 
exist, what is the explanation for these deviations? 

2. Rationale for Selection of Applic'itnt Groups 

a. Compliance: 

Has a rationale been presented for both the selection of and size 
of each applicant group to be served? 

b. Integration with National Priorities: 

Is the selection congruent with national guidance and priorities? 

c. Accuracy; 

Is the selection in consonance with the need data outlined above? 
Has the selection been determined simply by the selection of jobs available 
and Service Sequences to be operated? 

3. Planning Element Descriptions 

a. Comp liance: 

(It is here that compliance is especially important to the evalua­
tion system since orderly monitoLing and evaluation depend on a well-defined 
group of Service Sequences. Conversely, the information needed in this 
planning must be derived from the evaluation system.) Have the planning 
element ~escriptions been presented as described in Section F? Are they 
internally consistent? 

b. Feasibility and Effectiveness: 

Is the change in characteristics reasonable for the Service Sequence 
selected? Do the CA and CJ described match the applicants and jobs described? 
Are the appropriate jobs available? Is the job development description sound? 
(Is there a matching subcontract for this work including timing, number of 
jobs by type, indicating past experience of the subcontractor?) What do past 
performance evaluations indicate (both this contractor's and others) about 
the effectiveness of the seguences selected? A m(re detailed discussion 
of the development of effectiveness information is given in Chapter VII. 
It is in this portion of the plan that evaluation results have their gre.at­
est impact, both in planning and in plan assessment. 
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4. Timing of Flow 

a. Compliance: 

Has each planning element been time-phased in a consistent manner? 
Is the summary time-phasing consistent with the individual time-phasing? 

b. Feasibility and Effectiveness: 

Can the sponsor operate time-phasing as shown? Have his past 
predictions broken down at specific points in the process? Are there 
irregular peak loadings that are not explained elsewhere in the plan? 
How do projected values of measures and process flow indicators compare 
with other similar projects and with past performance on his own projec­
tions? A more detailed discussion of this process is contained in 
Chapter VII. 

5. Subcontractor Agreements 

a. Compliance: 

Are signed subcontractor agreements included for all subcontrac­
tors? Do these clearly spell out the division of responsibilities and 
authority; applicant loading over time; specific services contracted for; 
measures of success; reporting, monitoring and evaluation procedures, 
methods? 

b. Feasibility and Effectiveness: 

How has the subcontractor performed on previous subcontracts or 
other programs of this type? Are payments tied to performance where 
applicable? 

6. Supportive Services 

a. Compliance: 

Have the supportive services necessary to accomplish the Service 
Sequences been described in each case? Does the plan clearly state ,.,ho 
will perform them, in what quantities, the time phasing of delivery and 
at what cost? Are signed agreements included? 

b. Accuracy: 

Does the provision of supportive services reflect known capabili­
ties in the area (as shmvn in past CAHPS planning, for instance)? 

V-35 

.. 



c. Feasibility and Effectiveness: 

Has past performance of these services by these sources been 
satisfactory? How do effectiveness and sources compare with those of 
other similar prime sponsors? Has plan taken advantage of services now 
provided by other agencies and available to applicants by coordinating 
agreements? Has evaluation shown the~:e program/supportive service combina­
tions to be effective? 

7. Direct Budget and Total Budget 

a. Comp;liance: 

Have budgets been constructed fram the time-phased flow loadings 
and sequence descriptions! Have all elements of plan been casted and 
included? 

b. Efficiency: 

What percentage of costs are direct payment to applicant, direct 
operating costs for applicant components, administrative and overhead? 
What are the dollar/applicant entered, dollar/applicant to job matching, 
and dollar/applicant job entry completion ratios for each sequence 
planned? How does this compare with past experience and other programs 
with similar conditions? A more detailed discussion of this evaluation 
information is contained in Chapter VII. 

8. Accounting and Disbursing System 

Description of this section is beyond the scope of this study, The 
system must ~~et Federal'standards and those of DOL, of course. Of 
primary importance for evaluation, however, it must enable recovery of 
cost data along the Service Sequences described in the planning element 
of the plan. SinCe these financial systems will be set up by each prime 
sponsor at initiation of these programs, now is the time to achieve this. 
At present, many attempts to recover this cost data by sequence simply 
reveals the local cost man's nimbleness at figures. There will always 
be unallocable costs in a prime sponsor's program. However, if an effort 
is made at this point in time to start-up these systems with an aim of 
recovering cost data by Service Sequence, it might be possible. It will 
never be possible retrospectively in a satisfactory manner. 

9. Reporting System 

a. Compliance: 

Has prime sponsor agreed to implement and support the DOL standard 
reporting system? Does he understand that this includes the applicant, 
process £10\-1, C and ~1 data by which his performance will be evaluated? 
Has a specific budget been included for- reporting and for 3-month follow-up? 
Have levels of de'"iation been set which" will trigger his own internal eval­
uations of probler.\s? Does this section include the required response times 
for procc~sing re?orted data so that he will be able to use it for his own 
monitoring and delf-evaluation? 
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b. Accuracy: 

~~at is past rerformance record in this area? Do regional field 
evaluations indicate accuracy in reporting? How do costs and performance 
conpare with those of other prime sponsors? Have his past self-evaluation 
results dealt with problems noted by the regions through other means? Do 
prL~e sponsors use the reporting system forms and information for internal 
operation and operational monitoring? 

Baking the Formal Plan Assessment 

The formal plan assessment will be based on the plan document itself, 
field evaluation by the ro'~'s own personnel, past performance evaluation 
from the evaluation system, and the national guidance. It might eventually 
be possible to work the plan assessment system into a scale which produced 
oFdinal (or even cardinal) numbers. However, there seems no clear basis 
for the weightings to be assigned at present. 

Perhaps a sounder procedure would be to rephrase the above questions 
as a checklist 'tY'ith a space for narrative after eacn question. Hhile 
relative weightings on the questions are superficial, it would be possible 
to select several of the questions for which satisfactory anS\07ers are 
wEndator~y for refunding. 

The evaluation system recorrnnended is designed to support plan assess­
ment ~,ith detailed evaluation of both the individual prime sponsor's past 
per£o~ance and the performance of others on comparable tasks. Detailed 
discussion of this support is given in Chapters VIr and VIII. 
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VI. PROGRAM REPORTING SYSTEM 

A. Introduction 

The material above has treated the question of what measures should 
be used in evaluating success in service delivery and how service delivery 
should be characterized and described in the plan. The work in this 
chapter eyolores the extent to which data required for evaluation might 
be obtained from the reporting systems and forms used in the execution of 
service delivery. 

Such data can also be obtained from survey work or by sampling local 
reporting systems. This chapter, however, reflects the results of explor­
ing the various present reporting systems to determine which best produce 
the information needed and what modifications would be necessary. A short 
section at the end of the chapter treats the present availability of labor 
market information. 

This chapter provides a more fully developed discussion of the different 
kinds of measures in terms of actual service delivery and reporting. Chapter 
VII then presents the evaluation methodology for using such measurement 
data in assessing program success or failure and the causes of success or 
failure. 
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B. Conclusions and Recommendations 

There are three types of measurement data that can be taken as 
measures of performance for evaluation: 

• Process Flow: Measurement of the flow of applicants 
through the service delivery units. 

• Component Results (referred to as "e" measurements): 
To determine changes in characteristics of applicants 
or jobs as a direct result of service delivery. 

• Effectiveness Measures (referred to as "W' measure­
ments): To determine post program success of appli­
cants in the labor market compared to. their previous 
success. 

Nost of these data can be collected during service delivery. There 
are two additional types of data necessary for use in analysis: 

o Basic Applicant Data: Demographic and characteristic 
data of the applicant taken at intake, for use both 
in stratifying evaluatjons and in assuring that dis­
tributional goals are met. 

• Local Labor Market Data: To determine the conditions 
under which the local prime sponsor is operating. 

The first can also be taken during service delivery; the second must corne 
from outside the service delivery system. 

The Department of Labor already has several designs for reporting 
systems operating. After revie~"ing these, we believe that for most pur­
poses the ~~-lOO series reporting system design can be used with least 
modifications to provide most of the information needed. The follo"ing 
table summarizes our findings on the availability of measures and reco~­
mended changes for planning, control, and evaluation purposes. 
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"fll'l'tiv"'I1l'SIl 
~1L·f1 Sl1 rl' H 

COlllpOI1l'n t 
Relillit 
~le[\:;ul"l'S 

Service 
Sequence 

Ilt, f i nilion 

Nl'aslIl''''s of till' chnllges in 
applicant Jabor market 
experience. These are re­
lLited both to tile SUCCl!~S 

of the 10cLiI service 
delivery system and to 
ilchievement of local Lind 
Iwtional goals. 

NeilSllrCR of specific 
changl's il\ :lpp) ican l 
characteriliticll and Job 
charLicteristics that arc 
believed necessary for 
placement and retention 
(e.g., increase in skill, 
change in atti~ude). 

Those datil npcessllry to 
desc;ribe the volume, dir.ec­
tion, Rource, and [lnLll 
dltlponitloll or appll{':IIHa 
Inn Sl'l'vi l'l' dl'lIV('ry 1111 it. 
Flow dat.o It! IIggn'i~llll'cl hy 
service :'lC.!quence!;,. These 
IIIl'USUrCR ore needpd to 
determine that procesa sa­
quencus are being in~lc­
menled us planned. 

A particular sequence of 
well-defined services 
(de Ii very sy stem compD­
nents) given to an appli­
cant. 

TABLE I. --AVAILABILITY OF MEASURES 

Cllrrr'n t Ava 11 abil i ty_ 

Pn'-rr()~\ral1l estilllatl.!s Df: 
applicant earnings 
his tory <:r(' aV;lil ab Ie 
in the current MA 100 
repDrting system. PDst­
prDgram estimates arc 
inadequate. 

Present reporting sy~tcms 
do not contuill these typl'S 
Df data; hDwever, they are 
often available on the 
individual applicant's 
record in the local proj­
ect file. 

All lIuca cun he extracted 
from the dates and trans­
nctions carried in the 
"lIrn'nl' r!'IWI"ting llystUlII, 
'1'11<' ~IA 5- 5, th roul.!,h t runs­
nctlon reporting, producc 
th0 inte rnal flDw da ta. 

The ~~ 100 series produces 
nearly all the ~ Df 
data required through the 
~~ 5'-5 transaction report­
ing. However, indentifica 
tion of components is only 
available in a gross way. 

RecDmmended Changcs in RepDrting 
for the Plan vs. PerfOrmUnCl! EvuluutiDn 

Thc 90-day fol low-up (jDb ('ntry com­
pll.!tiDn) shDuld be used. FDr os 
shDuld be revised tD cDllect wage, 
incDme, and jDb stability data 
Dver that period, rather than fDr a 
pDint in time. 

This typa of duta should be col­
lected locally, giving the prime 
spDnsor the capability to monitor 
subcontractors on results achieved 
vs. results planned. While it is 
collected locally, it should not be 
part of the formal reporting system. 

A Det of dpfinitions churacteri?ing 
the comprehensive service (lelivery 
process needs to be developed. These 
definitiona \~jn huv0 to be mlltle 
comJlatibll~ with the prime sJlonsor l s 
pIon documcnt and r0porting system. 

RecDnnnenllcd Changes in Reporting 
for Relative Effectiveness Evaluation 

Here a 12-mDnth fDllo~/-up Dn a sample 
basis is recDmmended. A new cDllec­
tiDn fDrm and system is needed wllich 
prDvides the necessary measures on an 
applicant by applicant basis. 

The regular munpower repDrting system 
cannot be expect0d to contain compo­
nent results information. For compo­
nent evaluation, prior arrangements 
shDuld be made-for collection and 
sampling of local files to obtain 
standardlZed information. 

A set of definitions characterizing 
the service delivery components will 
have to be developed and incorporated 
in the MA 5-5. The revised version 
of the MA 5-5 should be used for 
formal transaction processing and 
contain specific service descriptors 
as well as general component defini­
tions. The transaction reporting 
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TABU: 1. (Cont i nilI'd) 
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I 
[1,·finition L Cur'Ccnr ,\vililnbility ------------1--.--. .....0 . ...:......-=.:.:-;..:....:..;;,,"-------- I 

I H0C()nDnl..!nlll..~d f:lidllt!'.:~-. in RtJp,1rting 1{,·t'ot:l111L'nd\·d C I, lng" ... iii I{l'p",'rt inA 
for the Pl'-ln vs. l'l'l"lnl"t'".dnc,' Evaluat ir.Q,.....!.£.Ut' 1 ari.::~·.~t i~:!lL'5fi 1';VJlllution 

'l'fjlll'IlI. .. '11 

( r"'I~lII1lIHI) I 
must bl' t'0Inp:llilJjC' with til., prim~ 

Hponsur's plan nnd ~~rvL~[ delLv~ry 

model. 

-------------------------·---------------r------------------------+------------------------------------;------------------------------------
.1"0 
: \tar.ln L·ris t ie' s 

TI""hc' .:haractC'risti('~ liilidl 
id":Hify job!{ lo b,~ fill"d 
"', .Ipp 1 i ",Int 0;. 

TIlt' ~li\ 100 snrles cull~l·ts 
minimnl inform.lt i.on on 
10\l}; fillc:d: 11:lge rate, 
hOllrs/wL'"k, illl'!' l'l,dl!, J('1o 
tit I.,. 

None. Monituring Lhis phase of plan 
imp ll'mcn ta t i un shoul u b" on wage 
rate ana hourR/week. 

None. At this time the available 
descriptors Dr~ HuEficiunt. May not 
be essential for strategy evaluation. 

---------------r----------------------------4-------------------------~------------------------------------r----------------------------------
Applicilnt 
Charact,:,ristic5 

Lnbor 
/'\.1 rkc t Dol ta 

COHt for Each 
Serv i Ce Se'1lJl.·ncl' 

. _-----_ .. 

Demographic, personal, ano! 
ecnnomic data on the appli­
cant. These are needed to 
identify an applicant as 
part of a target population 
ano! to identify those 
characteristics related to 
program effectiveness. 

Neailurt!s of the major stocks 
and flows in the labor 
rrmrket and their structure, 
covering both supply and 
demand. 

Direct operating cost, 
overhead cost, and Htipl'nds 
for unci' Hurvice sequence 
identified in tile priml' 
fipon sor pI :111. 

The ~~ 100 series collects' 
a good set of applicant 
characteristics data. 

Not available across all 
prime fiponRor areas in a 
reliable form. However, 
the raw material for 
characterizing local 
labor market conditions 
arc available in the 
Annual Hanpower Planning 
Rt·port and other Heries. 

Not readily or accurately 
available in this detail. 

The HA 101 now has the flexibility 
to a110w identification and catego­
rization of most applicant groups of 
interest to DOL and prime sponsors. 
Collection of pre-program wage rate, 
income, and family income is also 
recorrnnended. 

This level of detail is not essen­
tial ror monitoring prime sponsor's 
expenditures. Aggregate data are 
sufficient and available. 

None. The ~~ 101 reports exact data. 
There is no need for pre-cate;oriza­
tion of data in reporting for evalua­
tion. 

it is recommended that for strategy 
evaluation, the National Office 
develop a set of labor market 
descriptors which act as a surrogate 
for the stocks and flow information. 
For those areas where unemployment 
and vacancy information is avail­
able, special evaluation analyses 
should be made. 

If cost effectiveness analysis is eVer 
to be performed, Some system of recov 
ery of cost to the individunl service 
sequence level will be necessary. If 
cost are recovered only as gross ex­
pendi tures di\'idod among components 
by !lome rule of thumb, then cost 
ht·nefit IInillYRI!1 is ilJ-Jdvisl'o • 
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C. Neasurement and Reporting of Service Delivery 

1. . Measurement 

:t-Ieasurement for both monitoring and evaluation should provide 
indications that the service d~1i'\Tery units are operating properly and 
that effective service is being received. The more general effectiveness 
measures discussed in Chapter IV must be taken in order to evaluate the 
overall success of the process. The four types of measurement on service 
delivery are process flow, results of components (C measures), effectiveness 
measures (}.I measures), and basic applicant data. 

a. Process Flow Data 

Process flow data are those that are necessary to describe the 
volume, direction, source, and final disposition of applicants in a 
service delivery unit. This pictures the service delivery unit as a 
tree-type flow diagram on which both numbers and directions are entered 
at any break or division ofllow. A start along the lines of this 
description for CEP is outlined in ORI's CEP Evaluation Methodology, 
Phase I Report, Operations Research Incorporated. Figure 1 is an example 
taken from that study. A description of the service delivery model to be 
used is given in Chapter V of this report. Neasurement is made in terms 
of numbers of applicants passing through particular service sequences, 
being placed, and dropping out. All are measured in gross numbers of flow. 
In the cas~,0fdropouts,a further division must be made between those that 
become un'employed or go out of the labor force. Relating the measure-
ment to specific parts of the service delivery process allows its use for 
troubleshooting at both prime sponsor and regional level. 

The key characteristic of process flow data is that it is only a gross 
characterization of applicant flmv. The process of making value judgments 
based upon these data belongs in monitoring and evaluation. This is because 
value judgQents based on either single flm.] variables or combinations or 
r.ati.os of :Elm., data (such as overall placements or placement ratios) depends 
upon assunptions about the neaning of these items in terms of success of 
applicants in the labor narket. These assumptions should be made explicit 
so they can either be validated or rejected on the basis of correlation of 
flow measures Ivith success r:leasures as more and more information is accumulated 
for comparison. Flmv measures alone can do nO more than indicate Ivhether 
or not the process is operating as planned. 
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Figure 1. Sample CEP Enrollee Flow--San Francisco!/ ~ 
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b. Alterations in Applicant or Job Characteristics 
as a Result of a Particular Component (C Measures) 

These measurements are distinguished by being measures of 
changes in levels of characteristics of the applicant or the job that 
are believed to be nec~ssary for job performance, continuing job sta­
bility, or long term gains in the \Vage earning process. They are ex­
pected to be accomplished by thE! service component. Measurements in this 
area should include all important characteristics or skills which might 
be expected to be changed or proposed to be changed by some major com­
ponent in the service sequence. Examples would be educational levels, 
skill levels, Hork attitudes, barriers to employment of various kinds, 
geographical location, and behavior. If measurements are taken, these 
measurements should be those that can be made repetitively and consist­
ently by :0me measuring technique and in many cases would be taken at 
both the beginning and the end of an applicant's association with the 
manpoHer system. 

It is probably neither necessary nor practical to measure all of 
these at present, although some testing is presently being done in 
components in the field. For initial evaluation purposes, recording 
of the types and level of skill or characteristic output for which the 
component Ivas designed should be adequate • Chapter VII discusses 
methods of studying actual component performance on a sampling basis 
from records retained in the field. 

Each co~ponent represents a designed intervention into the labor 
market that is expected to improve the participant's success in the 
labor market. The "c" measures themselves ShOH changes in items that 
are presently believed to be Significant in terms of success in the 
working population. The evaluation use of these data should make these 
assumptions explicit so that they can be validated or rejected. For 
instance, only explicit evaluation of components against subsequent 
success of their participants Hill provide a test for many of the present 
strongly held beliefs about manpower training programs. This type of 
measurement (which in the initial stages might more properly be called 
an identification) is described throughout the study as "e" type measure­
ment (eA ,,,hen describing applicant characteristics, C J \vhen describing 
job characteristics). 

c, Effectiveness Measures--Longitudinal Measures of Success 
of the Applicants in the Labor Market (M measures) 

The job-related characteristics described above as "e" data are 
expected to be changed in the service delivery process and are believed 
~o lead to changes in \Vages, income, and job stability. Wages, income, 
and job stability, however, are a special subset of data that are 
pivotal because this subset can be related both to success of all serv­
ice delivery (as planned) and to local and national goals (as stated). 
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11>"1" d' t Th We have chosen to refer to these measurements as r a a. ey are 
applicable to both applicants and jobs: hourly wage, income over a 
specified time period, and stability on the job. In particular, th~ 
measures selected in Chapter IV are: 

• Change in Wage Rate -- Hourly income at Job Entry 
Completion minus last hourly iucome on a full time 
job before enrollment. . 

• Change in Earned Income -- Earned income over the 
12 month period following Job Entry min.us earned 
income over the 12 month period preceding enrollment. 

e Change in Unearned Income -- Unearned income over 
the 12 month period following Job Entry minus un­
earned in~ome over the 12 month period preceding 
enrollment. 

o Job Stabili~y Measures: 

Number of jobs in 12 month period preceding enroll­
ment minus number of jobs in 12 month period follow­
ing Job Entry. 

Time Unemployed (but looking for work) in 12 month 
~eriod preceding enrollment minus time unemployed. 
(but looking for work) in 12 month period follmving 
.Job Entry. 

Nu~bpr of weeks employed full time in 12 month 
peI!~j preceding enrollment minus number of weeks 
~~~loyed full time in 12 month period following 
Job Entry. 

In speci~l cases like NYC, a measure of staying in school or con­
tinuing 1.0 co 11 ege m:i. .. ~·:1 t be used as an "M" measurement, since this is 
Lhe stated int~nt of these programs at this time. If these become more 
oriented towards work experience, then the measures above would apply, 
'llthough they n:ight r,"quire a much longer "1aiting period for collection. 

d. Imnortance of Separating Heasurements 
uf Changes i~ C and Changes in M. 

The separatlon of measures of change in C and H (\vlllch Hi~l be 
referred to as ~C and ~M, respectively) would perhaps not be so Impor­
tant if there ',"'~l.'i'~ an accurate way to measure the characteristics 
affected by Ccx,,?ununts Ilnd to measure quantitatively the impac:t of the 
change in ch.lr:lct:2"cistics on any acceptable present set of measures of 
3,-iCceSd i.n [:"" 1.:lb0r lW1l'l~et. Consider a measure of the success of the 
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individual in the labor market, such as 12-month earned income before 
and after training. Then if MA represents the value of the measure 
(Earned Income) before he has participated in a process sequence and M'[ 
represents the value of the measure after his participation, a dimen- ~ 

sionless measure of the effectiveness of the service sequence changes 
in this particular measure can b~ constructed. For instance: 

Earned Income After - HJ - = Effectiveness of Service 
Earned Income Before - ~!A - E Sequence on this measure. 

When a measure of success has been suitably defined, it should 
reflect one of the actual goals or reasons for conducting the service 
delivery process. For a change in C (e.g., educational level) caused 
by a component (e.g., basic education) to be used as a surrogate for a 
differential change in M (for instance, increase in earned income), it 
is necessary to know the relationship between AC and AH. These rela­
tionships have not yet been fully investigated for present programs. 
Furthermore, the impact of a particular process sequence on either 
C or M measures is not in general known. 

The implication of this is that during start-up (and during the 
first year or Qore of operation) DOL will have to depend heavily upon 
local assessments of the suitability of particular changes in C in 
obtaining changes in H and of particular service sequences in obtaining 
changes in C. This can lead to three types of measurements: 

Process Flow Heasurements -- to determine that the service 
sequences are being carried out as planned . 

Characteristics or Component Result Heasurements (C's) --
to determine that planned changes in characteristics believed 
necessary for jobs are actually being accomplished by the 
service sequences. 

Effectiveness Neasurements (M's) -- to determine the actual ability 
of the program to achieve manpower goals. 

Some of the first and last types of measurements appear immediately 
achievable--and are of value for both monitors and evaluators. The 
second type may require developments in testing and reporting. As noted 
above, however, reporting at least the planned changes and levels of 
job-related characteristics for each component should be adequate for 
initial evaluation purposes. Reports of component purpose are also 
necessary for program improvement. 

During initial implementation, monitoring may intially simply com­
pare planned process flow data and planned changes in the effectiveness 
measures with those achieved, and evaluation may use comparisons of 
particular sets of flow data and changes in H. Determining changes in M 
as a function of changes in C and changes in C as a function of funding 
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tnay not be immediately possible. Just as it is not correct to specify 
"success" of a program totally in terms of ftow and changes in C data, 
so it is also impossible to evaluate relative success of different 
service sequences without knowing the particular changes in C valu~s 
involved. Let us make clear, however, that initially reporting as 
simple as "Basic Education -- Read and Write at the 8th Grade Level" 
or "Skill Training -- Beginning Welder" may be adequate component 
identification for evaluation studies. In the long run, relationships 
of H, service sequences, C, and funding must be determined, if the programs 
are to be improved or even demonstrated to be valid. The amount of changes 
in an N measure is, of course, also affected by local labor market conditicn:s 
and must be considered in relation to local labor market data. 

e. Basic Applicant Data 

The purpose of the service sequence effectiveness evaluation 
described in Chapter VII is to determine functional relationships betl~een 
the success (N) measures described above, and sets of variables that can 
be manipulated or controlled to some extent by the prime sponsors (i.e., 
type of applicants to whom pa.rticular types of services are given). In 
order to conduct this type of evaluation and to communicate the results to 
other prime sponsors, standard definitions for these variables will be 
required. The reporting system must al1QT.~ for enough detail in the 
descriptions of applicants and service sequences to make it possible to 
categorize these two sets of variables in a number of different ways. 

It is important to realize that, while the data is distir'gtlisheci 
here as flow, C, N, and basic applicant data, all of the data can be 
extracted from the single ~~-100 type reporting system as recommended 
below. Kep.ping the files as longitudinal applicant records beginning 
"1ith the FaIT.". HA-IOl data, adding the Form HA 5-5 transaction data, the 
~·!A-104 completion data, and c10sip.g the files with final follow-up re?OrLS 
provides several advantages. 

For instance, an HA 5-5 transaction report contains the flmoJ data 
!:hat an applic.:mt has completed a particular component. It is rec,J7'1-
r.1C!uded uelu\,' that tft!;: >1A 5-5 also contain enough component data to 
indicate at least the type of training given and at \.Jhat level. Since 
the planning element description in the plan indicates what should be 
occurring, su~~aries of individual transactions can then be extracted 
directly from the reporting system and compared with the plan to deter­
mine progress. 

Host important fr.on an evaluation standpoint, the present systE:n 
contains eX3ct basic applicant data on age, sex, race, some barriers tu 
employment, education, etc. \Hth this in the data file by applic2nt.:, 
the evaluation can begin with data on results (see Chapter VII) anrl 
factor that data statistically over nearly any grouping of applicant 
characteristics or process components. It will not be necessary 10r 
evaluation purposes to predefine gross categories of applicants (sllch 
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age 45 and above, or education 8-12 years). Pistribution can be deter­
mined alung any axis (race, age, educational level) to the degree of 
precision used on the forms because these data are retrievable through­
out the files. This allows the evaluation system·to operate across the 
many different groupings that may occur in local planning as long as a 
common definitional system is used and the grouping is described in the 
plan. 

2. Implementing the Necessary Reporting 

a. Introduction 

This section deals with the reporting of the measurement data 
described above. Nearly all of the operational, monitoring, and evalua­
tion requirements (except cost and financial data) can be met from a 
single reporting system which creates continuing longitudinal records on 
each individual applicant. For some specific analysis of job development, 
a job-oriented file might also be of value. However, in most of the 
evaluation described in Chapter VII, the principal interest is in jobs 
that have been filled with applicants and are thereby connected in the 
file with an applicant record. 

At present, several types of manpower programs are in operation, 
each with its own more or less compartmented reporting system. This 
fragmentation of the reporting requirements, due to the categoria1 
nature of the programs to a large extent, has been the cause of many of 
the problems in the current reporting system and has lead to a lack of 
faith in those systems. Under the proposed legislation (or administra­
tively) reporting requirements should be standardized for all prime 
sponsors through contractual agreement. This standardization should 
allow a more reliable and timely system to develop. 

The ~~S Trainee Characteristics Module file (operated by O~~S) 
appears to most closely parallel the system needed and can be immediately 
related to the service delivery model described above. Manpower forms 
MA-I01, MA 5-5, N . ..\-104 (Figures 2, 3, L~, and 5) and related supplements 
and surmnaries appear to be the Federal reporting forms nearest to those 
required. Some alterations are suggested below. Some local employment 
service systems also appear to be working towards the philosophy needed. 
In fact, some emplo)~ent service offices now take more extensive data 
for their own use than is reported in any of the reporting systems. The 
present ESARS system, however, does not carry much of the data collected 
locally and is especially weak on follow-up data. Documentation of 
process flow is also not as complete Ivith ESARS as with the M.A.-lOO. 

In the discussion below, each type of reporting--F10w, Component 
Results, Effectiveness, and Basic Applicant Data--will be discussed in 
terms of its relation to the service delivery model, present examples and 
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sources, and needed changes for implementation of the recommended evalua­
tion system. It is important to remember that, while the data have been 
split into groups for discussion purposes, only a single reporting system 
is being proposed. 

b. Process Flow Data 

(1) Desired data/relationship to the service delivery model. 
Process flow data characterize the service delivery model in terms of 
applicant flow from intake to job entry completion or exit. It is a 
measurement of all flow inside the service delivery system. The data 
itself can be related to a tree structure representing the potential 
sequences of activity' that an applicant can pass through after enroll­
ment. All data can be extracted from the dates and transactions carried 
in the reporting system. 

(2) Present examples and sources. As mentioned above, the 
}~-lOO reporting system as exemplified in CEP, WIN, and MDTA is a well­
defined reporting system that produces nearly all of the data required. 
Operations Research Incorporated in an earlier report 1/ has already 
prepared a description of a preliminary method for accumulating and dis­
playin'g such information on the process sequence paths for CEP (see 
Figure 1). 

Figure 6 illustrates the CEP collection system presently in use in 
the field. At Level I are the basic forms (which would serve as the 
basis for all of the longitudinal applicant collections). Level II 
illustrates the data used by the prime sponsor for local monitoring and 
control. Lev'el III consists of sununary reports presently being sub­
mitted. The Management Progress Report contains both some financial and 
flow data summaries and a section reporting some quality measures. A 
good description of this system (up to and including Level III), along 
with the methods of a simple punch card processing system for local use, 
is given in a recent Abt Associates report £/ and in broader fonn in the 
CEP standards and procedures manuals. 

While the present summaries consist prima~ily of monitoring informa­
tion, the basic reporting system is detailed enough (with the changes 
suggested below) to support both the monitoring and evaluation described 
in Chapter VII. 

Level IV of Figure 6 shQl;oJs the CEP "warning light" system. The 
warning light report is an example of a "plan vs. performance" system 
as discussed in Chapter VII. Previous agreements have been made between 

11 Technic~l Report 617, CEP Evaluation Methodology, Phase I, Operations 
Research incorporated (DOL NA. Contract Number 43-0-008-22). 

2/ CEP Informa tion §y~ Machine Processing Technique, Abt Associates 
Incorporated, May 1970. 
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DOL and the operating sponsor on both the level and acceptable limits of 
variations from the level of some 26 items., When. any fall outside the 
agreed level, they are indicated as having turned on a "warning light" 
at the CEP for further investigation. About 16 of the 26 "warning lights" 
are based on process flow information. 

(3) Implementation. DOL can begin to develop process flow data 
di~cctly from this type of reporting system for management, monitoring, 
and evaluation provided the following steps are ta.ken: 

A standard set of definitions as described in this 
chapter and in Chapter V is adopted and incorporated 
in all prime sponsor guidance, proposals, and con­
tracts. Each prime sponsor proposal and contract 
should contain a timing of flow section modeled after 
the one shown above in Chapter V. 

Definitions of the }i~-lOO reporting system are made 
compatible with the comprehensive service delivery 
process definitions and this reporting system is 
required in each prime sponsor's contract. 

The prime sponsor's own system of flow management and 
exception reporting to the region must be based on 
this same reporting format. This will require either 
that results of local reporting collections be proc­
essed and returned to him promptly or that his own 
processing be accomplished locally. 

A revised version of the }~ 5-5 would be used for 
formal transaction processing and should be modified 
to contain the specific training provided by each 
component (e.g., welding, practical nursing--this is 
necessary for component data as well as flow) as \ve1l 
as the general category (e.g., skill training, insti­
tutional training). This addition'al information is 
presently carried in the national information system 
under JOBS and }IDTA contracts; but not under WIN and 
CEP. 

c. Component Results Data ("C" Data) 

(1) Desired data/relationship to service delivery model. \'fuile 
flm" data characterize throughput in the delivery system, compo:1ent 
resul ts data will be used to report the" specific changes that each com­
ponent makes or, in the initial phases of implementation, simply those 
that the component is designed to make, in the applicant. Ideally, it 
would be based on obiective measurement (e.g., passes welding test, 
certification as lic;nsed practical nurse, educational equivalency test 
and level). Also ideally, both the incoming levels of skills and charac­
teristics would also be reported so that the actual change due to the 
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component could be assessed. Fortunately, much of the evaluation recom­
mended in this report will require only the specific goal of the component 
in terms of the change in characteristics expected as a result of the 
component. 

(2) Present examples and sources. While several local ES 
systems contain some data on the ir~ediate effects of components, this 
information is generally not in any reporting system. ESARS does note 
whether testing has been given and the type of test (SATB, GATB, Profi­
ciency, and other). Some programs in the field do test either within the 
component or afterwards to determine success. 

(3) Implementation. Component results information is critical 
in evaluating the assumptions connecting various interventions (e.g., 
changes in skill or educational level) with overall effectiveness (e.g., 
wage'· rate, income, job stability). However, this is not ~ufficient 
reason to include the data in the reporting system, since such inclusion 
would be a complex and difficult task. We propose that the exact type 
of intervention by each component be reported (e.g., skill traini'ag-­
beginning welder) with the flow data described above. For detailed eval­
uation, selected prime sponsors may be notified in advance that they will 
be sampled for component test results and asked to retain such data for 
each applicant during a specified period of time. The evaluations have 
been designed so that they can sample from such collections for evaluation 
and research purposes rather than require it to be carried in the reporting 
system. A common definitional structure should be used, however. 

d. Effectiveness Data ("M" Data) 

(1) Desired data/relationship to service delivery model. These 
reports provide the basis for measuring the applicant's success in the 
labor market before and after his receipt of service. In other words, 
these measures come from outside. the service delivery system. At present, 
He have included only reports sufficient to determine change in hourly 
\vage, income, and job stability. In programs with less well-defined goals 
like NYC, some measure related to' program goals, such as staying in school, 
~ight be needed. However, if they are restructured to more nearly approx­
imate work experience, then existing measures might be used. 

(2) Present sources and examples. The manpower K~-lOO forms 
presently collect the applicant's estimated last hourly earnings, income 
in the last 12 months, estimated family income in the last 12 months. 
No record is presently made of the number of full-time and/or part-time 
jobs held in the last 12 months. 

Post-program data are more difficult to obtain at present. Defini­
tions~follow-up, length of follow-up, time to Job Entry Completion, 
etc., are not identical from program to program although they are being 
improved. One version of proposed legislation requires follow-up (see 
Appendix 1) for one year and, of course, this would be desirable to 
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achieve comparability with 12 month intake data on income. Only part of 
the follow-up data is presently being reported for various reasons. ~!ore 

seriously, the present collection in WIN and CEP only reports employer 
and wage at the paint in time of the follow-up, so that there is no way 
to obtain income, job stability, and unemployment data over the time 
period covered by follow-up. 

Some use of social security data has been made by OHHDS for "lage and 
income investigations and this may be a promising route for further 
investigation. There are omissions, of course; but if samples of field' 
data could be compared ,vith social security data to determine bias factors, 
such data could be quite valuable. 

(3) Implementation. The implementation of these data collec­
tions on incoming applicants requires only the addition of the number of 
jobs held during the last 12 months and some validity checks on the 
present e~timates entered. 

In post-program collection, however, a ne,v follow-up collection form 
and system is needed. Job Entry Completion data could (3 month follow-up) 
he used for monitoring and as a surrogate for 12 month income for evalua­
tion purposes during the first year. But data on the post program wages, 
income, number of jobs, family income, unearned income, and time unemploy':d 
over the 12 month period following the program are badly needed at all 
levels of monitoring and evaluation. Without these, meaSLlr~ment of goal 
achievement, validation of program assumptions, and future labor market 
research will largely be guesswork. 

Follmv-ttp is more important and more justifiable from a cos!:: 
standpoint for comprehensive manpower training programs than for simple 
process sequences such as Job Matching or Employability Exploration. 
In the latter cases, cost per applicant is small and internal measures 
more valuable for evaluation. The larger programs under discussion here, 
hmvever, hAve costs per ·applicant that are much larger and in fact mAy 
range into several thousand dollars per applicant in many cases. Some 
small percentage of this cost should be dedicated to follow-up in order 
to determine the effects of these larger per applicant expenditures. 

A study should be performed immediately (by OPER or O~ll'IDS) to deter·· 
mine the advantages and disadvantages of various means of obtaining the 
12 month follow-up data. Potential methods include a complete follow-up 
by the prime sponsor using either career employees or part-time employees 
dedicated to this purpose, a separate contractor for follow-up on sa~plcF 
of former enroll~cs, or the use of social security or IRS data (wllcre 
groups arc large 0nough to do statistical samples preserving confiden­
tiality). A study of the costs and merits of each of these individually 
or in combi-nation is needed. 
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One local ES director cited a very successful follow-up effort using 
part-time employees during an E & D program. When queried about its suc­
cess, he cited three reasons: 

The part··time people desired to work evenings and 
weekends when follow-up is more easily accomplished • 

They had no vested interests in the reported follow­
up data. 

They didn't compare their jobs with those of other 
career employees in the ES center. 

Previously and at present, follow-up at that ES center was and is an 
additional duty of people performing other full-time services and one that 
is not desired by most career employees. 

e. Basic Applicant Data 

The reporting system suggested has the additional benefit of 
collecting a good set of demographic data on the MA-lOl. If this is used 
directly in the reporting system, there is little need for precategoriza­
tion of the evaluation categories on demographic data since the exact data 
can be categorized in any desired way when they are used. 

3. The Reporting and Processing Chain 

B. Introduction 

Reporting data should be generated and reported locally from 
forms that also serve everyday uses in the service delivery unit. Both 
the local project director and the Regional ~~npower Administrator (RMA) 
require monitoring and management information from the system in a short 
time period (probably one or two weeks for a director, each month for an 
RMA) if they are to use it in local management--and only its use as a 
local tool will produce the emphasis necessary to produce complete and 
accurate reporting. Since OMMDS probably cannot respond to local needs 
on this type of time cycle, some processing at the regional, State, or 
local level will be necessary. This specification should be part of the 
implementation design. 

For research purposes, it will be necessary to maintain the data 
files as large applicant-indexed records that can-be updated by trans­
actions and the sequential transactions and follow-up data stored with 
the applicant record file. From this file, both standard evaluation and 
monitoring and specially deSigned evaluation and monitoring reports will 
be run as discussed in Chapter VII. Some of the processing for these 
reports will be as simple as retrievals from the file based on a particu­
lar retrieval logic; others will require both data extraction and analytic 
processing. Evaluation and research \ViII be continual users of this 
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master file. Specific analyses to be performed are discussed in Chapter 
VII. The files, the analytical capability, and the EDP capability may 
be concentrated at some single location in the system or distributed at 
several as long as the support described in other chapters of the report 
is provided in a timely fashion. If timing problems can be resolved, the 
regions and prime sponsors might also be users of a single processing 
facility (into which they also send their data reports) for long term 
evaluations. Thus, OMMDS and OFMDS could become the equivalent of a 
large data repository and service bureau. Its supplier of data would be 
the prime sponsor in the field. This would be unlike the present arrange­
ment in that several parts of DOL would need to be linked together in 
using the information on a continuous basis. 

If the detailed design (of files, processing system, flows of infor­
mation) is accomplished now, it appears that most of the management, 
monitoring, and evaluation recommended could be supported with a single 
unified reporting system. This should be the responsibility of OMMDS and 
OFl-IDS working ''lith OPER, USTES, and the D}LJ\. 

b. Reliability of the Reporting System 

We have emphasized the need for systematic and continuous 
reporting of data for use in the type of evaluations that are necessary 
for planning, for plan assessment, and for pro~ram ilnprovement. Also, 
we concluded that most of these data should be obtained from a sinole o 

standard reporting system. Two major problems that exist with present 
reporting systems must be addressed, however: (1) inaccurate reporting, 
and (2) failure to report. 

The problem of failure to report should be amenable to correction 
through the contractual agreement ''lith the prime sponsor and technical 
assistance in this area greatly simplified with a single reporting 
system. The problem of inaccurate reporting is more difficult because 
it requires some type of independent validity check of the data reported 
by the prime sponsor. While complete assurance that reporting has been 
accurate obviously cannot be achieved at reasonable costs, certain types 
of independent checks can be made. For example: 

1. The follow-up data requirements could be given to a 
separate agency under a separate contract. Certain 
items obtained during the follow-up data collection 
could be cross-checked with the reports made on those 
applicants by the prime sponsor. 

2. The evaluation system described in Chapter VII requires 
that individual applicant data (either the total pop­
ulation or a sample of the population) be processed 
for each level of the manpower system where evaluations 
are to be conducted, rather than using aggregate data 
supplied by the prime sponsor. It would be more dif­
ficult for the prime sponsor to pr,ovide inaccurate 
individual applicant data than aggregate data. 
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D. Labor Market Information 

1. Introduction 

Labor market informati.on is important for stratifying evaluation 
categories and for local planning and analysis. This information is a_ 
variable affecting the measured success of a training program, and perI~rm­
ance evaluations must be adjusted or at least tabulated according to the 
labor market conditions at the time and place of service delivery. In 
addition, a local planner needs to consider both his present and projected 
labor market conditions in planning for the coming year. For this reason, 
the next two sections will deal with the problem of characterizing :ocaJ 
labor market data and \-lith the availability of some of the in fo:mat: Lon 
required. 'The final section discllsse$ some data that might be used in 
supportin~ need calculations. 

Labor market information is involved in both exogenolJs and endogenol1s 
effects. In addition to being an important independent variable that [:lust 
be considered in planning and assessment, the state of the labor r:larket 
can he considered as [1 dependent variable that reflects, as part of its 
movement, the impact of the operating programs. In this short study, 'vc 
have not'been able to develop a set of variables from existing data that 
are applicable across all prime sponsor areas or that ,ve could soundly 
reco:nmend for planning, evaluation and impact use. However, much of th~ 
ra\-] material is available to accomplish this. 

The material belGH characterizes the stocks and flO\\18 of interest 
1 'I b' l' t f the data Further ~'esearch is ne~ded and CGnunents on t lC aval. a 1. 1. yo. "-

in this area. 

2. gharacterizing the Stocks and Flows 

Figure 7 shows schematically the most important stocks and flow8 ~n 
a l[.bor marJ:;et. Each box represents a stock. Each line represents a J1.)'..;1 
fr.Oll one st~'ck to another. For example, at each point in time thel'~ is 
a set of people e1llployed. Bet~veen that poine and the next, a certa;L~ 
m.lf'lbel' of the employed become unemployed, leave the labor force, re t 1.:>:'e, 
migrate, etc. At the next point in time they belong to a new stock. 

[n addition to lillm,]ing the size of the stocks and flows described 
dbovc, -Lt ~.1Ould be helpful to know the composition of the stock itemil-­
employment, unemployment, not in the labor force, jobs, ar:d vacancies-­
by education, 0ccupation, income, race (except for vacanC1.es), sex 
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(except for "Jacancies), and age (except for vacancies). This informat ion 
will provide the local planner with much more detailed information than 
:i s available from the stocks and flows alone. For example, the evaluation 
system may tell the planner that in another area with similar labor m<lrlwt 
cunditions, a training program for welders was highly successful in raising 
Hages for black men in their twenties. However, it is necessary for thE.! 
local planner to knnw the present and expected level of vacancies in weld­
ing in his area before proceeding. It is not even enough that overall 
labor market conditions are similar • 

If a Ioca1. prime sponsor had good information on the size and composi­
ti.on of the stocks and flows in Figure 7, he ~-1Ould have a fairly, complete 
picture of labor'market conditions prevailing at that time. 

J. Availability of the Data 

At present, it is not possible for every prime sponsor to obtain all 
the informat.ion in these stocks and flm-1S. All the variables discussed 
earlier as capsulizing labor market conditions and thus being an esscmtj a "I. 
part of each piece of evaluative information are not available for sc:,r: 
labor market areas. However, information on mc:,:ny of the items is reaJi.ly 
available, but in varying forms and degrees of reliability. 

Although it is not possible in the confines of this report eithor to 
give a complete critical evaluation of the present laLer market information 
systeln or to propose a neiv or altered system to substitute for the exist­
ing one, some general comments about the elements of the present systcP! nun 
some suggestions for improvements can be given. 

Popt'llation surveys arc a good way to get the information outlin(!d :." 
the PnplIla ti('n~ Er:11 nymcnt al~cOt1l1t. They have the critical advantage of 
cor'lpletc c.:o-"vr:1:~e (::tt least i.n theory), ,.]hereas data solicited from 
empl<.:yC'rs or inferred fro;]' unemployment insUJ:'ance claims both omit sn;:!' 
secUon::: of tIlA por..ul:1tion. Unfc'rtunately, population surveys are t.:'~'T'cn-" 

sivc. The only n:.1t'ior:.dl labor force survey regularly conducted is thp 
Current Population Survey---a survey not specifically designed for obta.i.n­
ing estimates of variables .:It the rnetropolita~ labor market level. For 
example, in 1967, the CPS reveals that the chances are 9 out of 10 that 
N~;~.Jark's unCnplO}T,lt2nt rate lay betvleen 3.9'% and 5.n~.1/ (For smalle!" 
lahor market areas, the range would be even larger.) Thus, useful 9Ft i mate! 
cli- uTlemp10yment Chn be obtained fr,)m the CPS only for the largest metro­
politAn areas. 

An imperfect substitute for a set of sub-national CPS' is the use of 
Lilt! existing uf,cmployment estimates produced by the local employment 
security offic~s. At present, these estimates can be used to calculnte 

T .pA.~;T El-:;{m-:-t'JnbJ.t;ss Trends in 20 Large l::ctropoU tan Areas, II Hontl,lv 
Lc-'.Li'lr R('Vi.t:!i" (i'lay 1968, p. A-6.\. 
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the stocks of employment, unemployment, and not in the labor force. In 
addition, there is computed an estimate of the flow of new potential 
workers and re-entrants into the labor force into unemployment. 1/ With 
a little additional effort, techniques could be developed to obt;in 
estimates of the flmv from employment to unemployment and the flow between 
unemployment and employment. It would also be possible to disaggregate 
these stocks and flows by occupation. 

The major drawback of this source of data is that the estimates are 
derived from unemployment insurance claims filed by former workers in 
covered employment. Not all employers are covered by unemployment insur­
ance. Furthermore, not all employees of covered employers are eligible 
for benefits. Not all covered employees apply for benefits. Finally, 
benefits do not last indefinitely. Thus, the estimate of total unemploy­
ment has to be based upon assumptions about the relationship between 
covered unemployment and non-covered unemployment. (Details of the 
estimation process are given in the Handbook cited above.) Nevertheless, 
for the smaller SMSA's and the labor markets outside of SMSA's, these 
estimates are some of the best available and should be used. 

Surveys of employers, which are conducted by the Labor Department, 
yield estimates of employment disaggregated by industry for an area. 
Results are reported in Employment and Earnings and Monthly Report on the 
Labor Force, published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. This series, 
thus, provides time series on one of the most important stocks in both 
the Population-Employment Accour,t and the Jobs Account. 

The new job vacancy surve)s (JOLTS), in combination with the already 
existing employment data collc:(:;.::::d from employers, provide much of the 
data needed for the Jobs Accvunt. However, the geographic a.nd employer 
coverage is limited. There is coverage of the manufacturing sector for 
50 metropolitan areas. Coverage of the entire nonagricultural sector is 
limited to 26 of the largest metropolitan areas. For 17 of these 26 an 
occupational breakdown is available. The data collected permit estimates 
to be made of the stocks of filled, jobs and vacancies, the flow of new 
job creation into filled jobs and vacancies, the flow of hires, the flow 

"of quits and the flow of layoffs. It should be possible to derive estimates 
of total vacancies from the estimates of nonagricultural or manufacturing 
vacancies. 

For the remainder of the labor market areas, it may be possible to 
at least. identify occupations in. which employment is growing rapidly. 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics publishes periodically a national :tndustry­
occupation employment matrix. Thos matrix pelnits estimates of employment 
by occupation to be made from statistics on employment by industry (which, 

1./ See USDL, "Estimating Unemployment," Employment Security Research 
Methods Handbook Series (March 1960), pp. 35-36, and revisions 
updating this document. 
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as we noted above, are available by labor market areas). Unfortunately, 
it is clear that the occupational structure of each industry's employment 
will not be the same in every labor ma.rket area. (For example, in high­
\_age areas more capital-intensive means of production may be used than in 
low-wage areas. This may lead to ¥elatively high-skilled labor being used 
to operate sophisticated machines in the high-wage area, while in the low­
wage area, less skilled labor can be used to operate the Simpler machines.) 

There are three ways that a correction may be made for thi~ error. 
l~e first is to use as a benchmark the employment data by industry and 
occupation for SMSA's which will be provided by the 1970 Census of Popu­
lation. The second is to use the job orders data collected by the Employ­
ment Service to obtain estimates of employment by occupation by industry 
on an on-going basis. The third way is to use Skill Surveys for this 
purpose. 

The 1970 Census will provide valuable data on employment. by occupa­
tion and industry. Unfortunately, they will be two years old by the time 
they are available and will grow progressively older as the decade proceeds. 
Ther~ is no guarantee that the increases in employment in a particular 
industry will have the same occupational distribution as the total current 
employment. Thus, the Census data will become progressively less valuable 
as they age. 

The Employment Service job orders are ~ non-random sample of employers. 
In short, they are employers who use the Employment ServL~e. There is no 
reason to believe that the occupational structure of their vacancies is 
the same as the occupational structure of other employers. In fact:; since. 
the Employment Service has been concentrating on helping the disadvantaged 9 

it is likely that employers utilizing the Employment Service prohably have 
a ruthe;: high percentage of low-skilled job openings. 

Skill Surveys collect data on employment and expected vacancies from 
selected samples of employers. 1/ However, these surveys are conducted at 
irregular and infrequent intervals. using varied sampling procedures. Thus, 
they too are likely to be biased. 

It might be possible, hmolever, to integrate the local data on eQploy­
ment by industry, the national industry-occupation matrix, the 1970 Census 
data, the job order data) and the Skill Survey data in such a way as to 
obtain estimates of employment growth by occupation for tIle smaller labor 
n~rket areas. Setting up the procedure for doing this is a formidable 
research task which is beyond the scope of the effort available for this 
study. 

]) See usn:" "Are.a Skill Survey," Handbook on E.-::':lloyment Security Job 
Market Research Methods (BRS E-252, November 1965), for a description. 
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To sum up, the raw material for many of the estimates of the level of 
unemployments the level of vacancies (or the rat'~ of growth of employment), 
the size of the labor force, and the level of vacancies by occupation (or 
the rate growth of employment by occupation)--the critical variables which 
capsu1ize labor market conditions in areas--are available in some form for 
many of the labor market areas. Considerable work needs to be done to 
fully utilize the data, however. 

4. Universe of Need Data 
I 

The best single source of data on the economic and social well-being of 
clients is the 1970 Census of Population. The Sixth Count tapes of the 
Census should provide tabulations of family income for all Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Since final specifications for the Sixth 
Count have not yet been made by the Census Bureau, it is probably not 
worth speculating at length about the differences between the precise 
format needed and the likely format of the Census tabulations. (One major 
difference is likely to be the choice of unit of analysis. The Census 
will probably produce tabulations of family income by family-heads and 
unrelated individuals whereas the tabulations needed may be tabulations 
of family income by wage earner). 

Unfortunately, the 1970 Census results can only be a temporary sub­
stitute for the need calculations. The data will be increasingly out of 
date as time passes. However, using the 1970 figures as a base, it should 
be possible to update them on the basis of national and local statistics' 
on population and income which are available on a regular basis. These 
estimates could be made utilizing similar techniques to those used in the 
current Universe of Need calculations described in pp. 12-26 of the AMPR 
instruction sheets. 11 

1/ USDL, "Annual }1anpmver Planning Report, II Reports and Analys is Letter 
No. 683 (}~y 25, 1970). 
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VII. THE EVALUATION SYSTEH DESIGN AND METHOOOLOGY 

A. Introduction 

Thi~ chapter describes in b~o ways the evaluation comparisons to be 
mad: •. ~1rst, they are described as part of the system of interdependent 
actLv1t1es necessary to administer a decentralized decate . d h . , gor1ze , compre-

ens1;e m~npower prog:am. The~, the m~thodology for making these compari-
Sons 1S g1ven along ,nth the t1me period over which outputs of increasing 
usefulness may be expected to become available. 

. T~e preceding chapters have covered the coordination actions necessary 
1n var1~us areas of adminis~ration, planning, and reporting to operate such 
a. manpower system, and prov1de an: evaluable set of programs,. This chapter 
d1scusses the method of making the evaluations and the foIl' h . mnng c apter 
conta1ns rec?~ended.assignments for various parts of the effort within the 
Hanpower Adm1n1strat10n. 
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,. B. Conclusions and Recommendations 

There are t,~o kinds of evaluations that should receive the highest 
priority: relative effectiveness evaluation of service sequences and 
plan versus performance evaluation. Both of these should be supported 
principally by data taken from the planning and reporting systems. The 
conclusions and recommendations are summarized below by administrative 
level. 

1. National Level 

Four types of recommended evaluations can be carrie.d out most effec­
tively at the national level and disseminated to support administrative 
functions: relative effectiveness, impact and component evaluations and 
prime sponsor rating. 

a. The first and most important type of analysis is a comparison of 
the relative success of specific service sequences (type of interventions 
in the labor market), given the specific types of applicants served and 
the specific types of local labor market conditions in which the program 
operated. In the report, this is called relative effectiveness evaluation. 
Information about the relative success of different services under dif­
ferent conditions will be required for developing program guidelines at 
the national level, for assessing the prime sponsor's plans at the regiona1 
level, and for allocating funds among the different projects by the prime 
sponsors (State or local). 

b. The comparison of the success of applicants who have received 
manpmver services \-]i th comparable people ,vho have not received these 
services is also important in order to determine the absolute effects of 
the manpmver programs on those receiving services. This type of evalua­
tion has been one of the more traditional analyses carried out with cate­
gorical programs. Hmvever, as categorical restrictions are removed, impacl 
evaluation becomes informative only when closely coupled "lith relative 
effectiveness evaluation, especially in the selection of the comparison 
groups. 

c. A third type of analysis that should be conducted at the national 
level is to determine the degree to which the success of particular service 
sequences are dependent upon the changes in skill and educational levels 
brought about by particular serv,ices (components) in that sequence. In the 
report, this is called component evaluation. Determining which of the 
services in a sequence are cr~tical to the success of that sequence will be 
necessary for program development and improvement. An essentjal part of 
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B. Conclusions and Recommendations 

There are two kinds of evaluations that should receive the highest 
relative effectiveness evaluation of service sequences and 

performance evaluation. Both of these sho~ld be supported 
by data taken from the planning and report~ng s~s~ems. ,The 
and recommendations are summarized below by adm~n~strat~ve 

priority: 
plan versus 
principally 
conclusions 
level. 

1. National Level 

Four types of recommended evaluations can be carrie,d 
tively at the national level and di~eminated to support 
functions: relative effectiveness, 'impact and component 

!'Ii ' prime sponsor rat~ng. 

out most effec­
administrative 
evaluations and 

a. The first and most important type of analysis is a comparison of 
the relative success of specific service sequences (type of interventions 
in the labor market), given the specific types of applicants served and 
the specific types of local labor market conditions in-which the progra~ 
operated. In the report, this is called re~ative effect~veness eval~a~10n. 
Information about the relative success of d~ff:rent serv~ces.und:r d~f 
ferent conditions will be required for develop~ng p~ogram gU1del~nes a: 
the national level, for assessing the prime sponsor s plans at the reg~onal 
level, and for allocating funds among the different projects by the pr1me 
sponsors (State or local). 

b. The comparison of the success of applicants who havedre~eived 
nanpmver services \vi th comparable people "Tho ~ave not receive t e~e 
services is also important in order to determ~ne the absolute effects of 

h ' , 'es This type of evalua-the manpower programs on t ose rece1v~ng serV1C. , ' 
tion has been one of the more traditional analyses carr~ed out w1th c~te- _ 
gorical programs. Hmvever, as categorical restrictions ar: removed: lompacL 
evaluation becomes informative only ~vhen closely coupled ~n th relat~ve 
effectiveness evaluation, especially in the selection of the compar1son 
groups. 

c. A third type of analysis that should be conducted at,the nation~l 
level is to determine the degree to which the success of part locular serV1CC 
sequences are dependent upon the changes in skill ~nd ~educational levels ~ 
brought about by particular serv,ices (components) ~n ,th.at se~uence. In the 
report, this is called component evaluation. Determl.lnng whloch of th~ 
services in a sequence are critical to th~ success of that se~uence w11l be 
necessary for program development and improvement. An essentloal part of 
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component evaluation is the need to develop standardized means of 
measuring skill levels and educational achievement and the consistent 
use of these measurement tools by the subcontractors. 

d. If the Manpower Administration chooses or is required to allo­
cate some portion of its funds on the basis of an overall judgment of 
the prime sponsors' past performance, instead of conSidering success 
service sequence by service sequence, then information to be used in the 
comparisons between prime sponsors should be collected at the national 
level. As with the other types of evaluations just described a national 
~opulation of prime sponsor~ probably will be required in the'analysis 
1n order to ensure that equ~table comparisons are made. Our research 
indicates that several years may pass before any sound baSis for collaps­
ing the performance of q prime Sponsor onto a single index or number 
exists. A great deal of informed judgment on the part of the regional 
offices may be required'in the interim. A more useful way of considering 
performance may be in examining each prime sponsor's plan on a service 
sequence by service sequence basis during plan assessment to determine 
what he has done well and poorly. 

e. With a decrease in categorical restrictions, many of the cate­
gorical program definitions will no longer be appropriate for analysis 
purposes. Consequently, the need for standardized generic definitions 
and categories of "service sequences," "components," "applicant groups," 
etc., becomes essential for program development and for evaluation. 

f. Applicant data for these types of evaluation should be sampled 
from a standardized reporting system developed and maintained within the 
manpower system. The reporting requirements should be part of the con­
tractual agreement with prime sponsors. However, the contract for 
obtaining follo~v-up data should be separate from that given to prime 
sponsors and coordinated with the O~~IDS effort to use national data. 
Follow-up data could then be used as a validity check against the data 
submitted by the prime sponsor as ~vell as contributing important data 
for evaluation. 

2. Regional Offices 

Evaluation information can be usee by the regional offices to 
perform at least two major administrative functions: (1) the assess­
menl of the prime sponsor's plan (leading to changes, modification, 
and approval) and (2) the monitoring of performance as the plan is 
being implement'ed to detect, ~vhen technical assistance is required or 
possibly to deobligate fund's. To support these functions, vIe reconnnend 
that the evaluation system provide the regional offices ~Yith: 

9 The capability to compare actual flmv data 't-7ith planned 
flow data for each prime sponsor in the region, in order 
to detect serious problems as the plans are being imple­
mented. In the report, this type of reporting is part of 
a planning and control system and the cC'7:1parisons are 
referred to as plan versus pe~formance evaluation. 
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8 The data processing support to accumulate and compute 
success ratios (final performance against plans) on 
these flow data once the implementation is complete. 
This information will be used to judge the feasibility 
of a prime sponsor's new plan. (Also part of plan versus 
performance evaluation.) 

8 A means for retrieving from the national evaluation 
system the probable success ratios, the variance, and 
the cost of employing a particular service sequence 
for each type of applicant group the prime sponsor 
intends to serve in the particular local labor market 
conditions in which the prime sponsor will be operating • .. 
This information will be used to judge the effectiveness 
and e~ficiency of a pri.me sponsor's plan. 

o A means to retrieve from the national evaluation 
system information on ~vhich to base a system of rating 
prime sponsors on overall performance, if it is decided 
that some amount of funds will be allocated based on a 

:total performance measure. 

3. Prime Sponsor (State and ·Local Level) 

Evaluation information can be used by the prime sponsor to perform 
at least t~YO major administrative functions: (1) to help manage his 
contractors as the plan is being implemented and (2) to obtain success 
ratios to aj d the development of fut·ure program planning and resource 
allocation. To support these funct.;.ons, we reconnllend that the evaluati·.:,l 
system provide the loc:'l prime spon~or;.s wit}:;,.!.t.5iFAJa 

.i4iri*,w·"~! • 
~ The capahility to compare actual performance data Hith 

planned l1erfonnancc tll1ta, ~n order tC) detect problems 
in his 01.Jil operation and in the perf .. :nna:l.ce of pal'ticu­
la:: contt'act;-::-s as ttle plan is being implemented. 

e The data proces~~i"g sllpport to accllmul<lU! and compute 
SLlccess ratios on £101\1 and performance data once the 
:i.\;1plementatiu!1 is complete, for use in design:i.ns a 
mor" feasible plan for the next phase. 

" A meaus fur retrieving from the national evaluation 
system) the probable success ratios, the variance, and 
the cost of employing a particular service sequence 
for each target group in the primesponsor's particular 
local labor market conditions. This iniormation will 
be useful for designing a more effective and efficient 
plan for the next phase. 
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C. Overview of the Evaluation System 

1. Introduction: Measurement, Comparisons, and Uses 

Evaluation is characterized by: (1) the measurements taken of the 
program implementation, (2) the comparisons that are made using these 
measures, and (3) the uses that are made of these comparisons. Including 
the.uses of evaluation in an evaluation design is simply another way of 
say~ng that the types· of measurements that are appropriate to make, and 
the types of comparisons that will provide useful information for managing 
a comprehensive manpower program, will depend upon the administrative 
functions that must,be performed in the management system. The types of 
evaluation information actually needed are those that support these admin­
istrative functions. The following diagram illustrates this continuous 
process. 

Program Implementation 

~ervice Delivery 

Evaluation 

L_ 

Administrative Functions 

Planning/Allocation/ 
Control 

Comparisons 

Figure 1. The Cent ext of Evaluation 

.. 

Hhile this chapter ~'7il1 deal p:,~imarily with the comparisons to be 
made, it is important to realize th,lt the evaluation system ~escribed in 
this report involves a,ll of the int ~rrelationships' of measurement, com­
p~J.'isons, .and uses shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 is a simplified diagram of the evaluation philosophy 
applied to a decentralized, decategorized, comprehensive manpower program. 
It shows the measures of the service delivery process ~o be obtained from 
the delivery of manpower services (left side of diagram); the comparisons 
and relationships to be made with these measures at each level of the 
manpower system (center of the diagram) ; and the planning, allocation, and 
control process that the evaluation information y7ill support (right side 
of diagram). 

Planning and plan content (including a characterization of service 
delivery) was developed in Chapter V. The reporting shown on the left 
side of Figure 2 was described in Chapter VI. The functions of the 
administrative system and its needs for the results from evaluation (at 
the right of the figure) were derived in Chapter III and Appendix 1. The 
recommended assignments of responsibilities to agencies within the Manpower 
Administration follows in Chapter VIII. 

The comparisons shown in the diagram cannot all be made at the pres­
ent time, due to incompleteness in the planning process, in the reporting 
system, and in coordination between various offices now performing most 
of the necessary functions. The diagram shows the direction in ~07hich the 
evaluation system is expected to evolye as more decategorization takes 
place, rather than to depict a system that can be entirely implemented in 
the next year. We will describe the parts of this system that are prac­
tical to implement at the present time by building upon the existing plan­
ning procedures and reporting systems. 

In this overview of the system, we shall first summarize the measure­
ment information to be used in comparisons, then the uses of the compari­
sons, and then discuss the comparisons themselves. The section following 
the overview will then discuss each comparison in more detail. 

2. Measurement Information for the Comparisons-

a. Information from Service·Delivery 

Six types 0f information can be generated from the process of 
service delivery: 

o Basic Applicant Data--Demographic and characteristic data 
of the applicant generally taken at intake. 

~ Characteristics of Jobs--Giving an indication of the types 
of jobs being filled. 

Q Process Flow Data--The flow of applicants through the 
components and service sequences of the service delivery 
unit. 
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e Component Results--The changes in characteristics of 
applicants or jobs as a direct result of service delivery. 

c Effectiveness Measures--The post program success of the 
applicant in the labor market compared to his previous 
success. 

o Cost of Each Service Sequence. 

All of these, except component results and the service sequence cost, nO\.; 
exist in some form in most of the present systems (see Chapter VI). 

b. Information from the Plans 

It is recommended that each path through the service delivery 
system be characterized as a service sequence acting upon an applicant 
as he moves through the local system from initial contact to final con­
tact. Any well defined unit or service in this service sequence is 
called a component. Each particular service sequence is distinguished 
from other types by the manner in which it intervenes in the labor market 
process. This characterization of service delivery has the advantage of 
being similar to existing models and can be describe'd by the current 
reporting system. 

The plan describes the prime sponsor program in terms of these 
service sequences, allowing plans to be compared with performance. The 
plan (Chapter V describes the plan) presents: 

& A description of the various service sequences selected 
and their components, a description of the applicants to 
be processed through each service sequence, and a descrip­
tion of the jobs to be filled by each service sequence. 
(Contractors responsible for the components in a sequence 
are identified along with their performance criteria.) 

o An expansion of the above deScription into time-phased 
(monthly) projects of applicant flow for each service 
sequence and component and the aggregated process flm.; 
schedule for the entire prime sponsor program. 

o The cost of the program subdivided by process sequence 
and phased over time. 

~ Projected values of the effectiveness expected to be 
achieved. 

1 P" 

'0 1,1 
\ " 

c. Other: Information 

In addition to the information above, t~yO types of information 
are required from outside the service delivery system. These are lucal 
labor market information and information from selected comparison groups 
where these are to be used. 

3. Uses of the Evaluation 

In Chapter III, the major useH of evaluation information as shown 
on Figure 2 were derived. These are sUIi4il8rized in Table 1 along '.Jith 
the supporting evaluation information. Figure 2 indicat,es the compari­
suns that produce this evaluation information. These include both 
p:~fo~ance (plan versus actual) comparisons and comparisons of relative 
et1:ect1.veness. 

The (lffectiveness measures reconnnended for use in relative effective­
ness evaluation are all related to the impact of manpower programs on the 
applicants for services. The proposed evaluation system does not include 
methods for assessing the impact of these programs on the total target 
population or the effects upon national neasures such as unemployment or 
inflation. ·Chapter IV has described sone of the unknol,m relatio~ships 
between manpower program objectives and labor market objectives or national 
goals and discussed these broader research problems. However, a discussion 
of the appropriate methods for conducting such research is considerablv 
beyond the scope of this chapter. Here, ~.Je are interested in determining 
the relationship between various local allocations of effort and the impact 
on the applicants who are provided those services--the direct effect of the 
programs on the applicants. Information about the direct effect of pro­
grams on applicants is necessary for planning, allocation, and propel' 
management at all levels of the manpower system and also as a first step 
towards the discovery of the broader relationships discussed in Chapter 
IV. ' 

Although the types of data described above are generally available in 
the reporting systems, a common set of data must be u3ed to make compari­
sons and establish particular relationships for different levels in the 
Manpower System. This alone indicates the importance of using the same 
definitional structure in both planning and reporting of all programs. 
Hhen this is done, performance (planned versus actual) comparisons can he 
made at various levels of aggregetion for the prime sponsors pr.;l['.r:1i11s. 

The remainder of this section covers each of the comparisons that 
should be conducted for use at each level of the system as shmvrl in 
Figure 2. 
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A. 

Administrative functions 
. Evaluation Infllrmut i(1l\ Supportlng 

NATIONAL LEVEL 

Setting objectives and reporting 
to Congress. 

Types of applicants served compared to 
distributional goals. 

Funda spent compared to funds allocated. 

Succe9s achieved in comparison ",itl! pCI)ph, 

not provided services. 

B. Regional allocation on prime 
sponsor performan~e 

B. Performance rating of prime sponsors by 

regions. 

c. ReprogralTulli ng C. compared to funds allocat~d. Funds spent 

D. Program development of services 
and service delivei'Y models 

Relative expected success of particular 
service sequences. 

Success achieved in comparison to peDpl~ 
not provided services. 

t 'b tion of particular components Relative con r1 u 
to the success of service s~quence. 

Compa'):'ison of actual performance ~ith 
planned performance at each step 1n the 
delivery of service. 

REGIONAL LEVEL 

A. Assessment of feasibility of 
plal:s 

A. 

R. Assessment of projected effective- B. 
ness and efficiency of plans 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

Allocation among prime sponsors 
based on perfor~ance 

Deobligation and reprogramming 

Technical assistance to prime 
sponsors 

Compliance of prime sponsors to 
national objectives and priorities 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

Comparison of actual per.formance "'ith last 
year's planned perfo:rnance at each step of 
the delivery of servlces. 

Relative expected success of particular 
se~vice sequences. 

Performance rating of prime sponsors. 

Comparison of funds spent to funds (l11,,('d tc(i 
as plans are being implemented. 

Comparison of actual perrormancl' HiLlt 
planned performance as the plans are being 
implemented. 

Types of applicants served and results 
achieved compared to distributional gnals. 

PRIME SPONSOR LEVEL 

A. Planning altalysis 

\1. Allocation amonb project:; 

C. Deobligation of subcontractors 
and 'C,~progra"in'ning 

IJ. Technical assistance to subcon­
rrrlctot's 

B. 

c. 

D. 

Relative eX[lected succesS of particular s~r-
d . local la~0r mdrk~ vice sequences un er glven . 

conditions. 
Success ratios between dCtllHl perf,'nlJ<.InL:t! 
and planned performance at each St0P in 
the previous imp lementa tion phd SC. 

Relative expected success of P<.ll'tiL·tILIl· 
projects and subcontractors. 

compari"son of funds sp,ent as pldns are bC'in~ 
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4. The Comparisons to be Made 

a. At the National Level 

Figure 2 shows four types of comparison infoTmation required 
at the national level. These are evaluations of (1) relative effective­
ness of service sequences, (2) effectiveness of component results, 
(3) effectiveness compared to comparison groups, and (4) planned versus 
actual performance. Chapter IV describes a number of types of service 
sequence interventions and also develops appropriate measures of effec­
tiveness. 

(1) Relative effectiveness evaluation. Service sequence relative 
effectiveness evaluation attempts to find functional relationships 
bet~~een types of applicants, types of labor markets, and types of service 
sequences as one set of variables in order to determine ~ojhat sequences 
work best under what conditions. This type of analysis can be accomplished 
more effectively at the national level because of the larger nu~ber and 
variety of service sequences from which to select. 

The purpose of this type of analysis is to determine particular 
success ratios for a variety of sequences to help in prime sponsor plan­
ning analYSis, r~gional office plan assessment, and for national level 
program development. The use of national evaluation information for 
allocation and for plan assessment represents an expansion over its use 
in the past, 'vhere its primary objective 'vas program development and 
improvement. Program development and improvement Will, of course, remain 
an important function for evaluation support. 

Relative effectiveness evaluation of the service sequences is the 
most important type of evaluation to be conducted ~t the national level. 
In the past with categorical programs, the major concern for evaluation 
was whether or not the people in a program profited from the services 
delivered as compared to similar types of people not in that program. 
From our investigation of these evaluations~ useful though limited infor­
mation \'18S obtained because the categorical restrictions on entrance 
requirements and/or services, along with the program guidelines developed 
at the national level, made all the projects within a program more or less 
similar in the sense of the strategy employed. With increased decategor­
ization, each prime sponsor can, at least in theory, develop his own 
service sequence or sequences. The main concern for evaluation then \vill 
be to determine which service sequences developed by different prime 
sponsors are most effective for which groups of people under what condi­
tions, and which service sequences are not effective. For this type of 
evaluation, the description of the sequences employed by different prime 
sponsors, the characteristics of the applicant groups, and the description 
of the labor market will be as important to obtain as the measurements of 
effectiveness. 
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(2) Component ,evaluation. The purpose of each component in 
a service sequence is to ~hange particular job related characteristics of 
the applicant (i.e., educational levels, skill levels, attitudes) in 
order to increase his probability of employment or to change job require­
nents to be more lenient (i.e., removing barriers to employment by nego­
tia ting \vith employers). The result measures for these components are 
the anount of change produced in the educational levels, skill levels, or 
job barriers. The purpose of evaluating service delivery components is 
to determine how much of the variance in service sequence relative effec­
tiveness (determined by such measures of changes in wage rates, incomes, 
etc.) can be related to the effectiveness of particular components 
(determined by such measures as changes in particular skill levels). This 
type of information is essential for making improvements in particular 
service sequences. 

It should be mentioned that the "output" measures for the compone.nt 
evaluation (i.e., changes in educational level or changes in particular 

';p skill level) could become "input" measures fpr relative effectiveness 
evaluation. The reason for this is that the delivery of services is a 
sequential series of events, and the designation of certain measures as 
"inputs and outputs" or as "independent and dependent 11 variables depends 
upon the particular relationships between the events in the series in 
which one is interested. 

For relative effectivenesi evaluation, sequences should be selected 
from the plan sUTIUllaries that will be developed for submission to the 
regional level. If the population of applicants is large enough, data 
should be obtained on a sample of the applicants receiving services under 
each sequenGe of interest. For component evaluation, applicants should 
be sa~pled from similar components across a number of sequences. Both of 
these types of evaluations are described in more detail in Part D of this 
chapter along with the ways the information could be used for plan assess­
~ent and for program improvement. 

(3) Effectiveness as function of labor markets and target groups. 
In conjunction with relative effectiveness evaluation, it is also useful 
to T:1ake comparisons ~vith a population similar to the appJ,.icant groups but 
\·~ho h=.ve not experienced manpower services. \fuile this type of cOT:1pari­
son 11 is not as important as the comparison among sequences, it will 
provid~ information about the extent to which other variables influence 
effectiveness and will enhance the usefulness of the results of the rela­
tive effectiveness evaluation. 

The methodology for impact evaluation is essentially the same as that 
for relative effectiveness evaluation. The major change is the introduc­
tion of a comparison group into the analysis. \{hen different strategi(~s 

--:-------'--11 Pr,')gri:1nl impact Gval>Jation as Jefined in Federal Evaluation PoliC) l 

J,lseph S. Hhol('y, el a 1.) The Urban -Institute, June 1970. 
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are compared in relative effectiveness evaluation, the effectiveness 
measured can only be interpreted in relative terms. The addition of a 
comparison group in the analysis will allow one to make some estimates 
about absolute effectiveness as well as the influence of exogenous 
variables. 

(4) Planned vs. actual performance. Finally, administrative 
monitoring of the regions is an e~lsential part of national evaluation in 
a decentralized program. The Office of the Deputy Manpower Administrator 
is in the process of implementing a new Interim Operational' Planning and 
Control System (OPCS) for that purpose. This type of monitoring is in 
terms of the performance in expending program funds and in terms of 
placements and l~agea. \fuile OPCS is to be implemented with the present 
categorical programs, it could readily be expanded to a more decategorized 
system and a wider set of measures, if these becQtne available. Under the 
corrnnon definitional system recommended, any combination of. the measure­
ments discussed could be aggregated for national use and produced from the 
reporting data base. 

b. Comearison at the Regional Level 

As shown in Fig~re 2, there are three types of co~parison infor­
mation that may be requir,ed at the regional level: (1) the planned vs. 
a.ctua1 information as the plans are being implemented; (2) the final 
success ratios ''!:...I of each step in the implementation of the plans; and 
(3) the rating of prime sponsors on their overall performance. 

(1) . Planned 'vs. actual perfonnance. Comparisons between the planned 
estimates and the actual performance for each prime .sponsor as the plan is 
being implemented are neede.d at the regional level for monitoring and 
assisting the prime sponsors. For management purposes, it may only be 
necessary to react to the planned and actual figures when they devjate by 
some predetermined amount (a "warning light" system such as that uaed in 
the present CEP system). This exception reporting would be used for early 
wanling and routine management at the regional level mainly to detect 
problem areas and to take certain types of corrective actions (such as 
site visits, providing techni(!,al assistance, or pOSSibly for deobligating 
or reprograTIUlling funds) as the plan is being implerr:en ted. The wanling 
light system should be supplemented by the more traditional on-site 
monitoriug ~qhich attempts to determine the cause of deviations and recom­
mend corrective actions. 

A second use of these comparison data would be for plan assessment. 
The negotiation for changes in th~ plan, the final approval of a plan, 
and amendments made to the appro'Yed plan during the cour.se of the imple­
mentation cycle appear to be the. r.ajor functions for which the regional 
office will be responsible. 

The percent of the planned estimates actually achieved. 
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The plan assessment function is particularly important under a 
decentralized and decategorized J?rogram. One of the major means by 
\.Il":ic.h national control can be exercised over decentralized or decatego­
rizcd manpov1er programs is through the assessment of the adequacy and 
feasibility of the plans developed by the prime sponsors, approval of 
or changes ill the allocation of funds, and the approval of the revised 
plan that will result from this process. 

(2) Planned vs. actual (final ratios). In order to judge the 
feasibility of a plan, the regional office will require an assessment 
of the reasonableness of the planning factors used by the prime 
spo:1sor in the development of the plan. The ratio of planned success 
to actual success acomplished at different steps in the delivery of 
services during implementation of that prime sponsor's last plan will 
provide such information. The procedure for using these success ratios 
to help judge the feasibility of a plan is discussed in Part D of this 
section. In order to judge the effectiveness and the efficiency of the 
strategies included in the plan, a capability will also be required to 
retrieve relative effectiveness evaluation data from the national eval­
uation system. 

(3) Prime sponsor rating. 
prime sponsors on this basis of 
r;~mparison of sponsors based on 
nan.ce (shown as prime sponsors' 
use at the regional level. 

If some funds are to be allocated among 
their past performance, then some type of 
an overall assessment of their perfor­
rating in Figure 2) will be required for 

For the rating system, the new requirement would be the need for an 
over.all sc~ for each prime sponsor. This would require collapsing 
performRncc across all service sequences and short-term effectiveness 
rr.easures while clustering prime sponsors by labor market enviror~ent and 
a2plicanl groups served. The formidable job in doing thiS, of course, 
is the determination of the \'7eight to be given each of the functions that 
a prime sponsor per£n":.11ls so that the composite comparisons art:! considered 
to be equitable. ;\ composite score may obscure the fact that both good and 
uaci service s/2quences may be operated by th2 same prime sponl.lor in the same 
local area. 

c. ~larison at the Prime Sponsor Level (St~te or Lo~~ll 

At: the prime sponsor level) the major comparisons are bett-;cen 
the estimates in their comprehensive manpower plan and the actual per­
f0~~nce figures as the plan is being implemented aDd at the Gnd of the 
im:;>lementation cycle. The degree to \-lhich pl.anned figures match the 
Elctual per.for.:;anc.e figures shmV's ::1:<:> degree to which the prime sponsors 
were able to make ~nud the estimates oi ~uccess made in constructi:1g 
their pian. \'1118 comparison is shown in the upper. bo~ in thE:! center 
c,:lumn i.n To .i.)!u:;:e 2.. Alsc shown is the fact that data. on a 11 applicants 
are requixcd fu~ thi 3 '~omparison and that the comparison information is 
used fen: man.;;gement and for planning analysis by the prime sponsor. 

\'.l.C-14 

r 
I 

I 

I· 
I 

I, \ 
~ 
j 
,:t 
.,\ 

------------------------------------------~ 
~ 

", 

. The comparison of planned and actual figures as the plan is being 
~mple~ented will provide information to the prime sponsor for managing 
the d~fferent subcontractors. The same comparison computed at the end 
of the implementation cycle can provide information for the p'rime 
Spol:sor's success ratios for use in the next planning cycle. As the 
nat~onal rel~tive effectiveness evaluation comparisons (described above) 
pro~uce ~erv~ce sequence effectiveness information, this national infor­
mat~on w~ll supplement the local project e''laluations by including com­
par~son~ over a broad range of prime sponsors and among a greater variety 
of serVl.ce sequ:nces. The u~e o~ evaluat.ion information by a prime spon­
sor for al10cat~on purposes ~s d~scussed in Chapter V with an example given 
in Appendix 3. 

We are now ready to consider the more important comparisons in 
detail. 
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D. Evaluation: Hethodo1ogy 

1. Evaluation at the National Level 

A number of the administrative actions taken by the prime sponsor, 
by the regional office and at the, national level (as discussed in Cha~ter 
III) require evaluation information that can ~e developed most ef:~ct~vely 
at the national level. For example, informat~on about the effect~veness 
and efficiency of particular service sequences can be used by both the 
prime sponsor in the development of plans and by the regional office in 
the assessment of those plans. At the national level the development of 
guidelines for dissemination to the prime sponsors will require information 
about the effectiveness of both service sequences and components of those 

sequences. 

Monitoring of the regional offices will be required at the national 
level in order to hold these offices accountable for fiscal and adminis­
trative 1responsibilities. The discussion in this section wil,l, ~owever, 
place particular emphasis on effectivetless and component evaluat~ons. A 
reasonable start on an adequate regiona.l monitoring system.!.! has already 
begun and thus requires less discussion. 

a. Relative Effectiveness of Service Sequences 

The purpose of conducting an analysis of different service 
sequences is to obtain better estimates of the relative. success that .c~n 
be expected for each of these sequences; that is, what ~s the p:obab~l~ty 
of changing the labor market status of particular types of appl~cants ~n 
oarticular types of labor market settings by providing them with partic-

~lar types of manpO'to1er services? 

In Chapter V 'we have defined a service sequence as the sequence of 
ser~ices provided an applicant from intake through placement with an 
intent to intervene in the labor market in a particular way. Any well 
defined portion of a sequence was termed a component. Chapter IV ~iS­
cusses some examples of intervention into the labor market along w1.th . 
the appropriate effectiveness measures for each type. The reason ~erv~ce 
sequence relative effectiveness evaluation can be done more effect~vely 
at the national level is the need to have a large population of sequences 
from 'which to choose if statistically valid results are to be obtained. 

It would be contrary to the concept of decategorization and decen­
tralization to tightly control the application of various service delivery 
sequences in systematic ways (except perhaps on a very small scale) without 

1/ Interim Operational Planning and Control system. 
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knmo1ledge of the effectiveness of those strateg';es.l/ h • ~ecause of thiS, 
t e e~aluation system must be designed mainly to capitalize on the 
fort~1.tous variations in service sequences in a variety of economic 
sett1.ngs that presumably will occur. If proper evaluation designs are 
fonTIul~ted, t~iS variation in the selection of sequences and components 
by var~ous pr~me sponsors can be used to detect which sequences are the 
most e~ffective under particular conditions. 

The need to define.sequenc~s.and to identify and group applicants 
t~get~er who hav: :xper1.enced s~m~lar sequences for this type of evalua­
t~on ~s.not a tr~v~a~ matter--and becomes increasingly difficult as fewer 
cate~or1.cal restrict1.ons are imposed from the national level. This 
r:qu~rement adds a new dimension to the design of manpower program evalua­
t1.0~S as more decateg~rization occurs. At present, the input or independent 
var1.ables for evaluat~on studies are usually defined by the cat . I, 

t
.. f egor1.ca 

res r1.ct~ons 0 a program (such as WIN MDTA-Institutional NYC et ) 
All l' " , c.. app l.cants under these categorical programs are assumed more or less 
to have experienced similar services. With fewer categoric~l restriction~ 
howe~er, each prime sponsor will have more authority to implement his mvn ' 
se:v~ce sequences. Consequently, detecting and defining the sequences each 
pr1.me s~onsor has employed become of critical importance for this type of 
evaluat~on. -

(1) Methods of Analysis 

We explained in the overview section that evaluations can be best 
ch~racterized by the types of measurements that are taken of the process 
be~ng evalu~ted and the comparisons that are made using these measures. 
The ~ppropr~ate measures for evaluation of the relative effectiveness of 
serV1.ce sequences are developed in Chapter IV. These effectiveness measures 
were selected on the basis of thei~ potential relationship to both national 
goals and local objectives. The measures are: 

Change in Hage Rate -- Hourly incoille at Job Entry 
Completion minus last hourly income on a full-time 
job before enrollment. 

Change in Earned Income -- Earned incQme over the 
12 month period follQlving Job Entry minus Earned 
Income over the 12 month period preceding enrollment. 

Change in Unearned Income -- Unearned Income over 
the 12 month period following Job Entry minus Un­
earned Income over the 12 month period preceding 
enrollment. 

1) However, 'tole ~v()uld recommend as much experimentation as is practical. 
The chance of detecting important relationships between sequences and 
outpu~ measu:es could be greatly enhanced by introducing some controlled 
exper1.mentat~on into demonstration programs planned at the national 
level. 
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Job Stability Meas~res: 

Number of jobs in 12 month period preceding 
enrollment minus number of jobs in 12 month 
period following job Entry. 

Time Unemployed (but looking for work) in 12 
month period preceding enrollment minus time 
unemployed (but looking for work) in 12 month 
period following job entry. 

Number of weeks employed full time in 12 month 
period preceding enrollment minus number of weeks 
employed full time during 12 months following 
Job Entry. 

The variance in these effectiveness measures will be dependent upon 
one or more of the following factors: 

(1) Type of applicants (example descriptors discussed in Chapter VI). 

(2) Type of service sequence used (example descriptors discussed in 
Chapters V & VI). 

(3) Type of labor market (descriptors discussed in Chapter VI and 
Chapter V). 

(4) The residual source of variance attributable to the difference 
bet\veen prime sponsors. 

For service sequence relative effectiveness evaluation, the first 
type of analysts should attempt to determine how much of the variance in 
each of the effectiveness measures can be attributed to each of these 
four variables. Some form of variance analysis technique could be used, 
since such techniques permit comparisons to be made among these rour 
factors (or more) in all combinations. 

Figure 3 shmvs an illustratiol'l'Y of ho\'r applicants might be grouped 
under particular categories for this type of analysis. The figure sho~vs 

three types of applicants that are provided three different types of 
'service sequences in three different types of labor markets. Each cell 

1/ The factorial design illustration is used here only for simplicity of 
presentation. In practice, a number of sub-categories for each of tbe 
four major factors would probably be desirable to use and would tend 
to make a factorial d2:;ign unmanageable. Consequently some other form 
of a variance analysis technique would be more appropriate. An example 
would be the Automatic Interaction Detection (AID) described in The 
Detection of Interaction Effects by John A. Sunquist and James N. 
Horgan, Honograph No. 34, Survey Research Center, University of Hichi­
gan. 
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Figure 3. Illustrations of an Analysis of Variance Design with 
Examples of Applicant Groups, Sequences, and Labor Markets 1/ 

Black Females 
age 25-40 

educ. 9-11 years 
weekly wage $ 

hours per week 40 

]) The identification of each applicant measure in a cell by a prime sponsor adds a fourth dimension 
to thi.s design. 



in the figure would contain a measure of effectiveness chosen for the 
analysis (such as change in wage rate) for each applicant identified by 
that cell. A separate analysis would be ~equired for each of the effec­
tiveness measures just discussed. Each applicant measure within each 
c~ll also would be identified by the prime sponsor. This would make the 
rlesign contain four factors and be non-symmetrical, since all prime 
Jponsors would not be represented in all cells. 

If a significant source of variance was found to be attributable to 
the prime sponsor residual factor, then one would know that a major deter­
miner of effectiveness (and one that might be transferred or used by other 
prime sponsors) had not as yet been identified. In this case, field in­
Vestigations could be conducted by more intensive analysis of some of the 
most effective and least effective prime sponsors for each type of sequence. 
Ey comparing these t,vo types of prime sponsors, the field team might detect 
practices that could be ~sed to refine the definitions of sequences or 
be included a.s another factor in the analysis. For example, one important 
ractor might be the ability of the prime sponsor to manage the delivery of 
services. One might test this assumption by ordering prime sponsors on 
their flow data (i. e., the size of the deviations between planned and ac tual 
flow) and determine the extent to which the variance in the measures of ef­
fectiveness correlates with this ordering. 

If significant sources of variance are found to be related to one or 
more of the other three variables (applicant types, sequence, labor market) 
then the analysis will ha.ve provided useful information that would be trans­
ferable and could be used by other prime sponsors in thE; development of 
plans and at other levels of the manpo~er system for plan assessment and 
for program development. It 'vould be this type of information that would 
be incorporated into program guidance. 

vfuile variance a~alysis techniques will detect the significant sources 
of:' variance for each combination, these techniques will not shmv how much 
of the difference in effectiveness is attributable to each source. Once 
the significant sources of variance have been identified, the question 
of how much any factor contributes to effectiveness under different 
conditions can be answered through correlation and regression analysis. 

(2) Cost Data 

The cost of each service sequence is also important for this type 
~f analysis. Including the cost of particular sequences is necessary in 
Lhe analysis in order to make commensurable sequences that require different 
lGngths of time and different amounts of resources. Hmv costs should be 
identified, and how they should be used in an analysis of this type, is com-
plex, and a complete discussion is beyond the scope of this paper. At the 
least, one should identify the cost of the sequence of services provided 
j n (.'(lch process sequence and LIse those costs as ",]eighting ractors in com­
pining the eifectivQncss of different sequences. 

VII-20 

I 

I 
/' 
I 

(3) Data Sources 

Data necessary for conducting a significant part of the relative 
effectiveness evaluation should be available in a regular Manpower 
Administration reporting system as discussed in C1apter VI. It "'7ill be 
the responsibility of the evaluation agency to identify those sequences 
that have been implemented by enough prime sponsors and in enough different 
labor market conditions to justify an evaluation. These selections could 
be made from the plan summaries discussed in Chapter V. These plan sum­
maries would describe each planning element (applicant group/services pro­
vided/target jobs) that each prime sponsor has ;i.mplemented. A sample of 
applicant records from each prime sponsor selected for the analysis that 
conform to this planning el~uent description would then be retrieved frmn 
the reporting system. Because the planning element summary and the actual 
implementation may differ to some degree, the applicant records selected 
for the analysis should only be those that do conform to the planning 
element description. 

b. Comparison Group Analysis (Impact Eval~ation) 

The most important comparisons for relative effectiveness evalua­
tion are based on the cmnparisons among different sequences. It is also 
useful, however, if cost permits, to obtain information about how these 
effectiveness measures of different sequences cmnpare with the same 
mOeasures taken for similar types of people who have not been the recip­
ients of manpower services. Use of such comparison groups would allow 
one to determine if, for example, the average wage rate change for all 
sequences was more than, or less than, the wage rate change for the non­
participating group, and would help identify the extent to which exogenous 
variables influenced wage rate. When different sequences are compared in 
the evaluation, the effectiveness measured can only be interpreted in 
relative terms. The addition of a cmnparison group in the analysis will 
allow one to make some estimates about absolute effectiveness. 

There are, of course, many problems in the selection of a cmnparison 
group. The use of comparison groups is based on the idea that matching 
populations can be selected in such a way that the major difference be­
tween the groups receiving services and the comparison groups is only in 
the application of the services. Since we know beforehand that the matches 
will not be perfect, the evaluation plan must allow for the estimation of 
the initial differences (biases) between the two populations. Ideally, 
of course, one would require that eligible people be assigned randomly to 
service and comparison groups. For a variety of reasons, randomizatton 
is seldmn attempted. For practical reasons, therefore, selection proce­
dures with less stringent requirements must be allowed. Without randomiza­
tion, control must be achieved over the characteristics of participants 
and non-participants by statistical methods. 

The main point to be stressed is that, regardless of the method used 
for selection, measurements of the two groups should be taken before the 
"service" group is provided manpower serv~ces. This will a1low determina­
tion of the major biases between the two groups so that these biases can 
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be accounted for in the interpretation of the results. Use of compar~son 
lected after the service group has completed the program (wh1Ch 

groups se - ). It· 
. characteristic of many current evaluation eftorts 1S a css sa 18- . 

Lfs t tlod because many of the characteristics on which one would hke ac ory me 1 d· h . 
to obtain measures of bias would be expected to have change~ ln t e.s:r~1ce 

It of the services received. Consequently, .Lhe poss1b111ty group as a resu . . 
of measuring the bias on these characteristics has been lost. 

The regular manpower reporti~g system. cannot be e~pected to ~llow for 
the inclusion of information about co~par1son popu1at10ns. It w111 be 
necessary to obtain comparison group data through some other source such 
~s through outside contractors, and thus the cost of the evaluation could 

be substantially greater. 

c. Component Evaluation 

A second type of evaluation that should be conducted at t~e 
~ational level concerns the degree to which different components 1n the 
service sequence affect the success of the program. The purpose of t~is 
n-pe of evaluation is to provide information ~or im~roVing :he ~ffect1v~­
n~ss of the service sequences. These evaluatlons w111. provlde 1~format10n 
about the amount of variation in the measures,:of relat1ve ef:ec:lven~ss 
( h as change in wage rates) that can be attributed to var1atl0ns ln 
t~~Coutputs of particular components of the service sequence (such as 
basic education or institutional training); that is, to what de~ree 
does increased ~roficiency in certain skills or increased educatlonal 
attainment correlate \vith the success of a parti.cular servi~e. seq~ence 
(\oi'hen a major component of that service sequence is the tra1nlng 1n that 

skill) ? 

For this type of analysis, correlation and regression techniques would 
be used to determine the degree of relationship bet\·]een, for :xample, test 
scores at the completion of a basic education course and partlcular meas= 
ures of effectiveness (such as change in wage r~te). It sho~ld be empha 
~1zed that this type of analysis is not attempt1ng to determlne what 
~~~rriculum makes a good or poor basic education c~urse, but rather, does 
a particular component (basic education to some f:xed level) as part of 
th~ service sequence contribute anything to changlng the labor market 
status of an applicant. 

The regular manpolver reporting systems discussed in c~a~ter VI cannot 
be expected to contain the individual test scores or pr~flclency measures 
~.:hich are the required data for component result analys1s. Present r;­
porting systems do not contain these types of data. The Hanpm~er Admln­
istration, hmvever, should develop standardized v;ays of me~sun.ng these 
particular skills or educational levels and requ1re the pr1me sponsors 
to obtain and hold such measures as pact of the contra~tual ag:eement. 
E-:aluators then could SaIDFle applicants \vho have exper1enced d1fferent 
components (using the plan sunnnaries as a guide in .much the sam~ \vay as 
+-hey select sequences for an evaluation). The nat10nal evaluat10n team 
~. . h· the component data on the could then obta1n from t e pr1me sponsor: 
sample of applicants selected for analys1s. 
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d. Refining Evaluation Techniques 

In the preceding chapters, several types of effectiveness meas­
ures were developed. It is very likely that many of these measures are 
highly correlated. One useful type of analysis, therefore, is to deter­
mine the degree to which they are correlated. An understanding of these 
correlations would reduce the numb,~r of effectiveness measures required 
in an analysis and would also allow the s~bstitution of short-run measures 
for longer-run measur'es. 

Anoth~r type of analysis, that was briefly mentioned earlier, is to 
determine 'the correlation between flow data and effectiveness measures. 
These correlations would help in understanding the relationship between 
the success in managing the flow of applicants through the system and 
the effectiveness achieved by the services. 

e. Implementation 

At least four problems hinder the ability to implement the 
national evaluation system described in this section as rapidly as local 
and regional systems. These are: (1) the problem of obtaining follow-up 
data, which are particularly important for sequence evaluation; (2) the 
need to identify similar sequences and to group applicants experiencing 
these sequences for relative effectiveness; (3) the need to develop 
standardized techniques for measuring changes in skill levels and educa­
tional achievements for component result evaluation; and (4) while of a 
lesser priority, the usefulness of obtaining comparison group data from 
a comparison population not receiving manpower services. 

Once these problems have been resolved, there is the need to develop 
a capability to analyze these data. One alternative for both relative 
effectiveness and component evaluations would be to develop an in-house 
analytical capability. The need to conduct continuous and systematic 
evaluations across prime sponsors would favor such a capability. An in­
house capability, however, would require extensive data processing support 
which may be beyond that which is presently available. We recommend, 
therefore, that outside support for the analysis be used in the beginning, 
but with close coordination with contractors on the components, sequences 
and techniques to be used. These implementation questions have been dis­
cussed further in Chapter VIII. 

2. Evaluation at the Regional Level 

Evaluation information is required at the regional level to support 
three possi.ble types of administrative actions: (1) the use in the manage­
ment of prime sponsors as their plans are being implemented, in triggering 
on-site evaluations in provision of technical assistance, and possibly in 
deobligating funds; (2) for use during the negotiation and approval of the 
prime sponsor's plans, which may include changes in the funding levels; 
and (3) for the allocation of funds to prime sponsors based on their 
previous perfom.ance (if the Hanpower Admrnistration chooses to allocate 
part of the funds in this way). 
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As explained in the overview, the comparison of the prime sponsor's 
performance against his plan by the regional office is very similar to 
the comparisons done by the prime sponsor himself for his own management 
purposes, which is explained in Section 3. Consequently, 'Yle ~o7i1l not 
expand on this function for this section. The types of evaluation infor­
mation necessary to support approval of the plan (plan assessment) and 
for apportioning funds based on past performance will be discussed. 

a. Plan Assessment 

As discussed in Chapter V, the prime sponsor's plan for the deliv­
ery of lTlanpOWer services can be assessed frOlTi at least four viewpoints: 
(1) compliance with the planning instructions; (2) how well the national 
goals have been integrated with local needs in the plan; (3) .how much 
credence can be placed in the estimated success figures presented in the 
plan; and (4) hmo7 effectively and efficiently does the plan reflect. the 
amount that can be accomplished with the types and levels of resources 
employed and with the service sequences employed. 

Assessing the plans for compliance with planning instructions and 
for how well the National goals and local needs have been integrated in 
the plans are discussed in Chapter V and Appendices 2 a~d 3. Assess­
ing the feasibility and the effectiveness and efficiency of the plans, 
however, will require information from the evaluation system and ~o7ill be 
discussed next in this section. In Chapter V those criteria requiring 
support by the evaluation system were indicated. 

• (1) Feasibility of Predictions in the Plans 

Judging the feasibility of a prime sponsor's plan can be aided 
by a comparison of his previous actual performance with his previous 
planned predictions at a number of different points in his delivery of 
services. Because plans are sometimes modified during the course of the 
year, the plan that the actual performance should be compared against is 
the original agreement rather than that contractual agreement that emerges 
at the end of the year. The need to assess the ability of a prime sponsor 
to plan accurately in the past, in order to judge the feasibility of his 
new plan, should be distinguished from what the prime sponsor is obligated 
to fulfill by the end of the cycle. The changes negotiated between the 
prime sponsor and the regional office during the course of the implemen­
tation cycle may be very legitimate and justified. However, in assessing 
the nelo7 plan, one '\o7ould like to know how accurately and well the prime 
sponsor was able to predict at· that same stage in the last planning cycle. 

The planned performance can be compared with the actual performance 
at each point in the delivery of services, ~vhere predictions are made in 
the plan and data are recorded about the delivery of services. From the 
model of the plan proposed in Chapter V, and the model of the reporting 
system proposed in Chapter VI, the following ratios could be obtained: 

(a) The number of applicants planned to be served and the 
actual number served. 
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(b) The number or applicants of each type planned to be 
served and the numbers actually served. 

(c) The numbers of applicants of each type planned to be 
placed and the numbers actually placed. 

(d) The numbers of jobs of each type planned to be availaole 
and the numbers actually available. 

(e) The time planned to be spent in process sequences by 
applicants and the time actually spant. 

(f) The time planned to be spent in "hold" by applicants 
and the time actually spent. 

(g) The estimated cost of each service sequence and the actual 
cost. (Cost information should be available through OFMDS 
and would not be in the applicant records.) 

(h) The planned changes in specific applicant characteristics 
(i.e., skill level, educational achievement) and the 
actual change. 

(i) The planned change in effectiveness measures such as 
wage rate or entry wage for each type of applicant and 
the actual change in effectiveness. 

Ratios a, c, d, e, and f for various applicant groups will provide 
indicators of the ability to predict the flow of applicants through the 
system. 

Ratios band d will provide indicators of the ability to predict the 
target population and the job targets respectively. 

Ratio g will 'provide an indicator of the ability to predict the cost 
of the services required of the applicants. 

Ratio h will provide an indicator of the ability to predict 'the suc­
cess of particular components (usually the performance of particular 
sub-contractors) and ratio i the success of particular service sequences. 

The relative size of these ratios for any particular prime sponsor 
can act as an indicator or diagnostic tool of where particular parts of 
his current plan may be less feasible to complete successfully than other 
parts. In the actual assessment of the current plan, there would be three 
sets of numbers available: (1) the success predicted in the current plan 
being assessed; (2) the success achieved in the last implementation cycle; 
and (3) the percent of the success predicted in the last plan that was 
actually achieved in the last implementation cycle (the success ratios 
just listed). The current plans would be.assessed ·for feasibility as 
follows: 
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The predicted success in each aspect of the current 
plctrl would be compared with the success achieved in 
the last implementation cycle. 

If Borne aspects of the new plan show significantly 
different ~uccess estimates than that achieved in his 
p~evious performance) the predictive ability of the 
prime sponsor 6n those aspects of the plan should be 
examined. 

3. If the prime sponsors success ratios on those aspects 
of the plan were high, then his higher success predic­
tions in the current plan should be considered reasonable 
estimates of his ability to produce. 

4. If the prime sponsors' success ratios on those aspects 
of the plan were low, then special justification from 
the prime sponsor or a change in the plan to correspond 
more with his past performance should be negotiated 
if the plan is to be eventually approved. 

It should be reiterated at this point that the purpose of this 
exercise is to obtain estimates or indications about how well a prime 
sponsor can predict his future performance, which is only one of the . 
factors necessary for assessing plans that can be supported by eval~at~on 
information. It is an important part of the assessment, however, S1nce 
the content of the plan being assessed represents the prime sponsor's best 
judgment as to what he can accomplish the next implementation cycle. 
Basic to the assessment, therefore, is some understanding of how well 
each prime sponsor can predict his future performance. One of the best 
ways to make that assessment is to determine how accurately he has pre­
dicted his performance in the past. 

(2) Judging the Effectiveness and Efficiency of a Plan 

The previous paragraphs have described how the plan negotiation 
and approval process between the regional office and the prime sponsors 
could be carried out to insure that the plan is feaSible, in that it 
reflects the prime sponsor's capability to implement the plan success:ully . 
A major question still remainin&, however, is whether or n~t the pred~c~ed 
success sho,vu in the plan is the result of the most effect1ve and eff1c1ent 
application of resources. Effectiveness has been defined in Chapter IV 
as the change in a particular set of "output" measures (such as changes 
in wage rate and income) that can be related to the delivery of manpower 
services. Efficiency is defined as the degree of change in each of the . 
effectiveness measures divided by the cost of the service sequence (serv1ce 
delivered) required to achieve that change. 

Effectiveness is dependent upon the characteristics of applicants 
accepted into the program, the types of interventions attempted in the 
labor market' (the service sequencl~ selected), and the conditions of the 
local labor market. TI,' (I'lest i.o·1'~ of interest for plan assessment are, 
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given the applicant group planned to be served, and the projected conditions 
of the local labor market: (1) has the prime sponsor selected the most 
effective means of intervening in that labor market for each target group? 
and (2) is the predicted effectiveness and cost of the selected service 
sequence reasonable? Because effectiveness is a relative matter, these 
judgments will often be made basl~d on comparison information across a 
number of prime fiponsors. This type of information will be developed in 
the suggested evaluation system at the national level as described above 
in Section D.l. 

The regional office should have the capability to retrieve from the 
national system, information relevant to the labor market condition in 
which eacn prime sponsor is opera.ting and for the client groups that each 
prine sponsor is attempting to serve. This information would be: (1) 
the average and the variance of each effectiveness measure for each serv­
ice sequence (type of intervention) that has been tried for particular 
applicant groups, under various labor market conditions; (2) the average 
and the variance of the costs of these sequences; and (3) the statistical 
significance of the differences among each of the types of interventions. 

Of course, this type of relative effectiveness information on a 
large number of different sequences will take some time to accumulate 
even if the proposed evaluation system is implemented immediately. wnile 
information on many types of sequences could be available in the first 
two or three years, information to juage the effectiveness of some of the 
other sequences will not be available so soon. In these cases, the plan 
assessment process ivill have to concentrate primarily on the feasibility 
of the plan and on less quantitatively supported judgments about the 
effectiveness and the efficiency of those plans. 

In the assessment of the current plan, each sequence to be attempted 
by a prime sponsor can be compared with evaluation information whenever 
data adequate for comparison purposes are available. The plan can be 
assessed as to whether effective types of intervention in the labor market 
(service sequences) have been chosen and whether the project effectiveness 
and cost of those sequences are reasonable. If the plan does not agree 
wit!. the evaluation information on either or both of these factors, then 
special justification from the prine sponsor or a change in the plan to 
correspond more with the implications of evaluat~~n information should 
be negotiated b~fore the plan is finally ~proved and funding agreed upon. 

b. Allocation of Funds to Prime Sponsors Based on Their Overall 
Past Performance -- Rating Systems 

If some part of the funds allocated to prime sponsors are to be 
based on their past performance, Ylhich is one type of allocation discussed 
in Chapter II, then some type of overall judgm~nt must be made about prime 
sponsor performances and those overall ratings ordered in a way that c?m­
pari sons can be made among prime sponsors. For the other types of adm~n­
istrative actions supported by evaluation information discussed in this 
report, it has not been necessary to consider the overall performance of 
a prime sponsor or to make any overvi8\v judgment about the adequacy of 
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that performance. The prime sponsor in planning for and executing a 
comprehensive manptJwer program will engage in many different types of 
activities and must provide services to a number of different types 
of applicant groups in a labor market that may be different from those 
ill \·;;hich other prime sponsors must operate. In the majority of cases, 
he will not perform equally \vell or poorly on all aspects of his job. 

For the other types of administrative actions such as providing 
technical assistance, deobligating funds, approving plans, and allocating 
funds among strategies, (and for- types of evaluations that. are sug­
gested for the national level discussed in Section C), the emphasis of 
the evaluation is on what parts of the prime sponsor's performance is 
adequate or less than adequate and what sequences should have more or 
fewer funds allocated to them. An attempt to combine these different 
parts would obscure the types of evaluation information necessary to 
adequately support those administrative actions. A composite score 
for a prime sponsor could obscure the fact that he needs technical assis­
tance in one aspect of his effort or the fact that one part of his plan 
is inadequate or infeasible while another part may be excellent. In the 
evaluations proposed to be done at the National level, the unit of analy­
sis is the component or the service employed across prime sponsors 
rather than the total effort of a single prime sponsor. 

However, if the Hanpower Administration interprets certain statements 
in some of the proposed comprehensive manpower iegislation to mean that 
a part of the funds allocated to prime sponsors must be based on the 
prime sponsor's overall past performance, (as differentiated from the 
approval of the prime sponsor's allocation of funds among different services), 
then some type of overall composite judgment about each prime sponsor's 
performance must be made. The formidable job in doing this, of course, 
is the determination of the ,.]eights to be given to each of the functions 
that a prime sponsor perforI1}S so that the composite comparisons are con­
sidered to be equitable. Ap"p'endix 2 discusses a scheme for doing this that 
is probably as equitable as can be devised, given the present state of 
knowledge. 

c. Illlp lemen ta t tOll 

As explained earlier (in Chapter III) there are three types of 
administrative action Hhich will require support from the evaluation 
"ystem at the regional level. The problem of implementation will be 
discussed in terms of the tY'pes of information needed to support these 
.flctions. The ma.jor prob lem in providing evaluat ion information is not 
the data to be supplied in either the prime sponsor's plan or in the 
reporting system, but rather maintaining the flow of reliable data. 

In most l:.as(::s, the requin?d daton are similar to types of data 'WN 

being recorded. It Hill be necessary, however, to insure through con­
tractual aggreerlent3 chat certain data must be included in the plan and 
that certain datu 'ilUSt be :tc,poi:tcd as the plan is being implemented. 
One of thl:! bilt"rie.r5 tIl an effective and reliable planning and reporting 
system in the past [lU/1 been the fragl.lented authority for requirements 

as a result of the cate.gorical programs. This should no longer be the 
case under legislation or administrative regulations that require con­
tractual agreements with one prime sponsor to provide comprehensive 
manpower services in a given geographic area, even though some categori­
cal restrictions on funds may remain. 

(1) Nonitoring the Prime Sponsor' s Performanc~ 

The major processing task to be performed to support this function 
is the retrieval of data from the reporting system on a monthly basis by 
descriptors consistent with the service sequence categories of the plan 
format. This is necessary in order to allow the comparison of data 
retrieved from the reporting system with the data in the plan. This 
function would require a reasonably flexible data retrieval capability; 
but one that could be implemented within the first year. This is not 
greatly different from parts of the present CEP system. 

(2) Assessing the Plan 

For judging the feasibility of the plan, the plan assessor must 
have the yearly cumulated data from the monitoring function just described 
and the ability to compute ratios bet~.,een the planned and the actual num­
bers. Again, such a capability seems reasonable to implement within the 
first year. 

for judging the effectiveness and efficiency of the plans, the plan 
assessor must be able to query the national evaluation system to retrieve 
information by service sequence descriptors (particular types of applicant 
groups, provided particular types of services, in particular labor market 
settings, and the cost of each sequence). The major processing problem 
for developing information about sequences is one for the national evalua­
tion system. However, even if that system was operational the first year, 
by the second year it could only provide information on those sequences 
that had been impleoented in the first year by enough prime sponsors and 
in enough different labor market settings to justify a statistical analysis 
of these data. Consequently, the major problem at the regional level will 
be the availability of relative effectiveness evaluation data sufficiently 
relevant to the sequences employed by their prime sponsors to make that 
data useful for plan assessment. 

For the plan assessment function, therefore, the initial assessment 
will have to be based on that relative effectiveness infol~ation that can 
be derived about the past performance of categorical programs and components 
and from past field evaluations and experience. After the first year, 
information should be available to judge the feasibility of T:lany parts of 
a plan and the effectiveness and efficiency of a few sequences. It will 
take some time, however, (with a reasonably stable program), before evalua­
tion information on a large variety of sequences in different labor market 
settings can be made available for plan assessment. 
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(3) Allocation of Fund., by the Region 

As with relative effectiveness evaluation, an overall rating of 
prime sponsors must be based on a large enough population of prime sponsors 
that one can find enough of them doing similar things in similar economic 
settings to allow the comparison of their effectiveness on any kind of an 
equitable basis. The comparison data necessary to perform this function, 
therefore, should be developed at the national level in conjunction with 
relative effectiveness evaluations -- the problems of implementation will 
therefore be dealt with in that section. However, the reduction of these 
data about prime sponsors to an overall rating and the comparison of those 
ratings for allocation purposes should be done at the regional level. 

3. Evaluation at t~e Prime Sponsor Level 

The prime sponsor can. use performance evaluation information for at 
least two purposes: (1) For management of his sub-contractors as his 
plan is being implemented. This involves the detection of problem areas 
as soon as possible so that corrective actions can be taken. (2) To 
obtain success ratios to aid the development of future program planning 
and resource allocation. 

The use of evaluation information by the prime sponsor for the 
allocation of funds in their plans is described in Appendix 3. For 
both management and planning, the prime sponsor must make comparisons 
between the projected estimates in his plan and the actual performance 
as the plan is implemented. The proposed content of the prime sponsor's 
plan is described in Chapter V. The data that must be recorded about 
actual performance in the reporting system is described in Chapter VI. 

a. Comparisons to be Hade by Prime Sponsors 

If the plan format proposed in Chapter V and the changes to the 
reporting system prop~sed in Chapter VI are adopted, then we can describe 
those comparisons that should be made between planned and actual per~or­
mance by the prime sponsor and the use that can be made of those used in 
plan assessment at the regional level. 

1. A comparison of the characteristics of the applicants 
accepted for processing and the planned target population. 

Deviations could help identify problems in the outreach 
or intak0 mechanism or in the need calculations. 

2. A comparison of the actual flow data with the planned flow data: 

[I) numb .. 'r of appl icants processed; 
b) numb.:!:.: 0; 'lp;.L.Co.nts y.'ho drop out; 
c) timu 8p=~t in pr0cess sequence; 
d) t LIne ::; p..::::' ::. hald ca tegory; and 
(') 'lIlmlh'l' ,:f -.~)l': i ... a:~t.s plact2d. 
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Deviations could help identify problems in the management 
of the flow of applicants through the system. 

3. A comparison of actual changes in skill or educational level 
with planned success • 

Deviations could help identify ineffectiveness of sub­
contractors, since contr:;l.cts will usually be let for certain 
service components rather than the full service sequence. 

4. A comparison of actual change in wage rates or other 
effectiveness measures with planned changes. 

Deviations could help identify problems with the assumptions 
about the service sequences most appropriate to place applicants 
in higher paying and more stable jobs. 

5. A comparison of actual costs for each service sequence with 
the planved costs. 

Deviations could help identify problems in estimating the 
cost of particular types of services. 

Comparisons 1, 2, and 5 can be used by the prime sponsor to detect 
problems as the plan is being implemented and to take corrective actions 
before the implementation cycle is complete. After the cycle is complete, 
information derived from all five comparisons can be used to make estimates 
about the success in the next planning cycle if the types of applicants to 
be served, the sequences to be employed, and the local labor market condi­
tions are at all comparable to the last planning phase. \fuere they are not 
comparable, success ratios from the national evaluation system description 
in Section C can be used. 

b. Implementation 

Significant changes to the current planning system are being 
considered for the FY 1972 planning cycle to revise and integrate th1 
present CAMPS, Plan of Service, and Annual Nanpower Planning Report.-/ 
We have recommended that the data and plan formats specified in Chapters 
V and VI be made requirements for the prime sponsors as part of their 
contractual agreements. 

As discussed in Chapter VI, most of the data required in the proposed 
evaluation system except for full year follow-up data are required in the 
present reporting system. Consequently, we see no major barrier in 
requirftlg prime sponsors to provide this information in the intitial phase 
as part of their contractual agreement. However, more extensive follow-up 
data will be required than is now the case. Consequently, the prime spon­
sor will have to be reimbursed for these services or other means of col­
lecting these data will have to be found. We reconnnend that the regional 

!/ Interim Operational Planning and Control System Handbook. 
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office contract with separate agencies to collect these types of data. 
This would have the advantage of providing an independent check of the 
success of the prime sponsors and should considerably reduce questions 
about the validity of the data supplied by the prime sponsor. 

In the early phases of implementation, the prime sponsor should be 
expected to obtain some information from all five types of comparisons 
listed in Section 1 above. Follow-up data which are more essential for 
the regional and national evaluations probably cannot be part of the 
intitial phase, but will require some~Yhat longer to implement and to 
collect. In the interim, the present type of job entry follow-up (as in 
WIN) might be used as a substitute with only a few changes in the informa­
tion collected. These interim data could be checked against the long 
term data (as it develops) to determine their value as surrogates for 
longer term follow-up. 
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E. Availability of Standards of Perforl1'lance 

One of the early legislative proposals this study took into 
consideration was the Manpower Training Act which proposed to allocate 
funds in part based on lfstandards of exemplary performance." These 
standards ,.;rere to cover the performance of the prime sponsor in planning 
and in conducting an efficient and effective program. Other proposed 
legislation called for either use of explicit performance criteria in 
allocation or for demonstration of program effectiveness in the prime 
sponsor's plans. While all the proposed legislation mandates a strong 
evaluation effort, it is clear that care must be taken to integrate it 
with the planning, management and allocation processes. 

In this section, "standards of performance" will be discussed in 
an attempt to indicate over what period of time various standards might 
reasonably become available. There has been no dearth of proposed stan­
dards both from DOL and our own staff during the course of this study. 
The probl~~ in recommending any of these for immediate use, however, is 
that our research has not found much of a proven quantitative basis for 
standards of performance. Inappropriate or siopleminded use of standards 
can often be damaging to rational management of a program. With this in 
mind, the following discussion indicates the time period over which stan­
dards based upon measurement and experience in the field might be expected 
to become available. 

A standard of performance is something which by general agreement 
is used to compare programs of the same class or type to determine their 
relative quality. Basically, it must reflect levels of S.'Jme specific 
type of performance on comparable ta.sks. The problem with developing 
performance standards for the prime sponsor of a comprehensive manpower 
program is, of course, that it is not now kno,Yn to what degree specific 
comprehensive programs \07ill be comparable in terms of mixes of applicants, 
service sequences chosen or operated, jobs to be filled, and local labor 
market conditions. Effectiveness information presently available ,vithin 
DOL does not form an adequate basis for competently condenSing perfor­
mance on several types of activity into relative measures of a prime 
sponsor's total program. This lack of kno~Yledge leads to a consideration 
of what should be used as the basis for assessment of prime sponsors 
during the first few years of a decentralized, decategorized manpower 
training program. Table 2 illustrates the availability of standards over 
a period of time. The discussion below indicates that \vhile the first 
year plan assessment should be based largely upon compliance and reason­
ableness, assessment of the second year plan should include feasibility 
criteria as well, and assessment of later plans--later than the second--
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TAIILE 2. --AVAILABILITY OF STANDARDS OF PERFOIU-~\NCE FOR USE BY DOL IN CONTROLLING TilE ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 

1'1 ann.i.ng YeLlr 

First Yenr 

Second Year 

Third Year 

(Subsequent 
Years) 

Plan assessment criteria 
are (1) rcas0nableness 
and (2) compliance to 
distributional objectives. 
Allocation is reduced to 
nssuring that priority 
target groups are receiv­
ing serJices. 

Plan ass~ssment criteria 
includes (1) r~asonable­
~ and (2) compliance 
to distributional objec­
tives. Allocatio~ is 
reduced to assuri,ng that 
priority target groups 
are receiving services. 

Plan assessment criteria 
includes (1) reasonable­
~ and (2) compllanc~ 
to di~tributional ohjec­
tiv~s. Allocation is 
reduced to assuring that 
priority target groups 
are receiving services. 

Over time allocation 
may change to distribut­
ing benefits (output) 
among target groups. 

Type of Criteria Available 

Plan assessment criteria 
now also includes feasi~ 
bility - the comparison 
of performance with past 
plans to determine ability 
to implement a plan. 

Plan assessment criteria 
includes feasibility -
the comparison of perform­
ance with past plans to 
determine nbHity to 
implement a plan. 

Plan assessment criteria 
includes feasibility -
the comparison of perform­
ance with past plans to 
determine ability to 
implement a plan. 

Plan aSsessment criteria 
also includes effective­
~ and efficiency of 
-projections. Relative 
effectiveness evaluation 
reSults start becoming 
available to help deter­
mine "how much" can be 
accomplished. 

Plan assessment criteria 
includes effectiveness 
and efficiency of projec­
tions. 

Over time a single 
standard of performance 
in operating an effec­
tive and efficient 
program may be possible. 
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should be able to increasingly incorporate assessments of effectiveness 
and efficiency. This evolution of criteria is contingent upon imple­
mentation of the appropriate evaluation system, specifically the recom­
mended relative effectiveness and plan vs. perfol-mance evaluations • 

It is easy to agree on measures that should compose elements of a 
standard of prime sponsor perfo~rmance, but the actual values of these 
measures are not available in the detail or with the precision necessary 
to construct a useful or fair standard of performance for assessing a 
prime sponsor's overall performance. Performance standards are designed 
around output measures--they are indicative of success toward achieving 
program objectives. It is known that effectiveness measures taken on 
even the same service sequence will vary with, for instance, the group 
it is applied to. However, the actual variation of effectiveness of 
most service sequences with applicant group and lvith other independent 
variables is not known. DOL must be able to account for variance in 
effectiveness if it is going to develop performance standards for assess­
ing a prime sponsor who will be serving several groups with various 
service sequences in a particular labor market setting. 

The recommended evaluation system will over time systematically and 
continuously develop the type of effectiveness information needed. It is 
possible, therefore, to examine what the basis for standards may be over 
succeeding years of operation. 

At the start of a comprehensive program, only the plan itself Hill 
be available for assessment. This assessment may have to be based on the 
degree to which the plan itself reflects national guidance on planning 
and distributional (who shall receive service) goals; reflects local 
needs and past experiences ~vith categorical programs; and provides a 
reasonable and prudent system for management and control of such a pro­
gram. The criteria are essentially compliance and reasonableness. 

Near the end of the first year, when the second year plan is sub­
mitted, the evaluation system will be able to produce a variety of 
"planned vs. actual" information--based primarily on applicant flmv 
data--indicating the ability of each prime sponsor to implement and 
operate successfully the program that was planned. In assessing this 
second year plan, then, DOL will be able to use operational data which 
should be adequate, when combined with site monitoring reports) to dis­
tinguish extreme cases of success and failure in planning and operating 
various service sequences. Essentially, the factor of the "feasib ility" 
of a prime sponsor's planned performance could nOlv be included in plan 
assessment criteria. 

This "planned vs. actual" data lvill EEl be adequate for distinguish­
ing between bad planning, bad management, or bad underlying program 
assumptions. However, in cases where many prime sponsors tend to do badly 
or well with a particular type of service sequence, DOL might begin to 
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suspect or accept, respectively, the assumptions underlying those service 
sequences. The relative effectiveness evaluations of service sequences 
needed to make these judgments with confidence require follow-up data 
and some analysis. They would, therefore, not be expected to start be­
coming available before approximately the end of the second year. 

Near the end of the second year of performance--submission time for 
the third year plan--the evaluation system should be beginning to produce 
all of the types of evaluations suggested. This means that--in addition 
to expenditure breakouts, applicant flow data and distributional data-­
effectiveness and efficiency information based upon measured change of 
wage rate, income, and job stability will start to become available for 
service sequences stratified by applicant group and local labor market 
or economic conditions. This will be the first point at which sufficient 
data might be available to evaluate, in reviewing the plan, the proper 
use conditions of various service sequences and components, examine the 
efficacy of these services for various prime sponsors' use, and beg~n to 
separate the ability of the prime sponsor to plan an~ manag~ a se~v~ce_ 
from the basic underlying effectiveness of that ser.v~ce_ Up unt~l th~s 
point, nny comparison between prime sponsors will have to be made o~ 
their ability to expend their funds satisfactorily and process appl~cants 
in an orderly mar-nero Beyond this point, cross comparisons on the basis 
of effectiveness (service sequence by service sequence) may be made. DJL 
will begin to have, for the first time, an effectiveness basis for "~king 
comparisons and, of course this basis should improve with each succeeding 
year. 

Fur.thermore, with the availability)f effectiveness information, 
standards of effective performance on a prime sponsor basis might becrnne 
possible, if the utility for diffe~ent outcomes for different groups 
could be establisl-.ed, Hhile creating the relative utilities to relate 
dIstributional 2~d effectiveness goals would be no easy task, at least 
a reliable COm2on base system of predicting effectiveness of service 
sequences and co~?onents will be available. This alone should be quite 
valuable in negoLiating acceptable mixes of service with each individ:lal 
priT:18 sponsor. 

This is not ~eant to imply that DOL should fail to retain 
partial control over the operation of some local programs in the first 
and second years if plans appear (in the first year) or have been shown 
(in the second year) not to meet national objectives or not to provide 
a reasonable basis fur program operation. It is simply intended to make 
clear that. until adequate effectiveness evaluation has been carried out 
on a broad"scale_ IlO suitable basis will exist for a true and fair single 
standard of perf;r.:1ance and a great deal of informed judgment will be 
necessary on the part of the regional offices. 
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VIII. THE RECOMMENDED EVALUATION sYSTEM 
AND ASSIGNMENT OF REsPONSIBILITIES 

A. Introduction 

This chapter relates the functions to be performed under the 
recommended evaluation system to the various offices involved, based on 
their present charter of responsibilities. At present, the reported 
data are not widely used in evaluation, evaluation results are not 
widely used in developing program guidance or in management, and there 
is no continuous assessment of effectiveness that could serve as the 
basis for validating program assumptions and improving the accuracy of 
assessments from year to year. Much of this could be achieved by 
integrating essentially complementary capabilities that already exist. 

Judgments on the appropriateness of current national office mission 
statements in operating a decentralized program are beyond the scope of 
the report. Although we have been led into the area of national office 
organizational capabilities and responsibilities at several points in the 
study, this was not the main purpose of this study. Therefore, the sug­
gested aSSignment of responsibilities has been based upon existing 
mission statements. If the evaluation and planning and control tech­
niques recommended are adopted by DOL, an additional study aimed at an 
internal system for management and coordination of these activities within 
the national office would be appropriate. This would require extensive 
participation by a small but fairly high level task force "\>lithin the 
Hanpower Administration. 
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B. Some Important Considerations During Implementation 

1. The Two Most Important Types of Evaluat;on 

Based on analyses of management responsibilities under 
decentralization and decategorization, the methodological feasibility 
of different types of evaluation, and the availability of data, 
guidelines for a DOL evaluation system have been developed. The 
fundamental conclusion is that decategorization and decentralization 
to area prime sponsors requires a different type of evaluation 
information than is currently available; however, the necessary 
evaluation can be provided through utilization and modification of 
existing systems and capabilities. 

A continuous, systematic evaluation system based in large part upon 
data reported from the field is being recommended. Tables I and 2 
define the major types of evaluation to be considered and summarize the 
uses made of them, their methodological feasibility, estir::ated time scale 
of implementation, and the recommended priority that DOL should give each 
type. Consideration has been given to Impact Evaluations, Relative 
Effectiveness Evaluation, Component Evaluation, Plan Versus Perfornance 
Evaluation, On-Site Monitoring, Project Ratings, and Project Evaluation. 

The recommended highest priority evaluations for DOL are: 

Plan versus Performance Evaluation: the comparison 
between estimates in the comprehensive plan and the 
actual performance figures (input, process and out­
put data) as the plan is being implemented. 

Relative Effectiveness Evaluation: using data 
from existing programs to estimate functional 
relationships between types of applicants, types 
of labor markets, costs, and types of service 
sequences as one set of variables, and different 
measures of effectiveness as the other set. 

Plan versus Performance Evaluation will support the prime sponsor in 
developing a comprehensive plan, in managing sub-contractors, in 
assessing components, and in implementing his plan. To do so the 
information system must be ~.,ell enough defined to trace applicants 
as they are processed through the prime sponsor's service delivery 
system and to identify applicants' post-program eh~erience with 
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_ Typ(' of Evaluation 

Relative Effective­
ness Evaluation 

Definition 

Assessment of the 
relative cost­
effectiveness of 
different :lervice 
sequences for dlf­
ferent typl'S of 
applicants lind dif­
ferent types of 
labor market 
conditions. 

.. 
f' • 

TABLE 1. --MAJOR TYPES OF EVALUATION FOR A DECENTRALIZED 
COMPREHENSIVE ~\NPOWER PROG~~ AND THEIR RELATIVE PRIORITY 

Uses 

~evelopment of 
prime sponsor 
plans. 

Assesl'lment of 
prime sponsor 
plnns. 

'rogram d~vclup­
ment by the 
National Office. 

Setting national 
goals and objec­
tives. 

Feasibility and Availability 
of Methodology 

Feasible. Effectiveness 
measures are available. How­
ever, the descriptions of 
services employed (including 
cost), characteristics of the 
applicant groups and descrip­
tionn of the labor market wi II 
be ilS important to obtain as 
the measures of effectiveness. 
With some modification, the 
current program reporting 
system can provide most of the 
applicant, service, and short­
term effectiveness data needed. 

Estimated Time Scale 
of Implementation 

Follow-up data and implementa­
tion of the required defini­
tional base for strategies in 
the planning and reporting 
systems are the major factors. 
Once the reporting system is 
modified, evaluation results 
could become available on a con­
tinuous basis within two to 
three years. 

Recommended Priority 
for DOL 

Evaluation System 

Highest Priority. 

--------------------~--------------+-------------~-------------------------+--------------------------~---------------
Plan vs. 
Performance Evaluation 

Comparisons be­
tween the esti­
mates in the plan 
and the actual 
perfonnance fig-. 
ures as the plan 
is being imple­
mented. Compari­
sons are made on 
input, process 
and output 
measures. 

Development of 
prime sponsor 
plan. 

~mplemcntation of 
the plans by the 
prime sponsor 

~ssessment of 
IPrime sponsor 
plans by regional 
pffice. 

~egional office 
administration of 
tprime sponsors 
and National 
pffice moni­
toring of the 
tprogram. 

Feasible given a compatible 
prime sponsor plan and report­
ing s;~tem, both based on a 
cc;nmon d.flfinitional model of 
the service delivery process. 
Requires measures of applicant 
and job characteristics, 
process flow data, component 
success measures, and program 
effectiveness measures. Much 
of the types of data needed are 
available 1n existing reporting 
systems. The plan and service 
delivery description n~ed to be 
developed. 

Can be designed and implempnted 
within the first year. 

Highest Priority. 

;---...... -_.-.-'------_._ ... _------------,..---.;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;==============~ 



TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Recomm~ndcd Priority 
Feasibility and Availability Estimated Time Scale for DOL 

Ty p,' t) f I::v f\ l.:::'J.::a.:ct.:ci.::;on:..c..._+_~I):.:c:...:f:...:i:.:.n:.:i:.:t:.:i:.::o~n,-__ +--_-....:U::.:s::.:c:.:s:...' ___ -l ___ --'o::;f:....:~.:.:to::..:' t:,.:h;,.:o:.;:d:..::o:.;l:;:0:.s< g~~:Y ____ --'f-__ ...::o:.;f=-=I:::.m=pl..::c;;;m.:::!:.:.n::..t~a.::.t .::.io::.;n~ ___ -if-:=.E..:..v:=.a.::.l u:::.a::.t::.;i:..:o:..:n,-.:5;.:Y..;;R:.:t..::c;;;m,--~ 

Prl'~ram Impact all the 
:.pp Hcane Group 

Program Impact on the 
Economy, Target Groups, 
or Community 

Assessment of the 
overall impact oE 
the program on 
the subsequent 
labor market e~pe­
rh!nce 0 f the 
applicant groups. 

Assessment of the 
overall effective­
ness of the man­
power program in 
meeting national 
goals specified in 
terms of the 
economy, the local 
labor market, or 
target groups. 

Setting national 
goals and obJec­
tives and program 
funding level. 

Setting national 
goals. and objec­
tives and program 
funding levels. 

Feasible. Basic requirement 
is longitudinal effectiveness 
data on the applicant group 
ilnd il suitable comparison 
group. Effectiveness measures 
are available. However, match~ 
ing variables for the compari­
son groups are not well known 
and the cost of datu collec­
tion can be high. 

Not feasible. It is difficult 
to estimate the impact of man­
power programs on the appropri­
ate aggregate social/economic 
measures because of the rela­
tive small size of muopower 
programs in the labor market 
and the lack of knowledge 
needed to establish suitable 
comparisons. Development 
of adequate methodology awaits 
further research into the 
behavior of the labor market. 

Severest time constraint is that 
in collecting follow-up data. 
Given one ye~r f.ollow-up, 
results wou!d only become avai.l­
able two to three years after 
the program started. 

The evaluation system described 
in this report will provide only 
some of the information needed, 
namely, the impact on program 
applicants. 

Low priorit)" compared 
to Rclat~ve Effective 
ness Evalu"t:ion •. 
Impact evaluation is 
important tg determine 
the possible ?fEects 
of the nat~onal man­
power programs but, 
to be most informa~ive, 
should be coupled with 
Relative Effectiveness 
Evaluat ion. 

Low priority for th~ 
evaluation system 
but the needed labor 
market research 
should be high on 
DOL's research agenda 

-----------------~---------------+-------------+----~------------------_r------~----~~------~~----------~----
Component Evaluation Dcterming how 

much of the 
variance in 
effectiveness 
(determined by 
such measures as 
change in incomei 
can bu tolacod to 
the. success of 
particular compo­
Mnts (determined 
bv such measures 
o'f change in 
skill levels). 

program dsvclop­
ment by the 
National Office. 

---,.----, 7-·-~·~ ~-. ----;--~---------.--,--

Feasible given suitable 
standardized definitions and 
measures of component results. 
The needed component informa~ 
tion is not available Dr 
feasible to make available in 
a program rcporting system. 
It should be collected through 
a program of nationally 
planned samples. 

Sec Relative Effectiveness 
Evaluation. 

: 

Low priority compared 
to Relative Effective 
ness Evaluation. 
Should be undertaken 
only after the effec­
tiveness evaluation 
program is operational. 
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TABLE ~ (Continued) 

Recommended Priority 
Fl'lls-ibll ity llnd !\Vailability Estimated Timt! Scule for DOL 

Tv pl' ° [ EV:.:'::,.I 1:..;\::..\1::,.1 t:..i:..;O:..;l::,.I __ I--,I::..h:..' f:..;i:..;1::,.11:..l:..I:..;' (::..11::,.1 ___ +_-,l:.:h.:.:ac,;' ~.:.,' ____ -+ ___ -'0.:.,[:..· ..c.~.:,;I,',-. t:..:'I,;,:lo:..;d:..;o::.;l;,,;o""I1.W."'--_____ + __ --'o:..f:..' ..;l:.:m",np.:..) I:..;· e:.:m,",c::,;·n.:,;t:..:/::,.l t:..i:,:o:,:n-'-____ I-..:E:.,;. v:.,:u:.:l:,;:u:.:u:.:t:.,:i:,;:o:.:.n!-.::S:L::,Y IG:.::t~l'.:.:m~_ 

P r llill' Spon ~tlr I{n tin!; 
Syst('11l 

On-Site Mo~itoring 

'\Hs('s~ml'nt of thv 
l"l·lntivl' l,[rl!C­
tiveness of dif­
(erent prime 
sponsors in 
achieving program 
objectives. 

Allocation of 
funds IltnOng 
prime sponsors 
nnd regions 
based on past 
program perform­
ance. 

On-site assessment Regional office 
of program or proJ- administration of 
ect operations. prime sponsors. 

Fl'aslblt! once the appropriatt! 
characteri1ltics oC applicants 
und of tha labor market context 
j,n which the prime sponsor 
operates are known. Short­
term effectiveness measures 
arc available. The performance 
criteria arc multi-dimensional: 
project rating systems require 
ugreement on how to collapse 
all the dimt!nsions into ont! 
index of performance. 

Always feasible although it is 
difficult to develop objective 
standards to use in assessment 
of operations. The result is 
subjective data about how proj­
ects or programs arc ,going. 

Gan be cit!velopl!d with tIl(! 
reporting system in the first 
year. It also can be developed 
over time with the recommended 
Relative Effectiveness Evalua­
tion which will identify the 
appropriate classification 
variables and distinguish be­
tween variatLons in effective­
ness attributable to services 
used and to differenc.:s among 
prime sponsors. 

Can be implemented immediately. 

I.ow priori ty compared 
to Relative Efft!ctive 
ness Evaluation. Pro 
ducing a composite 
score obscures the type 
of information needed 
for monitoring prime 
sponsors and assessing 
their plans and perform­
ance. Project 
ratings should not be 
relied upon for program 
administration unless 
it is DOL policy to 
allocate funds on the 
basis of an overall 
past performance score. 

High priority. Should 
be structured around 
the Plan vs. Performance 
Evaluation. On-site 
visits assess possible 
problems uncovered in 
monitoring the imple­
mentation of plans. 

------,-------------+---------------~------------_+------------------------~~------------------------r-----------------
Project Evaluation Assessment of the 

effectiveness of 
an individual 
project or an 
individual prime 
sponsor program. 

Development of 
prime sponsor's 
plan. 

Feasible but not practical. 
Because of problems in obtain­
ing relevant comparison groups 
and problems of non-replica­
bility and small sample size, 
this type of evaluation is used 
less in operating programs than 
in experimental situations. 

Low priority relative 
to plan vs. performance 
evaluation. 

---".~-.---:-----------~-------



TAnLE 1 (Cont inucel) 

Recommended Priority 
Feasibility and Availability Estimated Time Scale for DOL 

__ ~T~y~p~Q~o~f~E~v~a~l~u~a~t~i~o~n~ __ +-__ ~D~e~f~i~n~i~t~i~o~n~ ____ -4 ____ ~u~s~c~s __________ ~ ____ ~o~f~M~~~t~h~o=d=o~l=o~g~V ____ --____ -+ ______ =o~f~l~m~pl~e~m~e~n~t~a~t~i~o~n~ ______ _4--~E~v~a~l=u~a~t~i~o~n~S~vs~t~em~ ___ 

Prime Sponsor Rating 
System 

Oll~Site Monitoring 

Project Evnluntion 

... 

AC"lCssment of the 
r.:!lative effec­
tiveness of dif-
f e ren t prime 
sponsors in 
llchieving program 
objectives. 

Allocation of 
funds among 
prim!.' sponsors 
and n·gions 
blWl·d on pitS t 
prognllt1 perform­
al'lCe. 

On-site assessment Regional office 
of program or proj~ administration of 
ect op~rations. prime sponsors. 

Assessment of the 
Qflt!(.'.tivt!ness of 
an individual 
project or an 
individual pri,me 
sponsor program. 

Development of 
pril1\Q sponsor's 
plan. 

Feasible once the appropriate 
characteristics of applicants 
and of the labor market context 
in which th(> prime sponsor 
operates are knoWll. Short" 
term effectiveness measures 
arc availab Ie. The per formanca 
criteria are multi-dimensional: 
project rating systems require 
agreement on how to collapse 
all the dimensions into one 
index of performance. 

Always feasible although it is 
difficult to develop objective 
standards to use in assessment 
of operations. The result is 
subjective data about how proj" 
ects or programs are going. 

Fensiblo but not practical. 
IIccnusc or pl'oblems in obtain­
ing relevant comparison groups 
and problems of non~replica" 
bility and small sample size, 
this type of evaluation is uged 
less in operating programs than 
in experimental situations . 

.-------

Can be developed with the 
reporting system in the first 
year. It also can be developed 
oVer time with the reconunended 
Relative Effectiv~ness Evalua­
tion which will identify the 
appropriate classification 
variables and distinguish be­
tween variatLons in effective­
ness attributable to services 
used and to differences among 
prime sponsors, 

Can be implemented immediately. 

Low priority compared 
to Relative Effective 
ness Evaluation. Pro 
ducing n composite 
score obscures the type 
of information needed 
for monitoring prime 
sponsors and assessing 
their plans and perfoom­
ance. Project 
ratings should not be 
relied upon for program 
administration unless 
it is DOL policy to 
allocate funds on the 
basis of nn overall 
past performance score. 

High priority. Should 
be structured aro~nd 
the Plan vs. Perforcance 
Evaluation. On-site 
visits assess possible 
problems uncovered in 
monitoring the imple~ 
mentation of plans. 

Low priority relative 
to plan vs, performance 
evaluation. 

. ----- - -
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Type of Criteria 

Feas ibL li ty 

Efficiency and Effec­
tiveness of the Plan 

Integration of National 
Goals and Local Goals 

TABLE 2.--HAJOR TYPES OF PLAN ASSESSMENT 

Definition ' 

Assessment of sponsors capability 
to implement the,;;ian success­
Cully. A comparison of the new 
plnn estimntcs with previous 
planned vs. actual performance. 

Assessment of the degree to which 
th,e plan reflects the amount that 
can be accomplished'with the 
resources available and the serv­
ice sequences employed. 

Assessment of how well national 
goals have been integrated with 
local needs in the plan. 

Uses 

Plan negotiation and 
approval. 

Establishing funding 
levels. 

Plan negotiation and 
approval. 

Establishing funding 
levels. 

Plan negotiation and 
approval. 

Data Requirements 

An Application of the Plan 
vs. Performance Evaluation. 

Requires cost-effectiveness 
information relevant to th~ 
type of labor market condi­
tion in which the prime 
sponsor is operating and to 
the types of applicant 
groups being served. This 
is an application of the 
Relative Effectiveness 
Evaluation results. 

Requires (1) national guid­
ance on operational objec­
tives (target groups to be 
served and measures of effec­
tiveness) and priorities and 
(2) information on the local 
"universe of need. 1I 

Estimated Time Scale 
of Implementation 

Can be implemented in 
the first year. 

Once the appropriate 
evaluation system is 
installed, it will 
take two to three 
years for the neces­
sary information to 
become available. 

Can be implemented 
immediately. 



particular components and contractors in the service delivery system. 
The critical requirement for the Plan versus Performance Evaluatiol'l is 
the capability to relate the applicant, the specific services provided 
the applicant, and his subsequent labor market experience. Any number 
of summaries can be made off the basic system to support administration 
of the program by Regional and National Offices on an area, State, 
regional or national basis. 

Relative Effectiveness Evaluation will support the prime sponsor 
in planning, the Regional Office in assessment of those plans, and 
the National Office in development of programs and "standards of 
performance." To do so most effectively it is necessary that Relative 
Effectiveness provide information on the expected effectivenC:!ss and 
cost of different service sequences for various applicant groups under 
different labor market conditions. 

Site-monitoring and self-appraisal systems should be designed 
around the Plan vs. Performance Evaluation, 't-lhich serves as the core 
of the management information system at each administrative level. 
Relative Effectiveness Evaluation should be a major research and 
development tool for the manpower system. All impact evaluations, 
rating systems and component evaluations should be developed, as 
needed, from the Relative Effectiveness Evaluation program. 

2. Relating the New System to the Present One 

Both the Relative Effectiveness Evaluation and the Plan versus 
Performance Evaluation make use of the same reported iIlfonTICition 
in the recommended system. The flow of information from the local 
area into the evaluation system is illustrated in Figure 1. One 
basic program reporting system is seen as providing most of the data 
to support the priority evaluations. To be workable, the reporting 
system and the prime sponsor plan must hav~ a common definitional 
base which characterizes actual applicant flow through the prime 
sponsor service delivery system. 'This integrated internal flow of 
program information in the recolnmended system will be referred to as 
a planning and control system.l/ It includes the area planning system 
(format, content), DOL planning' guidance, the program reporting system, 
and labor market information. It relies on the internal "Information 
Systems and Data Sources" shown in Figure 1. 

1/ The term "planning and control system" refers specifically tQ those 
management functions associated with line management and implemen­
tation of programs. This distinguishes it from the more strategic 
type of planning and evaluation associated with federal budget 
planning and legislative planning. 

VIII-7 
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Locnl Program 

Prime' Sponsor 
Service 

Delivery 
S stc:m 

Laber Harket 
Envirormwnt 

T·arget Group 
Population 

Informations Systt!ms & 
Data Sources 

----~~~~~~------

Program Reporting 
System 

Ilighest Priority 
INaluation 

Plan 'IS. 

r Perfomance 
>- ~ 

~ 
Evaluation 

Pr ime Sp on s or l--.!~;:':';:::':;';::;"=';:;:'!':'_-.J 
Comprehensive Plan 

Local Labor 
arket Descriptor 
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Comparison 
Group Sample 

r- - - - - - )-r----:---:"-:-~:___..." 
Applicant 

Twelve Month 
Follow-up Sample 

; 
/ 

/ 
.,/ 

Relative 
Effectiveness 
. Evaluation 

Data collected and reported within the manpower program system 
----------- Data collected outside the manpower program system 

'y 

Administrative Uses of 
Evaluation lnfomation 

iii Prime Sponsor Planning - selecting 
contractors, services and appli­
cant groups and time phasing of 
service delivery. 

• PrimE: Sponsor Administration -
deobligation, reprogramming, 
technical assistance. 

• Regional Office Assessment of the 
Feasibility of Prime Sponsor Plan& 

o Regional Office Administration of 
Prime Sponsors - deobligation, re­
programming, technical assistance, 
on-site monitoring. 

• National Office Setting of Manpower 
Goals and Objectives. 

• National Office Setting of Regional 
Allocation. 

• National Office Administration of 
the Program. 

o Prime Sponsor Planning - selecting 
the most effective and efficient 
service mixes 

• Regional Office Assessment of 
Plans on Their PrOjected Effi~ 
ciency. 

e Regional Office Rating of Prime 
Sponsors on Past Performance. 

• National Office Program Development 
Effort. 

• National Office Setting of Hanpower 
Goals and Objectives. 

Fip.l\re 1. Th~' l~ccoTTUllen(h~tI Evaluation System, Its Information 
Sources anti Its Administrative Uses 



Many examples of information and data components shown in Figure 1 
are available in some form under the current categorical program 
structure. They are not, however, utilized in evaluation as shown.!/ 
For instance: 

o The CEP program comes closest to having a definitional 
model of the service delivery process compatible with 
the reporting system. The "CEP Director Warning Light 
Report", an exception report on the service'delivery 
process, is an example of the type of summary that can 
be made from the recommended Plan vs. Performance 
Evaluation. 

o The MA-lOO re~orting system produces nearly all the 
type of d~ta required for the recommended evaluations. 
At present reporting is not complete and not considered 
reliable. 

8 The Annual Manpower Planning Report, prepared for each 
labor area, provides an economic data base for the 
development of manpower planning information. Labor 
market information has not generally been used in 
evaluation studies, hO-;.Tzver. 

• The Operational PlannLr'.g and Control System being 
developed and imple!r..:'.~ted by the UHA represents a 
significant step by lh)L toward the type of planning 
and control system needed for Regional Monitoring.2/ 
At the present time neither the CAMPS, Plan of -
Service, or the categorical program plans have the 
required definitional base to be immediately 
adaptable to the recommended planning and control 
system. ~ 

'W' 

The DOL evaluation system currentiy in existence does not meet the 
information needs of a decentralized comprehensive area program. 

!/ The analysis of the reporting and information systems can be found 
in Chapter VI. , . 

2:../ "In FY 1972, the Comprehensive Operational Planning and Control 
System will link and integrate the planning, resource allocation 
and control functions of areas, states, and Regions with those of the 
Manpower Administration National Office. The basis for fundamental 
operational planning will be CA}~S. Significant changes to the C~MP 
System. are cur:ently being considered for the FY 1972 planning cycle 
to rev~se and ~ntegrate the present CAMPS, Plan of Service, and Annual 
Manpower Planning Report processes and data." - Interim Operational 
Planning and Control Handbook, October, 1970.' 
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Table 3 describes the impact of decentralization and decategorization 
on those evaluation activities which have been identified in an internal 
DOLlMA paperll as constituting the present evaluation system. As the 
table suggests, under the categorical program structure the evaluation 
system has been fragmented and without a clear relationship to 
operational functions and management units. Consequently, the move 
toward decentralization and decategorization implies a new type of 
evaluation system for DOL and a major refocusing of effort in the 
design of programs, data systems, and evalu~ions and planning systems. 
Clearly there are costs to be justified and implementation problems 
associated with such a move. The question of cost can only be approached 
in general terms at this point while problems of implementation are more 
clearly defined. Both are discussed here in turn. 

3. Justification of Cost 

The cost,-; associated with the recommended system are of two types: 
those associated with external data collection and analysis, and those 
associated with utilizing existing resources and systems. 

The recommended evaluation system will depend for the most part 
on reported data from forms used in operating the local program; 
external collection costs are incremental costs incurred for specific 
purposes, .such as obtaining comparison group data. DOL already has 
broad experience with data collection by outside contractors for 
evaluation studies. The problems and difficulties associated with 
generating reliable and valid follow-up and comparison data by this 
method are well known. Once the basic Relative Effectiveness 
Evaluation design is complete, it will be a straight-forward matter 
to calculate the costs and advantages of utilizing alternative 
external data sources. 

The most significant parts of the evaluation system are those 
concerned with generating the internal flow of program information 
in the form needed. These costs ~re not readily dis aggregated from 
other operating cost, since they involve the staff effort at all 
levels needed to modify, integrate and utilize existing cap'~bilities 
in implementing the basic planning and control system. Justification 
for incurring these costs rests on the ct'etermination of hOH crucial 
the planning and control system is to the success of a decentralized, 
comprehensive manpo\>.Ter program. 

DOL's own eh~erience with comprehensive service delivery systems 
indicates that a planning and control system, developed at the 

}j "An Evaluation System for the Ha~poHer Administration," October 1969, 
~~/Office of Evaluation (Draft). The paper predated the develop­
ment of the Interim opes (Oct. 1970). 
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Evaluation Activity 

1. Self Appraisal 

2. Operations Monitoring 

3, Program Monitoring 

4. ~valuation Studies 

5. Cost-Benefit Analyses 

6. Special Staff Studies 

TABLE 3.--I~~ACT OF RECOM}ffiNDED EVALUATION SYSTEM ON CURRENT EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

Current Descriptionll 

Continuing assessment of project and office 
operations by local management staff. 
comparison of "plans vs. performance". Respon­
sibility of project and office managers. 

Compliance oriented on'·s~.te assessment of 
project operations. MA/USTES develops the 
systems and regional offices implement and 
use. 

On-site assessment of operations of national, 
regional, and state-wide programs. MA/USTES 
develops systems; regional and national staffs 
implement and use •. 

Contract studies, nationwide in scope, de­
signed to assess 
a. the design and structure of manpower 

programs, 
b. their effectiveness, 
c. their impact, 
d. the relative effectiveness of alternative 

techniques and approaches. 
Responsibility of HA/OPER 

Development of methodology. Responsibility 
of ~lA/OPER. 

Short-term studies carried out by ~lA staff 
and generally concerned with examination 
of certain manpower projects or components 
of programs in which there is a specinl 
interest of policy-making officials, or in 
which'significant deficiencies are apparent. 
Responsibility of OPER/Evaluation Division. 

Changes Under a Decentralized/Decategorized 
Comprehensive Program . 

On-site monitoring and self appraisal systems have been develo'ped 
program by program and never systematically implemented or linked 
to the National Office. They are methodologically weak. Plans and 
data systems are not well enough developed to describe and monitor 
the local ?ervice delivery process. 

The recommended Plan vs. Performance Evaluation should be the 
basic management tool at all levels. Site monitoring and 
appraisa.l systems should be designed to utilize "plan vs. 
performance" data. They provide explanatory informatio~ on 
significant deviations from plans and lay the foundation for 
corrective action. 

Current evaluation program is, for the most part, carried out 
along categorical program lines with a strong "management eval­
uation" flavor and based on small national samples. Contractors 
generally collect tneir own data. Results are often inconclusive, 
untimely and lack the detail or scope necessary to support area 
planning, development of performance standards and setting of 
national policy. 

Highest priority for the National Office evaluation program 
should be the recommended Relative Effectiveness Evaluations 
using data collected on DOL information systems (program, cost 
and labor market data). 

This type of study will always be important. OPER should retain 
the flexibility and in-house capability to mount staff studies. 

}) Extracted [rom "An Evaluation System for the Nanpower Administration," October 1969, ~lA/Office of Evaluation, DOL (DRAFT). 
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Evaluation Activity 

7. Rl!view and Analysis 

8. Evaluation Follow-up 

9. Collection, Analysis 
and Interpretation of 
Data 

10. Establishing Perfor­
mance Criteria 

TABLE 3 (Continued) 

Current Description 

Phaso of the Departmental Management System. 
It is management ,by objectives (plans vs. 
actual performancl!) for the national offices. 

Monitoring the imple~entation of recommen­
dations resulting from evaluative activity. 
Should be performed at all levels. 

To determine progress in meeting targets, 
pinpoint problem areas, and suggest correc­
tive action. Data should be available at 
all levels. 

Establishing methods, criteria, and indica­
tors for measuring progress and results of 
programs, projects and offices, for use at 
all levels. ~~/OPER has a large role in 
developing criteria. 

Changes Under a Decentralized/Decategorized 
Compr~henBive Program 

Review and Analysis of categorical programs have been recently 
extended to the regional offices through the Interim Operational 
Planning and Control System developed by the DMA. This system 
gives the National Office and rI).gional offices the capability to 
monitor categorical programs on a State and regional basis. 
While this system as it now e)!:ists may meet the National OEfi,,:!! 
needs, it will have to be SUb!ltantially expanded in order to 
meet the information requirements of the regional office and 
prime sponsors. 

In the recommended evaluation system, all evaluation is designed 
specifically for use in the administrative process. For example, 
effectiveness evaluations are designed so that the results can 
be used in prime sponsor planning and assessment of those plans 
by the regions. Likewise, the regional office and prime sponsors 
have to account for deviatlons indicated by the Plan vs. Performance 
Evaluation. In a practice, follow-up becomes the administrative 
functions themselves, carried out at the local, regional, and 
national levels. 

This step would become part of the recommended Plan vs. Performance 
Evaluation at each level. 

There is no standard set of performance measures for the 
categorical programs. Criteria must be developed for the compre­
hensive programs so they are adaptable to the recommended planning 
and evaluation systems. The plan format should specify the 
effectiveness measures prime sponsors will plan with and work 
towards; the reporting system should include these same measures 
on data collection forms. 

-."------ ------~------------------.r-------------~----------------------------------------------------------.-----------
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operational level, is indeed crucial. Three points are to be made: 

(1) that the recommended information will have to be 
collected at the prime sponsor level for his own 
use anyway, since it is essential for rational 
management of daily operations; 

(2) that the national evaluation program only requires 
the further step of stHndardizing the prime sponsor 
management information, system; and 

(3) that the alternative--complete external collection 
of data for cost-effectiveness studies--would be 
difficult, expensive, and often of little utility 
to the operating program because of long time delays 
in obtaining the results. 

Consider the management problems at the operating level. The 
prime sponsor will be administering a very complicated and costly 
structure, analogous to the CEP program but on a much larger scale. 
The management probl~ms encountered by CEP are thus relevant. To 
quote a DOL paper.!.! 

---CEP experience thus far can be characterized at the 
local level by an initial incapacity for large scale 
program manag(~ment, resulting in a poor understanding of 
how to approach the task at hand; and, internal mismanage­
ment once the program was underway. 

Two and a half years of CEP have made two points clear: 
performance must be measured against prep1anned goals and 
all parties must be in detailed agreement on roles, rights, 
and responsibilities before the program begins. 

A major step taken to remedy the ·situation within CEP was the "establish­
ment of uniform definitions and a management information system which 
layout for program operators a statement of what is expected from 
them and how it will be measured." Since there can be little reason 
to expect that a prime sponsor with poor information management will 
be able to operate a program successfully~ there are adequate reasons, 
in addition to evaluation needs, why the reporting and data collection 
requirements associated with the planning and control system should be 
included in the prime sponsor's contract and should be enforced. The 
staff and funds needed to operate the planning and control system 
should be mad~: available to the prime sponsor. 

"1:./ ItA Summary of Experience and Problems with the Concentrated Employ­
ment Program, t~ USTES, KO\ (undated). 
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In large part~ the same information that is fundamental to _ 
effective management of local programs is also fundamental to userul 
evaluation of all types. During the site visits the authors found 
th3t the data necessary for evaluation are presently being collected 
locally for use in running service delivery operations and that some 
routine processing of local data was generally required simply to 
keep track of those ope'ratians. Standardization of information 
systems would facilitate collection and analysis of data at each 
administrative level. 

4. The Need for Uniform Information Systems 

With decategorization and decentralization, Relative Effectiveness 
Evaluation, in particular, will become more difficult to carry out by 
relying on outside contractors for collection of input and process 
data as well as the follow-up and comparison data. In the past, with 
categorical programs, the major concern for effectiveness (or cost­
effectiveness) evaluation was whether or not the people in a program 
profited from the services delivered as compared to.similar ty~es 
of people not in the program; This type of evaluat10n was beh.eved 
·to be useful information in the past because the categorical 
restrictions on entrance requirements and/~r on services, made all 
the projects within a program seem more or less similar. in thE: sense 
of the service sequences employed. Furthermore, the maJor budgetary 
decisions were made in the National Office along categorical program 
lines. 

With increased de categorization .each prime sponsor can, at least 
in theory, develop his own service sequences and components. A main 
concern for evaluation then will be to determine which service 
sequences developed by different prime sponsors are effective for 
which groups of people under what conditions. For this type of 
evaluation the description of the service sequences employed by 
different ~rime sponsors, the characteristics of the applicant groups, 
and the description of the labor market will be as important ~o 
obtain as the measurement of effectiveness. If a contractor ~s 
employed to get this information, his basic source is still likely 
to be the prime sponsor record unit and the prime sponsor ~lan. If 
the overall planning and control system is not set up to y~eld 
routinely this information in compatible form nationwide, we can 
expect the type of situation that occurs now -.in::omp~ete a~d .. 
unreliable information, misplaced records, var1at10n 1n defln1t10ns 
and interpretation from project to project, great time and effort. 
needed to 'extract a very minimal amount of information. 

Our recoITmendation is for DOL to recognize these problems 
beforehand and establish a rational and uniform system across the 
country so it will produce data useful at all levels of the m:npower 
structure. DOL has already demonstrated in various programs 1ts 
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ability to standardize, extract and process the data necessary for the 
recommended evaluation system. Equally important as the establishment 
of a rational and uniform information system is the establishment of 
a rational and uniform system for using the information.in the 
planning/allocation/control processes. Again, DOL has already moved 
toward this goal in several areas. 

5. Summary 

The report concludes that the highest priority for DOL in 
implementing, operating and evaluating a decentralized comprehensive 
program is the development of a prime sponsor planning and control 
system. The core data elements of such a system are the prime sponsor 
plan, area labor market descriptors, and the program reporting system. 
Both the plan and reporting system should be based on a well defined 
model of the local service delivery system and designed to support 
the recommended Plan versus Performance Evaluation and Relative 
Effectiveness Evaluation activities. The basic information systems 
and organizational structures needed to implement the appropriate 
operational planning and control system do for the most part exist 
~\I'ithin DOL and its current programs. 

Three major problems must be addressed by DOL in implementing 
the recommended evaluation system. These are problems of internal 
National Office management, conceptual design of compatible 
information systems, and maintaining the leverage to assure a flow 
of information from prime sponsors. 

The first problem arises because of the need to integrate the 
efforts and outputs of many organizational units within the National 
Office. These organizational interrelationships and recommendations 
are discussed in the next section of this chapter. The second 
difficulty involves the task of consolidating, standardizing and 
upgrading existing program information and management systems to 
produce a planning and control system usable at the prime sponsor 
level. The problem can best be 'handled at this point in time 
through the design of a prototype "planning and control system" 
using existing DOL delivery systems. The other chapters of this 
report address many of the conceptual problems faced in designing 
compatible reporting systems, service delivery systems and planning 
systems. The final problem -- establishing and assuring a continuous 
flow of reliable data from the service delivery system -- is both a 
design and a policy matter and has heen discussed in Chapters VI and 
VII. 

VIII-IS 

.. 

.. 

'. 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
'f 
! 
I 
I 

I 
J 
i 

I 
1 

.... 

C. Reconunended Assignment of Responsibilities 

This section will take up some recommended assignments of 
responsibility under the new system. There is one general point to 
be made, however, in addressing both the problems above and the 
assignments below. If DOL is to capitalize on all of the resources 
and activities presently available within the Manpower Administration, 
the present fragmentation and lack of coordinated communication must 
be eliminated. This is a problem with the present system and could 
be more serious with the recommended one. 

While it is possible to specify the tasks that must be accomplished 
in implementing the recommended systems and to assign responsibility 
for them under the current Manpower Administration mission statements, 
it is not possible to offer any panacea for this essentially internal 
DOL problem. There must be some single point of responsibility for 
the entire administrative and evaluation system described if it is 
to function as an entity. This would hold true for any system 
proposed. 

It is clear that, at present, only the Manpower Administrator 
and his staff are at the proper level of authority and function in 
relation to the national offices and Regions to develop, manage, and 
enforce an integrated system. Whether the management of such an 
effcrt should be located at the HA level or vested in some single 
office with the full backing and support of the Manpower Administr,ator 
would seem to be the organizational question at issue. In fact, 
however, the problem is probably part organizational and part~a~ly 
one of the selection of particular individuals with the capab~llty 
and competence co ~eld the various efforts discussed below so that 
a system is created whose parts support both each other and a common 
set of goals. 

The design of the evaluation system has pointed out the inter­
relationships a::Jong the various administrative functions carried out 
in the manpower system. The most appropriate vehicle for integrating 
these functions at all levels is the planning and control system -
the system which also should provide most of the data required for 
evaluation of programs and tolithin which program resource allocation 
and control decisions should be made. 

The core r:lements of the sys tern are the planning guidance, the 
prime sponsor plan, the reporting system, and evaluatioll. Hence the 
need for COmDon forwats and definitions. As evaluations are performed, 
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the results should be disseminated through the planning and control 
system for use in future prime sponsor planning and plan assessment 
by the Regional Office. The planning and control system provides 
the structure through which data flows into the eval~ation system 
and results flow out to support administrative functions. What 
remains to fully describe the E:valuation system is to relate it to 
the existing organizational structure. 

Table 4 summarizes the relevant missions of the various 
organizational units involved and suggests the type of activities 
each would carry out as first steps in the implementation of the 
recommended evaluation system. Here roles of the major organizational 
units are discussed as both contributors to and users of the 
evaluation system for a decentralized comprehensive manpower program. 
The discussion is phrased principally in terms of what appears to be 
the existi-ng organizational responsibilities. 

1. Office of the Deputy Manpower Administrator (DMA) 

In implementing the recommended evaluation system the DMA would 
have overall responsibility for the planning and control system and, 
as an integral part of that system, the Plan vs. Performance 
Evaluation. 

The DMA must play a strong role in directing the development 
and implementation of the recommended system for two reasons. First, 
coordinated efforts by the Regions, OPER, USTES, OFMS, O~IDS, and 
the DMA are necessary to develop a workable system for use nationwide. 
Evaluation, reporting, planning, allocation and control must all be 
tied to~ether through a common definitional and conceptual structure 
if several organizational units are to use or contribute to this 
common system. Strong central direction and coordination within the 
Manpower Administration will be essential. Secondly, the planning 
and operating of the service delivery process under study takes place 
at the prime sponsor level. All of the DOL's regional line manage­
ment expertise must be brought into play to ensure that the conceptual 
and definitional structure created is reasonable and workable. The 
primary impact in the field will be on the prime sponsor's planning, 
reporting and monitoring systems and on the regional assessment and 
approval system. Guidances to and from the regions on these matters 
are the responsibility of the DMA. 

One means of promoting the synthesis of efforts by different 
offices would be to make the DMA responsible for preparation of a 
work plan for the developm~nt of the planning and control system. 
The plan would specify the expected outputs from the individual 
offices which will be available for incorporation by the DMA staff 
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TAIlLE It. --NATIONAL OFFICE FIRST STEPS IN lHPWMENTlNG TilE RECmIMENDED EVALUATION SYSTEM 

nffi,,' .... _----- ~ -.-- ---.---. 
A.;!:islllfll'"SI'l'll'l;!1 y rur 
1'01 fcy, ~J!Ev'llt1al ion, and 

Hl'sl'iHch 

office (If thl' ill'pllly "Han­
pOIJC'l" Administrator (Hi\) 

rffice of Policy, Evalua­
t ion, and Resel1nh (~IA) 

United States Training 
and Employment S~rvice 
(HA) 

• 1IIl'llId<',; oVl'rvll'willg 1l\'1. l'vIIIII,ltion 
: .. ystCIHH. 

• lncludL" line manageml'nt aUI;hori ty 
over the regional offices. RC'spon­
sible for disseminating national 
objectives to regional officcs, 
allocating funds to regional 
officeH, :lnd monitoring regtonaJ. 
(lfflce pl'rformnnn' Ilf;,l!nst plan:., 

• Includes formulating and recommend­
ing the HA program budget, admin­
istering the HA manpower research 
and development program, conducting 
HA program evaluation. 

• Include5 program developmC'nt--the 
design and development of delivery 
systems, programs. components. and 
tl'chniqu('s. 

• Includes developmcnt of local area 
lahor market information. 

Suggested lmplenll'ntation 5t<'P5 

• Huvil'w all ullll1wl plan [rom the Hnnpower Administration which descrlb(ls 
how the vuri.ous oHicc::! and rcllwant HA management systems are being 
linked and integrated through the planning and control system. 

• Design a prime sponsor planning and control system which meets the 
recommended specifications and is compatible with the reporting system 
and based on the service delivery system model. 

• Dcvelopment of policy guidelines to be used by the regional offices in 
interpreting and acting upon information from the Plan vs. Performance 
l':valual ion. 

• Development of a training program for regional office staff on the use 
of the planning and control system. 

• Prepare an annual evaluation plan for the Manpower Administration which 
describes the steps to be taken by different offices in implementing 
the evaluation system. 

• Participate in the design of the prime sponsor planning and control 
system. 

• Undertake a policy analysis to recommend operational objectives (target 
groups to be served and effectiveness measures) for the planning and 
control system. 

• Design the relative effectiveness evaluation which will be carried <;lUi: 

in the following years as data become available. 

~ Undertake a cost-feasibility study of alternative approaches to collecting 
comparison gro'up data on a routine basis. 

o Develop a local labor market ser\es specifically for relative effective­
ness evaluation. 

• Design a characterization (model) of the' local service delivery system 
which serves itS II definitional bose for the prime sponsor planning and 
control system (local plan format and reporting system). 

~. _ .. - .. :----'.--_ ... _._ .. _-_ .. _ .... ----- '-r----.---------,--------------------------------------
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Office' 

Office of Manpowur Manage­
mpnt Data Systems 

Office of Financial and 
Manage~ent Systems 

TABLE 4 (Continued) 

Current Mission 

• Includes responsibility for designing 
and maintaining the enrollee and proJ­
ect reporting systems. 

• Includes responsibility for designing 
and maintaining the program financial 
systems. 

Suggested Implem:ntation Steps 

• Participate in the specification of independent variables for the relative 
effectivenesi evaluation. 

~'J-

$ Design of on-site studi~$_t~ determine what services are selected or 
developed by prime sponsor's and how they are implemented. 

• Design of a technical assistance program for prime sponsors which would 
be triggered by the regional office based on the Plan vs. PerformnncC' 
Evaluation and on-site monitoring. 

• Design the reporting system which supports the planning and control 
system. 

• Undertake a study of the data processing needs and capabilities of the 
prime sponsor, State agencies, and regional offices. 

• Undertake a cost analysis of alternative "approaches to collecting 
follow-up data. 

o OFMS should design a method of retrieving cost on service sequences 
that is compatible with the program reporting system and service 
delivery process model and adaptable to relative effectiveness evalua­
tion. 

:. 

11 The listing of current responsibilities is not meant to be exhaustive. Only those missions directly related to implementation of the 
reconnneml(!d evaluution system IIL'e shown. 
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into the planning and control system. It would include expected 
developments in: Relative Effectiveness Evaluation, Plan versus 
Performance Evaluation, service sequence definition and models, 
service delivery system models, labor market information, program 
and financial reporting systems. 

The D~~ is now in the pr.ocess of developing and implementing an 
Interim Operational Planning and Control System (IOPCS), which is a 
step towards the type of vehicle needed for integrating evaluation, 
allocation, reporting, and program development when the manpower 
programs decentralize and decategorize. However, the IOPCS is not 
sufficiently developed to support the administrative functions of 
the prime sponsor or Regional Office under a decategorized, 
decentralized program. Information now on the lopes (obligations/ 
slots/expenditures/terminations/placements) would be only one type 
of summary data that could be made from the recommended planning 
and control system. He recommend that further expansion and refine­
ment of the lOpeS be given high priority within the Hanpower 
Administration. 

2. Office of Policy, Evaluation and Research (~~/OPER) 

OPER's evaluation program must respond to the needs of operational 
planners (prime sponsors), line management uriits (regional offices and 
DK<\) :md program, policy, budget and legislative planners (national 
offices). OPER can best exercise its role by giving highest priority 
to the recommended Relative Effectiveness Evaluation and by partici­
pating in the design of the planning and control system. 

OPRR would have responsibility for the design and completion of 
the Relative Effectiveness Evaluations. Component Evaluations and 
Impact Evaluations should be carried out based upon the Relative 
Effectiveness Evaluctions. It is recommended that as much of the 
evaluation design as possible be done in-house by OPER in cooperation 
with Ox}1DS/OFHS) DHA :wd USTES. The analysis and the processing of 
data from the reporting system can be contracted out as necessary. 

OPER can relate to the planning and control system in several 
ways: by conducting effectiveness eVilluations compatible with 
planm.ng furmats and instructions) by providing output r.1easures and 
criteria, and by participating in the design of the planning and 
control system. OPER should be responsible for undert3.king the 
policy analyses and research T.vhich identifies target groups and 
effectiveness n~~sures tu be incorporated in planning instructions 
and allocation schem8s. Since most evaluation will rely in large 
p3.rt on r~porccd data, OPER should participate in the design of the 
plann:Lng and control systenl to assure. that it meets the data 
requirenents of its Qvaluation program . 



OPER has responsibility for planning and directing the Manpower 
Administration's program evaluation effort. The evaluation plan 
currently published is a description of contract and staff studies 
to be done by OPER, largely along categorical program lines. With 
decentralization and decategorization the DOL evaluation system 
becomes organizationally more complex. The role of., non-comparable 
individual contract studies becom\~s less significant and many more 
organizational units become invol~ed as contributors to or users 
of evaluation. OPER, in preparing its evaluation program, will 
need the capability to produce a different type of plan. The 
evaluation plan should (1) specify the contributions that various 
offices within the Manpower Administration will make in the up­
coming year (such as USTES, OMMDS, OFMS) and (2) the output to be 
produced for various users (such a~, the DMA, AS/PER, USTES and 
OPER itself). 

3. United States Training and Employme~~rvice (MA/USTES) 

USTES, in implementing the recommended evaluation system has two 
cruci,al roles to play: 

(1) Development of consistent and operationally meaningful 
set of generic definitions, covering service sequences, 
components a.nd service delivery systems, which will be 
used throughout the manpower system in planning, control 
and evaluation systems. 

(2) Development of a local labor market information or 
descriptor series specifically designed to support 
evaluation studies. 

Categorical program definitions do not now always provide meaningful 
distinctions for evaluative research, and as more decentralization 
takes place they will become even less appropriate. Development of 
generic categories that actually r'epresent groupings of similar 
local activities is needed for the plan and the reporting system. 
Furthermore, for the results of a Relative Effectiveness Evaluation 
effort to be of greatest use to a decentralized, area based program, 
the analysis must take into consideration labor market conditions. 
The local labor market series developed in USTES has been little used 
in program evaluation studies to date. 

USTES, in cooperation with the DMA, should design an on-site 
monitoring program in support of the Plan versus Performance Evaluation 
and tied to a national technical assistance program for prime sponsors 
'"hich the Regional Office can trigger. The technical assistance 
program should be designed and maintained by USTES. 
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As well as supporting the evaluation system, USTES should be a 
major user of evaluation in developing and improving models of 
service sequences, components and service deliv:ry syste~s. . 
Consequently, it is recommended that USTES be g~ven a maJor role ln 
shaping the Manpower Administration's evaluation and research programs. 
Specifically, with respect to evaluation, USTES in consultation with 
OPER, ONMDS and DNA, should Sf .cify the independent variables (labo: 
market, applicant characteristics, service sequences) to be tested ~n 
the Relative Effectiveness Evaluation program. 

Furthermore, USTES's missions will require an on-site assessment 
capability of its own to determine the degree to which service ~equences 
disseminated are actually implemented and to seek out and descrlbe ne\, 
and promising approaches undertaken by prime sponsors once they are 
located by the evaluation system. 

4. Office of Nanpower Nanagement Data Systems (crll-IDS) and Office 
of Financial and Management Systems (OBIS) 

OFNS and OM}IDS will be responsible for large continuing files 
which will serve as a repository for'reporting data and as a source 
for processing runs on this data in support of both evaluations and 
the planning and control system. 

The design of the data flow in the reporting system, the review 
of methods and needs for regional and local Electronic Data Processing • 
services, and the assurance of a large file management and maintenance 
sys tern adequate to support: evaluation will fall to 011:·1])S in the program 
data area. In addition O}lli])S should undertake an analysis of the 
relative costs and problems in collecting one-year follow-up data by 
several alternative approaches or combinations of these approaches 
(i.e.) prime sponsor collection, independent contractor, sampling, 

-'IRS and Social Security grouped runs, etc.). 

OFMS will have similar res~onsibilities in the area of financial 
data. This respcnsibility should include the design of a method of 
fiscal reporting that is compatible with the program reporting s~stcm 
and service delivery model, adaptable to evaluation purposes, and 
recovers true costs to the planning element (or individual compone~t) 
level at local service delivery. 

Both mll-IDS and OFNS have extensive experience in designing the 
more formal parts of planning and control systems and can be expected 
to make significant contributions in this area. These Offices are 
one potential source of the types of people e),.-perienced in integrating 
diverse components into a single operating system. 
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5. Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Evaluation and 
Research (AS/PER) 

AS/PER, was establiphed to provide advice and judgment to the 
Secretary, DOL! on a broad range of matters which contribute to 
planning the future course of thl~ Department's work. In any major 
Department activity, the Office of Evaluation, AS/PER, provides 
guidance and consultation as necessary to assure that proper 
informa tion is reaching the Secret<!l:'y relative to program impact. 
By joint agreement with OPER/MA (the Office of Evaluationh AS/PER 
reviews their yearly plans, RFP's, and frequently sits on panels 
to select contractors for major evaluation studies. It also suggests 
major studies, and jointly supervises the execution of these studies. 

In exercising its liaison and overview role, AS/PER should 
request and comment on an annual action plan for evaluation from 
the Hanpower Administration. The plan should cover both priority 
evaluation programs: the Plan versus Performance Evaluation under 
the DMA and the Relative Effectiveness Evaluation program under 
OPERe AS/PER should be responsible for insuring that the information 
needs of policY'makers at the Secretarial level are being met by 
both evaluation programs. 

6. Regional Offices 

Under the recent reorganization of the Manpower Administration, 
the Regional Manpower Administrators have responsibility for 
management of manpower programs. Each regional office has been 
organized on a geogra.phic basis in anticipation of decategorization 
and decentralization. Within a region, an Associate Regional 
Hanpower Administrator has responsibility for all programs, including 
the Employment Service, in a State or group of States. 

The regional office requires several types of evaluation 
information to carry out its proposed functions. However, its 
priority need is for a planning and control system that provides 
up to date information on the progress prime sponsors are making 
in implementing plans. 

The Urban Institute visited five Regional Offices during a 
period of reorganization. None of the regions visited had a formal, 
st,andardized monitoring system ("plan vs. actual" or site monitoring). 
Several cate~Jrical programs (for example CEP and JOBS) did have 
monitoring while other prcgram& like the Employment Service, had 
monitoring systems in various stages of implementation. However, 
there was no system for collecting or organizing all available 
program data to get an ove~~iew of an area, State or Region. 
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The DMA's Interim Operational Planning and Control System now 
being implemented should begin to fill some of the needs of the 
regional office for a monitoring system. The problem now is that 
the interim system is very limited as to the type and detail of 
information it monitors. 

The regional office staff has also been limited in doing on-site 
monitoring partly due to the time consuming nature of the administrative 
burdens. Each region monitors several hundred individual contracts 
with local project sponsors. Each contract is a legal binding agree­
ment to provide certain services. In order to deviate even slightly 
from the contract, there has to be a contract modification involving 
much coordination and paper wqrk. This is a very time consuming way 
to maintain control over the ~ctivities of the projects. Every 
regional office visted was burdened with processing contract 
modifications. The staff, therefore, has less time for site 
monitoring or analysis of project data and, consequently, quality 
control over projects suffered. 

Nost regional offices seem to be well structured to implement 
a decentralized/decategorized program. The priority need is a more 
comprehensive performance monitoring (planning and control) system 
which allmvs the RMA's to monitor the quality of prime sponsors' 
plan implementation. Site monitoring should be structured around 
the performance monitoring system. A more flexible contracting 
process that ,>lould absorb less staff time would increase the 
opportunity for monitoring and quality control. 

To support its management responsibilities over a decentralized, 
decategorized program the Regional Office should be provided with: 

e 

The capability to compare actual flow data with planned 
flow data for each prime sponsor in the region, in order 
to detect serious problems as the plans are being imple­
mented. In the report) this type of evaluation is 
called Plan versus Performance Evaluation. 

The data processing support to accumulate and compute 
success ratios (final performance against plans) on 
these floH data once the implementation is complete. 
This infor~atlon will be used to judge the feasibility 
of a prime sponsor's new plan. (Also part of Plan 
versus Performance Evaluation.) 

A means for retrieving from the national evaluation 
system the probable success ratios, the variance, 
Gnd the cost of employing a particular service 
f,eq\,encc for ench type of applicant group each prime 
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sponsor intends to serve in the particular local 
labor market conditions in which each prime sponsor 
will be operating. This information will he used to 
judge the effectiveness and efficiency of a prime 
sponsor's plan. 

The Regional Office should be responsible for insuring that the 
data reported by the prime sponsors is complete and reliable and 
should exerdse its monitoring, technical assistance and funding 
prerogatives to insure this. 

7. Prime Sponsors 

Under a decentralized system it is the prime sponsor '''ho proposes 
the allocation of funds among target groups, service sequences, and 
ccntractors. It is therefore the prime sponsor who has a priority 
need for evaluation information. In addition to data about the size 
and economic need of each target group, he needs information about 
the cost and effectiveness of servic:.e sequences and components and 
the past performance of his own prog~-am. During implementation of 
plans the prime sponsor also needs evaluative information in order 
to monitor"his own performance and the performance of contractors. 

It is therefore recommended that the planning and control system 
provide the local prime sponsor with evaluation results covering: 

., The capability to compare actual performance data 
with planned performance data, in order to det,ect 
problems in his own operation and in the performance 
of particular contractors as the plan is being 
implemented. (Plan versus Performance Evaluation) 

• The data processing support to accumulate and compute 
success ratios on flow an~ performance data once the 
implementation is complete, for use in designing a 
more feasible plan for the next phase. (Plan versus 
Performance Evaluation) 

o A means for retrieving from the national evaluation 
system, the probable success ratios, the variance, 
and the cost of employing a particular service 
sequence for each target group in the prime sponsor's 
particular local labor market conditions. This 
information will be useful for designing a more 
effective and efficient plan for the next phase. 
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APPENDIX 1: LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS--PLANNING AND 
EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS 

A. Centralized/Categorical 
Programming: Issues 

The current manpower system is characterized by categorical pro­
grams, program administration centralized at the federal level, and 
several local sponsors in each area to whom responsibility for various 
types and par~s of service delivery has been delegated. Each program has 
its own approp7iation, its own allocation scheme, its own guidelines 
(definitions, procedures and standards), its own management channel, and 
its own local sponsor. The result has been administrative difficulty 
at each level and an uncoordinated and awkward-to-manage set of projects 
locally. 

The following sections discuss particular issues associated with 
both categorical programming and centralized management. 

1. Categorical Programming 

Categorization refers to the restrictions placed on a program as to 
which target groups it can serve or what manpower services it can pro­
vide. For e~ample, the Work Incentive Program is restric~ed to a parti­
cular target group, while MDTA-Institutional is restricted to specific 
program services. This earmarking of manpower funds by "categories" is 
an attempt to maintain some type of control over the quality and consis­
tency of services delivered and to ensure that the groups judged by 
DOL and Congress to have the greatest need are being served. With the 
categorical programs, an assumption has been made at the national level 
as to how specific manpower problems should be treated locally. Given 
fewer categorical restrictions, a project planner at any level will have 
more flexibility in choosing on designing service mixes. 

Categorization has strongly influenced how programs are administered. 
Budgeting, program development, reporting, evaluation and monitoring 
systems have all been organized along categorical program lines. The im­
pact of cat~gorical programning has been especially strong with respect 
to the establishment of a total manpower program for an area or community. 
DOL plans on a program-by-prograr,1 basis and, ~"ithin a program, on a 
project-by-project basis. Each categorical program is planned and ad­
ministered independently of the others. Either through contracts or 
grants, DOL delegates responsibility for service delivery to a group of 
independent sponsors. The total local manpower program or problem is 
not considered in the funding of each separate sponsor (project) in that 
area. Consequently, the resulting mix of programs may not be the most 
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appropriate for that area. It may not match the real needs and resources 
of the community. 

CAMPS is an att.empt to meet this problem through "cooperative plan­
ning and execution of manpower training and supportive manpower service 
programs." The approach has had limited success because the CAMPS man­
power plans developed are not used by DOL or other· funding agencies in 
the process of allocating resources among projects. 

Nost recent legislative proposals have called for the creation of a 
comprehensive manpower program planned specifically to Ineet the needs 
of each local area. Comprehensiveness can mean that all the services and 
strategies necessary to meet the objectives are eligible for funds (com­
prehensive program planning) or that all projects within an area are coor­
dinated (comprehensive area planning), or both. Categorical programs 
naturally lead to difficulty in comprehensive planning since they ~imit 
the options open to the planner. However, elimination of these programs 
is not a prerequisite to comprehensive planning~ This end can be achieved 
in at least two ways: 

(1) Legislative Decategorization: Categorical restrictions 
are renoved, and resources are appropriated for a com­
prehensive program. This permits the planner to select 
the appropriate service mix for each local area. 

(2) Administrative Decategorization: Legislative restrictions 
remain and resources are appropriated (earmarked) for 
categorical programs; however, the planner is permitted to 
select the appropriate program mix for each local area. 

Administrative dacategorization is less flexible since each categorical 
program has an overall budget constraint associated with it and some 
types or anounts of service necessary locally may not be in the cate­
gorical package. 

~·[oving tm/ards non"categorical programs opens up a type of manage­
~ent problem which categorical programs, by definition, avoid. While 
a categorical program can be defined or specified in terms of target 
group and/or servicds, a non-categorical program can only be defined in 
terms of its objectives, which include target groups and performance 
neasures. Categorization emphasizes means, while decategorization at 
least potentially emphasizes ends. Without an operational statement of 
objectives, non-c~tegorical programs cannot be planned or administered 
effectively. 

CE'rta ioly, both types of programs can be planned and managed by 
0~j(~.:t:ivp:;; hCHcver, categori.cal programs can be, and usually are, ad­
~inistcred .1.11 tr·~,~ of compliClnce to categorical restrictions while a 
cccaCt'lgo:"L:t='d p!"o~ru';:1 car-aot be handled as effectively in that way. The 
nove toward d~~atagori3ation should lead DOL to establish a set of 
i::€:asurablo ·),)c.rAtio:1al objecti:les for the -p·rograrn. 
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2. Centralization vs. Decentralization 

Given. the ag:-eement on the need for a local comprehensive program 
there rema~n. the l.ssues of who determines local needs and who selects ' 
the.approprl.a:e program or strategy mix to meet that need. The alter­
nat~ves are e~ther DOL (most likely through its regional office) or 
some state or local government unLt. 

Until recently, the decision concerning what programs operate in 
an area were made by DOL through its funding of separate local sponsors 
to op:rate categorical programs. At present an attempt is being made to 
coord~nate ~rograms at the regional DOL offices. As discussed above 
the cumulatl.ve.results of these decisions depend upon the independen~ 
budget con~tral.nts and allocation rules (administrative and legislative) 
of the varl.OUS categorical programs going into an area. 

However, the problem here will not be resolved by decategorization 
alone. Neither labor market theory nor the information systems (labor 
market.and program) that exist permit effective centralized planning for 
a part~cular local area, given either categorical or non-categorical 
programs. :he new emphasis on decentralization is partially based on 
the assumptl.on that the detailed population and labor market knowledge 
of ~tate an~ local o:ficials, acquired through years of operational ex­
p:rl.ence, wl.ll contrl.bute to the design and implementation of more effec­
tl.ve programs. at the local level. Nost recent legislative proposals call 
for de~ent:-all.zation of planning to State or local prime sponsors, and 
consoll.dat~on of all local programs under one prime sponsor. 

The.d:g:ee o~ decentralization/decategorization can be measured by 
the fl:x~~~~l.ty ~~ven the prime sponsor in establishing community needs 
and ~rl.or~t~es, l.n selecting strategies, and in selecting subcontractors. 
The l.ssue of flexibility is a policy question that must be answered in 
DOL guidelines. However, one aspect of the issue should be mentioned 
and that is the conflict between operationa.l flexibility and the require­
ment of management and evaluation systems for standardization. 

Decentralization can be viewed as an opportunity for DOL to fill 
kn~wledge gaps by taking itself out of operational management and esta­
bl~~hi~g.the evaluation and research programs which can ~apitalize on the 
varl.abl.l~ty among prime sponsors, their programs, and their results to 
gain an understanding of the interrelationships between manpower programs 
and the labor market. Decentralization suggests that the prime sponsors 
may. propose d~fferent mixes of effort and may have the flexib ility to ex­
perl.ment and ~nnovate. This flexibility puts the burden on DOL of defin­
ing~ describing and analyzing what is being done without implicitly im­
pos~ng categorical restrictions on local planners. 

1-3 

r 



B. Legislative Proposals 

In order to discuss further the implications of decentralization and 
decategorization, it is necessary to consider planning and control in the 
context of some overall model administrative system. A general model can 
be developed from legislation proposed over the past year. 

Three pieces of proposed legislation are considered: the Manpower 
Training Act, S. 2838 (}ITA); the Comprehensive Manpower Act, H.R. 19519 
(C}~); and the Employment and Manpower Act, S. 3867 (E}~). The first is 
the Administration bill and reflects DOL policy, while the other t~yO 
represent alternatives that were given serious consideration. Together 
they cover the most important aspects of proposals that were put forth in 
the last year. 

The three proposed acts provide the essential components· of a decen­
tra1ized/decategorized system: 

5 National objectives and priorities will be set by Congress 
and DOL to guide planning and evaluation. 

o An area prime sponsor, usually a unit of local government, 
is responsible for planning, administering, or providing 
for the administration of a comprehensive manpower program. 

e Prime sponsor funding is contingent upon the annual submi~· 
sion and approval of a plan of service. 

& Prime sponsor performance in planning and in carrying out 
an effective program may be criteria used by DOL in the 
allocation of resources. 

~ Both the prime sponsor and DOL have specific evaluation 
responsibilities. 

1. Prime Sponsors and Comprehensive Programming 

All three acts provide for a comprehensive manpower program planned 
and administered by a local prime sponsor. The acts differ in that }ITA 
stresses a strong State role with area prime sponsor, ~Yhile CHA and EHA. 
stress a strong local government role ~vith no overall administrative 
responsibilities by the State. !/ 

1/ These two alternatives will be di~~~ssed later. However, they pose no 
special probler in designing an evaluation system. The State role can 
be discussed under either case, given the basic evaluation design. 
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Of the three acts, only the MrA would lead directly to legislative 
decategorization. The CMA and EMA bills establish a comprehensive pro­
gram along with a number of categorical programs (a large number in the 
case of EMA). With these two, comprehensive area planning would require 
some form of administrative decategorization. 

2. Local Plan and Plan Assessrrent 

The CMA and EMA bills differ from the MIA in their requirements for 
the content of plans; however, they all specify a broad range of eligible 
activities and require an annual plan of service. The CMA and EMA (Section 
105(a) and ~b) in both) are the more specific, calling for a description 
of th~ serv~ces to be provided, the identification of subcontracting 
agenc~es and arrangements, and a description of the areas and population 
:~ be ~ssisted. Th:i.s part of t~e plan is of great importance to this study 
s~nce ~t represents the sponsor s recolnmended allocation among strategies 
and target groups. 

The acts are vague on what constitutes criteria for approval of a 
plan. MTA requires the Secretary to establish standards of exemplary 
performance related to the planning for the allocation of resources. 
Q.~ and EMA require in the annual plan, among other things, provision 
for 

(1) coordinated and comprehensive assistance to 
those individuals requiring manpot"er and manpower­
related services .•• effectively serving on an 
equitable basis the significant segments in that 
population. 

This provision implies that the prime sponsor, in preparing the plan 
and the regional office in approving the plan, must have criteria fo~ 
determining what are effective services for different segments of the 
population. Under each of the bills, the review of prime sponsor plans 
would be an import2nt function for DOL in maintaining control over the 
program. 

3. Performance Allocation 

Of the three acts, two of them--CHA and ~ITA--tie funding levels 
to prime sponsor performance. 

MTA (Section 102) requires the development of standards of exemplary 
perfonnance in administering the comprehensive program. liThe standard 
shall relate to planning for the al10cfltion of resources, program effec­
tiveness, and efficiency and economy, in:1uding unit cost, in carr-ying 
out such programs. II Hhile funds are apPo"J:'tioned to States by formula 
on the basis of need, the amount the State Comprehensive Manpower Agency 
receives control of. depends on its meeting the standards (100% if it 
does, 66-2i3% if it doesn't). 

CHA apportions funds among States and areas within ea~h State 
according to three criteria (Section 504 (a) and (b)); 
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Need - defined as proportional to the number of 
certain socioeconomic groups in the State (or area) 
compared to the total number of the nation (or State). 

Performance - "the demonstrated capacity of sponsors 
to conduct effective programs." 

Past Allocation - relative size of allocations pre­
viously received. 

EMA calls for apportionment of the funds on an equitable basis 
defined in terms of the proportion of target groups in States and areas • 
The Secretary has available to him under each act, a portion of the 
appropriation to allocate as he "deems appropriate" to carry out the 
purpose of the act. 

4. Evaluation Responsibility 

The three bills lay down broad evaluation responsibilities for DOL 
Clnd the prime sponsors. DOL is given pretty much the same mandate by 
all three bills: 

Sec. 404. (a) The Secretary shall provide for a system 
of continuing evaluation of all programs and activities con­
ducted pursuant to this Act, including their cost in rela­
tion to their effectiveness in achieving stated goals, 
their impact on communities and participants, their impli­
cation for related programs, the extent to which they 
meet the needs of persons of various ages, and the ade­
quacy of their mechanism for the delivery of services. 
He shall also arrange for obtaining the opinions of par­
ticipants about the strengths and weaknesses of the pro­
grams. 

The }ITA requires the State agency to develop "standards for evalua­
ting the effectiveness of programs carried out under the State plan in 
achieving the objectives of the. Act" and to use those standards in ad­
ministering its programs (Section 104 (a) (2»). 

The CHA and EHA are equally specific concerning evaluation by local 
prime sponsors. Section 104 (b) of the ~~ requires that an application 
for prime sponsorship also IIset forth the prime sponsor's plan for eval­
uating ••. the effectiveness of programs for which financial assistance 
is provided under this title;" Section 105 (b) requires that the annual 
plan of service include provisions for lIevaluating the effectiveness of 
programs for which financial assistance is provided under this title in 
achieving th~ objectives of such programs." EHA has similar provisions. 

The C}~ goes much further than the other two in demanding thorough 
evaluation of the program. Section 509 requires "comparative program 
information." 

1-6 

;: 

• 

Section 509. The Secretary shall not provide financial 
assistance for any program under this Act unless he deter­
min:s, in accord~nc: with regulations which he shall pre­
scn.be, that perJ.Od~c reports will be submitted to him 
containing data designed to enable the Secretary and the 
Congress to measure the r~lative and, where programs can 
be compared appropriately, comparative effectiveness of 
the programs authorized under this Act. Such data shall 
include information on --

(1) enrollee characteristics, including age sex race 
health, education level, and previous wage a~d em;loyme~t 
experience; 

(2) duration in training and employment situations, inclu­
ding informati.on on the duration of employment of prograi11 
participants for at least a year following the termination 
of participation in federally assisted programs and com­
parable information on other employees or trainees of par­
ticipating employers. 

(3) total dollar cost per trainee, including breakdown 
between salary or stipend, training and supportive ser­
vices and administrative costs. 

The Secretary shall compile such information on a State, 
regional, and national basis. 

The mandate for a strong evaluation effort at all administrative 
levels is clear throughout the legislative proposals. DOL's task 
would be to carry out the required evaluation effort in such a way that 
it ~upports program planning -and management at all levels. Therefore, 
a fJ.rst step taken by the study in designing the evaluation system is to 
develop a general model of the manpower system's administrative struc­
ture under decentralization and decategorization. 
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APPENDIX 2: DESIGN AND USE OF A RATING SYSTEM 
FOR COMPARING PRIME SPONSORS 

This Appendix describes a procedure which could be used by the 
Department in allocating resources among prime sponsor on the basis of 
size of target group population, needs of target group and prime sponsor 
performance in relation to an approved plan. 

Section I discusses the measures to be used as the basic data for 
the evaluation of perfo~~nce. It recommends that the changes in wage 
rate, earned and unearned income, and job stability, classified into client 
groups and computed from follow-up surveys, be the basis for comparing 
prime sponsors and developing plans. 

Section 2 illustrates a system for comparing the performance of 
prime sponsors, taking into account differences in available funds, 
groups served, and economic environments. The products of this system 
are indexes for each prime sponsor, indicating whether performance under 
the plan was exemplary, satisfactory, or below average in terms of im· 
proving the employment experience of each group. Such a system will 
become feasible over time if the recommended evaluation system is 
implemented. 

Section 3 discusses means by which the information collected here 
may be used to determine the size of the subsequent year1s budget of each 
prime sponsor. Performance information would be used to adjust apportion­
ments made on the basis of size of the target population and need. 

1. Actual Performance Levels 

Each prime sponsor should be assessed on the basis of how effective 
his programs were in achieving the goals specified in the manpower legis­
lation as operationally defined here. For each group treated, the following 
performance measurements should be considered: 

8 Change in Wage Rate -- Hourly income at Job Entry Completion 
minus last hourly income on a full time job before enrollment. 

• Change in Earned Income -- Earned Income over the 12 month 
period following Job Entry minus Earned Income over the 12 
month period preceding enrollment. 
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• Change in Unearned Income -- Unearned Income over the 12 
month period following Job Entry minus Unearned Income over 
the 12 month period preceding enrollment. 

• Job Stability Measures: 

Number of jobs in l~ month period preceding enrollment 
minus number of jobs in 12 month period following Job 
Entry. 

Time Unemployed (but looking for work) in 12 month 
period preceding enrollment minus time unemployed 
(but looking for work) in 12 month period following 
Job Entry. 

Number of weeks employed full time in 12 month period 
preceding enrollment minus number of weeks employed 
full time during 12 months following Job Entry. 

Data on these specific effectiveness measures will not be available 
in time to provide an input into the annual performance evaluation that 
DOL must conduct since they all involve at a minimum a one-year lag from 
the date that clients leave the program. Hany training programs run six 
months or more and may not be started until near the end of the fiscal 
year. Therefore, one-year follow-up information cannot be collected 
until at least a year and a half after the performance evaluation must 
occur. 

Therefore, we recommend that, for the purpose of assessing prime 
sponsor performance under the plan (as distinct from using evaluatio,n 
resul ts to determine the best se.rvice sequence), preliminary asseSs­
ments should initially be based on shorter term follow-up data, such as 
a 3-mouth follow-up, and that it be based on programs initiated by the 
prime sponsor in the first half of the fiscal year. This will be comple­
mented by other plan vs. performan'ce comparisons. Program monitoring 
,.,ould be used to detect and prevent sponsors from concentrating their 
resources on this period. Performance should be reassessed as additional 
follow-up data on the first set of programs and data on later programs 
become available. In particular, a reassessment on the basis of one-year 
follow-up data is recommended as soon as it becomes available. 

These effectiveness measures should be applied to each population 
group served to allow comparisons of prime sponsors' effectiveness in 
meeting the needs of specific groups. For example, prime sponsor A 
increases the average hourly wage rates of white male high school grad­
uates by $.50, compared with prime sponsor B's increase for white male 
high school graduates of only $.20 in the same period. 
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. The total client population should be disaggregated for this purpose 
1nto groupings that reflect difference in expected performance. Formally, 
the categorization should be such that the expected variation in perform­
ance within a group is significantly smaller than the expected variation 
in performance among the groups. We do not know at this time what cate­
gories will be significant nor do we know the impact of these categories 
on achievement. However, the evaluation analysis described in Chapter VII 
will p~~vide this information. The reporting system suggested elsewhere 
in this-report vill provide the data base for this calculation. 

In the ensuing example, we shall use sixteen race-sex-age-education 
categories listed in Table 1. The statistical analysis may reveal that 
some of these groupings are not necessary and that other groupings of 
these variables or additional variables are required. 

2. Comparison of Prime Sponsors' Performance Levels 

With measures of the performance of each prime sponsor in achieving 
the program goals for each client group, comparisons among prime sponsors 
operating under similar conditions are possible. This section presents 
an example of techniques for making these comparisons. 

The task is complicated by the multi-dimensional character 'of the 
performance criteria. The manpower programs serve many, sometimes con­
flicting, goals and they are conducted for persons with quite different 
background. To answer the question "Is this prime sponsor's performance 
satisfactory?" may require collapSing all of these dimensions into one 
index. 

Further, it must be accOillplished in such a way as to not penalize a 
prime sponsor who chooses to concentrate his resources on the most diffi­
cult- to-help clients (if this ,vas in his plan and was approved) or who had 
to operate his programs in an economic environment that 't<7as not conducive 
to good results no matter Hhat he did. 

p 

The performance index we have chosen for cmnparing prime sponsors in 
this example is a measure of the average change in earned '''''come for each 
participant group. 'l.'o some extent each of th': six effectiveness criteria 
listed above are reflected in this measur.e, even though valuable informa­
tion is lost in the aggregation. The separate criteria rather than simply 
the earnings index should certainly be used in planning program strategies 
and in actual evaluations. In addition, for some groups, other output 
measures such as change in educatio~al status and reduction in welfare 
recipiency, may be more valid. 

In order not to bias co~parisons in fayor of prime sponsors who were 
initially given more program funds or Hho chose to concentrate their funds 
intensively on fewer clients, the performance index should be expressed as 
the ratio of average increased earnings per funds expended on each client. 
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TABLE 1. --SA1-1PLE SET OF APPLICANT GROUP CATEGORIES 

1. White, male, under age 22, under 12 years education. 

2. White, male, under age 22, 12 or more years education. 

3. White, male, age 22 or over, under 12 years education. 

4. t'lnite. r..ale, a.ge 22 or over, 12 or more years education. 

5. White:-. fet:lale, under age 22, under 12 years education. 

6. Wnite, fillMle, under age 22, '12 or more years education. 

7. White, female, age 22 0'· ,'. over, under 12 years education. 

8. White, female, age 22 0': over, ' 12 or more years education. 

9. Nombite, male, under :~3e 22, under 12 years education. 

10. Nonwh: te, male, under age 22, 12 or more years education. 

11- Nonwhl.te, r..ale, age 22 or over, under 12 years education. 

12 .. Nom,ni tE:, male, age 22 or over, 12 or more years education. 

13. Nom·mite, feHlle, under age 22, under 12 years eciucation. 

IL;.. Nommite, female, und!)r age 22, 12 or more yeaTS educatio::. 

15. Nonwhite, female, age 22 or over, under 12 years education. 

16. Nonwhite, female, age 22 or over, 12 or more years education. 
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A program's expected success may be expected to vary according to 
the environment within which it is operating. Therefore it is necessary 
to adjust in some way for differences in labor market conditions among 
prime sponsors prior to comparing their performances. 

Clustering prime sponsors into groups according to environment moves 
in the direction of more equital.ly comparing them. Nonetheless, the sticky 
problem arises of cluster borde~line projects that look good in a lower 
cluster but bad on a higher one, as would be expected if the classifying 
characteristics are correct. Furthermore, if there are a large number of 
relevant characteristics, the number of sponsors in particular ~.lusters 
may be quite small. 

The procedure used in the illustration below has been designed to 
enable comparisons between prime sponsors operating under similar condi­
tions by establishing fixed clusters, and therefore is subject to the 
above limitations. 

Step 1 

COlTlpute each prime sponsor's effectiveness in serving each applicant 
g~oup. Effectiveness is measured by the change in average earnings divided 
by cost, as discussed above. Suppose there are 16 applicant groups and 300 
prime sponsors. Then the results will appear as in Table 2. 

Step 2 

Classify each prime sponsor by exogenous variable that may influence 
the effectiveness of his programs (other than variables under sponsor's 
control, such as treatment strategy or client mix.) Size of labor force, 
urban or rural, unemployment rate, and job vacancy rate are likely vari­
ables. This step is shown in Table 3. 

Using these variables, assign each prime sponsor to a group that is 
relatively homogeneous with respect to labor market environment. For 
example, the following categories may be used: 

A,. Labor Force 

1. One million or more 
2. 500,000 to one million 
3. 100,000 to 500,000 
4. 50,000 to 100,000 
5. Under 50,000 

B. Type 

1. Urban 
2 . Rural 
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~ Sponso 

Ala.-l 
Ala.-2 

Wyo.-l 

~verage 

TABLE 2. --EFFECTIVENESS OF PRll1E SPONSORS 
IN SERVING EACH CLIENT GROUP 

White Male Nonwhi te 'Female 
Under 22. Grad., Over 22, Grad. 

. 
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TABLE 3. --El'l"VIRONMENTAL VARIABLES EFFECTING 

EACH PRIME SPONSOR 

i-- Background Variable Labor Force Vacancy Rate 
Soonsor Size 

Ala.-l 
Ala.-2 

Wyo.-l 
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C. Unemployment Rate 

1. Over 8.0 percent 
2. 6.0 to B.O percent 
3. 4.5 to 6.0 percent 
4. 3.0 to 4.5 percent 
5. Under 3.0 percent 

D. Job Openings Available at Employment Service as 
Percent of Labor Force 

1. Above.6 percent 
2. .3 to .6 percent 
3. Under.3 percent 

Although the number of groups resulting from this could be as many 
as 150, in fact, the majority of these groups should be empty--rural 
communities do not have large labor forces and communities with high 
unemployment rates are unlikely to have high job vacancy rates. 

Step 3 

Grouping prime sponsors this way implies a relationship betweo~ the 
performance measure and each of the background variables. If only d18se 
variables were responsible for the success or failure of the manpower 
programs operating in each prime sponsor's area, then there would be no 
point in trying to identify and reward or punish prime sponsors with 
particularly good or bad performances. This would be the case if the 
performance of each prime sponsor in a group was similar. 

More likely, however, this will not be the case. This should be de­
terrniped by computing the average performance level in each group. This 
level is then compared with the actual level of performance by computing 
the ratio (actual performance/average performance). Table 4 illustrates 
the results. 

Bot~ stages should be repeated for each of the applicant groups. 

The ratios of actual to predicted performance computed in the preced­
ing step are crude estimates of how well each prime sponsor performed in 
treating each applicant group. They should be interpreted with ca~tion, 
particularly in the first year or so of the program, because oi the \'icak 
data base and the absence of an adequate understanding of what really 
accouats for variation in program effectiveness. 

The latter problem has forced us to measure relative performance as 
a residual after attempting to take into account differences in labor ~ar­
ket environment from one sponsor I s area to another. This technique ,..rill 
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TABLE 4. --ACTUAL AND EXPECTED PERFORMANCE OF EACH 
PR]}ffi SPONSOR IN SERVING CLIENT GROUP 1 

~ 
Actual Performance Pre- Ratio of 
Performance dieted from Back- Actual. to 

Sponsor ground Variables Expected 
Performance 

Ala ... l 
Ala ... 2 

:Wvo. -1 

Avera~e -
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yield an unbiased estimate of relative performance only if relative per­
formance does not vary systematically with any of the background variables 
affecting actual performance. For example, if more competent prime spon­
sors tend to be located in urban areas, then by including the latter as a 
group we have understated the relative effectiveness of these urban prime 
sponsors. The cost of not grouping them in one way or another is to risk 
attributing relative competence to sponsors who, in fact, happen to be 
operating in environments that are more conducive to good performance. 

Step 4 

Determine cut-off points for the actual/predicted performance ratios 
that will classify prime sponsor relative effectiveness into three cate­
gories: outstanding; satisfactory, and below average. For example, it 
could be declared that prime sponsors whose actual effectiveness was at 
least twice that of the effectiveness expected on the basis of their labor 
market environment would be considered to have performed outstandingly in 
treating an applicant groUJ? and those whose performance was under half of 
the expected level were bel.ow average. The boundaries selected should 
reflect the degree of confidence we have in the measurements. For the 
first year, a wide band is appropriate. Statistical significance tests 
(analysis of variances) may be used to determine these boundaries. 

.... 
With these boundaries, rank each prime sponsor's effectiveness in 

serving each applicant group. Table 5 illustrates the results. 

This and the preceding steps should be carried out by the National 
Office and the results transmitted to the Regional Office. 

Step 5 ~ ~~ _.L ... ~~~· 
~' 

Each prime sponsor will now have effectiveness scores for each group 
treated. If DOL intends to base part of its funding to prime sponsors ort 
their established effectiveness, an aggregate mea.sure should be estimated. 
In doing so, consideration should be given to the relative number of clients 
in each group, which will vary among the sponsors. For example, if only 
2% of Wyoming clients ~oi'ere from the first client group, while 20% were 
from the last, the. outstanding performance for the former is riot sufficient 
to offset the belolY average perfornlance for the latter. 

In addition, the Regional Office should here consider diffe~ences 
bet~veen the client and treatment mix set .forth in the sponsor's plan and 
the client and treatment mix actually >;;:art'ied out. For example, if the 
sponsor did not place as much emphasis on the treatment of black teenagers 
or did not provide them with the kinds of training outlined in the plan, 
and if the reasons for these deviations are not acceptable, then the spon­
sor should be penalized. The Regional Office shamld also consider speci,al 
c.ircumstances that may have affected a sponsor9 s performance, such as un­
foreseeable plant closings. 

2-10 

f 
I 

I 

., 

) -

.. 

~~' Sponsor 

Ala.-I 

Wvo.-l 

TABLE 5.--PRIME SPONSOR EFFECTIVENESS 
IN SERVING EACH CLIENT GROUP 

White Male Nonwhite Female 
Under 22, Grad. Over 22" Grad. 

(Outstanding, satisfactory, or' 
below average) 
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Step 6 

Each prime sponsor has now been rated according to the percent of his 
program participants that were treated with outstanding, satisfactory, and 
below average effectiveness, and conformance to intent of plan. Rewards 
and sanctions can be based on these measures by specifying the values 
(percentage outstanding minus percentage below average) needed to be eligi­
ble for incentive grants and the like. The following section discusses 
one such incentive system. 

3. Impact on Budget 

From a procedure like that described in the example of Secti,on 2, 
each prime sponsor could be assigned a rating based on his performance in 
achieving the goals of the comprehensiv'e manpower legislation during the 
preceding fiscal year. If these ratings were based on valid, reliable 
and generally agreed upon indicators of program success, they could be 
used to improve the effectiveness of the total manpower effort in at 
least three ways: 

First, if the legislation permitted, ratings could be used to appor­
tion program funds among prime sponsors' areas. The comprehensive legis­
lationoriginally passed by the House specifically provided that "the 
demonstrated capacity of sponsors to conduct effective programs" be taken 
into account in allocating at least seventy percent of Titles I, II, and 
III among states and prime sponsors. In addition, most of the remaining 
thil."~y percent may be alloc.ated at the discretion of the Secretary and 
could therefore incluc'ie performat).ce as an apportionment factor. 

Second, ratings could be used as a basis for rewarding or penalizing 
individuals associated with outstanding or below average areas. Changes 
in prime sponsor designations and contractors is one form this could take. 

Third, a below average rating could be used as one signal for identi~ 
fying prime sponsors in need of technical assistance, including further 
diagnosis of their specific problems. To pinpoint the specific problems 
disagg!:egated information is required. (Our proposed evaluation system, 
set forth in Chapter VII, discusses this disaggregated information and 
its uses.) Similarly, an outstanding rating is an indication that the 
prime sponsors may have found particularly effective new techniques. DOL 
should attempt to. identify them and determine whether they are replicable 
in other areas. 

The apportionment formula promulgated, if legislation permits, by 
the Secretary, could include a performance factor that would reflect the 
three-rating system proposed here. The formula could be the follO\."ing 
form: 
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where A is the percentage of formula funds allocated to the prime sponsor­
Fl, F2, ••.••• Fn are measures of the relative need of the community, such' 
as unemployment, number of lOtI1-income families, labor force, and so forth­
and pI takes ~he value of 1. 00 for jurisdictions where the prime sponsor's' 
perfo:nnance ~n the preceding year is satisfactory , (1 + x) where outstanding, 
and (1 - x) where below average, ~s indicated by the techniques set forth 
above and confirmed by an on-site assessment. That is, an outstanding 
performance will bring an additional x percent of funds under Titles I II 
and III into ~he area and.a below average performance 'will bring in x ~er­
cent less: F~ve perce~t ~s recommended as the incentive value (x = 0.05) 
for the f~rst year of ~mplementation after performance is assessed. As 
DOL gains more precision and reliability in its performance measures the' 
percentage might be changed. ' 

If information concerning the prime sponsor's performance becomes 
available after the allocation that would change the evaluation from below 
average to satisfactory, DOL could provide a supplemental allocation later 
in the fiscal year from its discretionary funds_ 
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APPEi'.lJ)IX 3: AN EXAMPLE OF ALLOCATION BY THE PRIME SPONSOR 

In order to make the allocatio~ process clearer, an example is 
worked through here. For ease or exposition we shall ~ssume that the 
local planner has decided to use only three groups to categorize the 
population. The procedure outli.ned, however, is perfectly general 
and can be applied to as many groups as the local planner needs. 

The "ra'\-l material" with which the planner starts is his information 
about the size of each group, the efficiency of the best service for 
each group, and the economic status for each group. Let us assume 
that the planner has calculated these (see Table 1). 

The final product which the local planner wishes to produce is 
shown in Table 2. The problem is to fill in the nine blanks in Table 2. 

Step I 

The first step is to convert the numbers in Table I from absolute 
amounts to relative amounts. In the case of population size, the planner 
divides each of the three figures in the first column of Table 1 by the 
total population (200,000). This gives the fraction of the total popu­
lation in each group. (See Column 1 of Table 3). Next, the planner 
divides the average inerease in income for each group by the average cost 
to obtain a measure of efficiency. The benefit-cost ratios he would ob­
tain in this case aTe 2.67, 2.40, and 3.00 for Negroes, Spanish-Surnamed, 
and Others, respectively. To obtain a relative efficiency measure, the 
planner divides each of these ratios by the average benefit-cost ratio 
(2.69). This gives the relative efficiency of helping each group. (See 
Column 2 of Table 3). Finally, the planner computes the ratio of the 
average income of the entire population ($4,375) to the average income of 
each group. (See Column 3 of Table 3). 

Step 2 

Next, the planner selects the weights he wishes to attach to the 
three factors appearing in Table 3. Let (a) denote the weight attached 
to relative population (P); let (b) denote the weight attached to rela­
tive efficiency (E); let (c) denote the weight attached to relative need 
(N). For simplicity, assign fractional values to each weight (between 
zero and ona) such that the weights add up to one. (For example, a = .1, 
b = .2, c = .7; a+b+c = 1.0.) 

Step 3 

Compute the allocation factors (Fi) using the following formula: 

Fi = Pi [a+bEi+ONi ] 
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TABLE 1.--SAMPLE PLANNING FACTORS: 
CHARACTERISTICS OF TARGET GROUP AND RESULTS 
ACHIEVABLE HITH BEST STRATEGY FOR EACH GROUP 

Avg. Expected 
Population Increase Average 

Target Group Size in Income Cost 

Negro 75,000 ~/ $1,000 $375 

Spanish-Surnamed 25,000 600 250 

Others 100,000 900 300 

~/ The numbers are purely illustrative. 

TABLE 2. - -SAMPLE PLANNING MATRIX 

Target Group Number Served Total Cost 

Negro 

Spanish-Surnamed 

Others 

3-2 

Average 
Family 
Income 

$4,000 

3,000 

5,000 

Irl.crease 
in Income 
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TABLE 3.--SAMPLE PLANNING FACTORS 

~.:. 

Fraction of Total Relative 
Target Group Population (P) Efficiency (E) 

Negro .375 0.993 

Spanish-Surnamed .175 0.892 

Other .500 . 1.115 

3-3 

Ratio of Average 
Income to Group's 
Income .(N) 

1.094 

1.458 

0.875 
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In the example shown here, three non-normalized allocation factors would 
be calculated -- one for each of the three groups. The results are shown 
in the first column of Table 4. 

Since the planner needs a s,et of allocation factors which he can 
directly multiply by the total budget, the Fi factors must be normalized 
by dividing by their sum (in the example, Fl+F2+F3 = 1.029). The normal­
ized allocation factors (Ai) are displayed in Column 2 of Table 4. 

Step 5 

The normalized allocation factors indicate the fraction of the total 
budget to be allocated to each group. By multiplying each of them by the 
total budget (for example, $1,000,000), the planner obtains the actual 
sum ot money ($i) to be spent upon each group. This shows in Column 3 
of Table 4. 

Step 6 

The planner ca'n nmy fill in the missing items in Table 2. The 
total cost is simply reproduced from Column 3 of Table 4. The mnnber 
served can be computed by dividing total cost by average cost (Column 3 
in Table 1). Total increase in. income for each group can be 'computed 
by multiplying the number served by the average increase in income (Column 
2 in Table 1). The filled in version of Table 2 is shown in Table 5. 

Tables 1 and 5 combined with the three weights chosen (a, b, and c) 
comprise the essential allocation elements of the local prime sponsor's 
plan. 

The formula used above is only one example of several which could 
have been used to combine the three considerations the planner needs to 
t:ake into account. As an example,. it has the advantage of simplicity -­
making clear how the three factors are combined to create one index number. 
Three major points are to be made. 

The example illustrates the flexibility needed due to the lack of 
reliable effectiveness information. During the early years when infor­
mation about the effectiveness of strategies is either weak or non-exis­
tent, the weight (b) applied to relative efficiency (E) can be either very 
small (say .1 or .2) or zero. This will result in the allocation depen­
ding mostly (or entirely) on ~elative population size (P) and relative 
need (N). 

The example illustrates how the Regional Office or the National Office 
of the Department of Labor in a straightforward way, could exercise some 
degree of control over the local prime spon'sor's allocation: By speci­
fying the values the weights (a, ·b, and c) take on or by specifying a range 
in which each ~yeight must fall, the Department of Labor can influence, to 
the degree it \Jishes, the alloc.s.tion chosen by the prime sponsor. For 
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TABLE 4.--SAMPLE ALLOCATION OF PRIME SPONSOR'S BUDGET 

TARGET GROUP 

. 
Negro 

Spanish-Surnamed 

Other 

Sum 

F. 
~ 

.399 

.162 

.486 

1.029 
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.388 $ 388,000 

.158 158,000 

.454 454,000 

1.000 $ 1,000,000 
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TABLE 5.--SAMPLE PRIME SPONSOR PLAN SUMMARY 

, Total Expected 
Target Group Numb er Served Total Cost Increase in In~ome 

Negro 1,035 $388,000 $1,035,000 

Spanish-Surnamed 632 158,000 379,200 

Others 1,513 45t~, 000 1,361,700 
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example, as the information on effectiveness improves, the National 
Office could insist that the weight (b) given to ~elative efficiency 
(E) be increased from, say, .1 to .3. At the plan assessment stage, 
t.he assessor could argue that the local prime sponsor has chosen inappro­
priate weights and insist that they be changed. 

It should be noted that the impact of these weights in not trivial. 
F0r example, an allocation based on population alone would have given the 
Spanish-surnamed group only $125,000 as compared with the $158,000 they 
get with the weights chosen in the example. (This amounts to better 
than a 25 percent increase.) Thus, the choice of weights is not incon­
sequential. 

Finally, it mus. be pointed out that choice of precise weights is 
arbitrary and depends on value judgments of individual decision-makers. 
This is unavoidable when equity is being balanced against efficiency. 
The advantage of this system is that it makes the balancing of the three 
considerations explicit rather than implicit (as is usually the case). 
This means that arguments about the allocation chosen can be made with 
everyone in possession of the relevant facts and everyone knowing what 
the argument is about. The example shows how information must be pre­
sented in order to integrate national objectives with local objectives 
and priorities. 

3-7 

" 



'. 

~ I 

'. 

• 
• 

" • 

.. 




