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CETA IN NEW MEXICO:

AN EVALUATION OF THE BALANCE OF STATE PRIME SPONSOR*

Alfred G. Cuzan

New Mexico State University

It is the purpose of the Act to provide job training and employment
opportunities for economically disadvantaged, unemployed, and
underemployed persons, and to assure that training and other
services lead to maximum employment opportunities and enhance
self-sufficiency by establishing a flexible a?d decentralized
system of Federal, State, and local programs.

With these words Congress enacted the "Comprehensive Employment and
Tra1n1ng Act of 1973," commonly known as CETA. The legislation was the
first major reform of manpower programs in over a decade, designed to
consolidate seventeen separate programs into a single one to be admini-
stered by state and Tocal governments in relative independence of federal
bureaucrats. . The essence of the program was Title I, "Comprehensive Man-
power Services," designed to provide training and work experience in order

*Many thanks to José Garcia, James Goodrich and Lynn Kelly for their
comments, criticisms, and encouragement. An earlier version of this paper
- was- presented before the Western Social Science Association, Lake Tahoe,
Nevada, April 28, 1979.
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"to enable individuals to secure and retain employment at their maximum
capacity." Title II, "Public Employment Programs" and Title VI "Emergency
Job Programs," (the Tatter added the following year) were established for
the purpose of providing "transitional employment" in "needed public serv-
ices"along with training and manpower services "to enable such persons Eo
move into employment or training not supported" under these two titles.

Despite its far-reaching nature, few studies of CETA exist. Those
that are available attempt to generalize from a set of local or state
programs across the country. In-depth studies of particular CETA programs
in specific jurisdictions are rare. The purpose of this study is to help
to begin to remedy this situation by evaluating the way the CETA program
has been implemented in New Mexico. The analysis focuses on the "Balance
of State" prime sponsor, by the largest in the state and one of the few
in the nation in which the state government exercises strong control over
the program. The first part of the paper briefly reviews relevant findings
about the performance of the CETA program nation-wide, with an emphasis
on the problems which characterize the "underperformers" among all the
prime sponsers. These findings provide the background for the following
sections, in which the New Mexico program is examined. The history, struc-
ture and politics of New Mexico's BOS are analyzed in the context of the
state's physical, social, economic and political environments. - Characteris-
tics of CETA participants, "success rates" and unit costs are examined.
The data will show that in general, New Mexico exhibits most of the problems
which plague "underperformers" elsewhere, including poor organization,
inadequate data collection and analysis, and politicization of decisions.
The data also show that New Mexico fares rather poorly on several performance
indicators in comparison with U.S. averages. However, this latter finding
is not true with respect to Title II, which suggests the need for more
research to determine why this is so. The paper concludes with a number
of recommendations for change. ‘

The Ceta Record.

The CETA approach to manpower programs could be summarized3in three
words: consolidation, decategorization, and decentralization. The Act
sought to consolidate approximately seventeen separate programs which,
though overlapping in purposes and objectives, had been funded and admini-
stered in isolation from each other and had failed to provide an integrated
system of manpower services. Some of these programs had even induced
conflict between state and Tocal governments and private, "non-profit"
agencies which delivered manpower services in local communities under
contract with the federal government. Through consolidation of separate

programs into one, a more "comprehensive" attack on unemployment could be
undertaken. '

‘Second, the Act was intended to "decategorize" inflexible programs
designed in Washington and establish more adaptable "block grants" in which
state and local governments would choose the most appropriate mix of
programs for their areas within broad parameters established by the federal
government. This aspect of the program gave CETA a “"revenue-sharing" fla-
vor which was very attractive to state and local officials.
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Finally, the Act was expected to decentralize decision-making in
manpower programs by converting state and local governments into "prime
sponsors” with substantial financial and procedural autonomy from the
Department of Labor. This would bring the program closer to "the people"
and facilitate citizen input and review. Local units with a population
of 100,000 or more were made eligible to serve as prime sponsors. Local
units with a population below the legal minimum were to be served by a
"Balance of State" prime sponsor, a unit of state government chosen by
the governor. State BOS could delegate the responsibility of managing
the program to local units or combination of local units.

Two studies recently published suggest that during its first few
years of operations the CETA program has not lived up to its expectations.
These studies are: The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. Impact
on People, Places, Programs, by William Mirengoff and Lester Rindler. &
The other 1s by Bonnie and David Snedeker, CETA: Decentralization on
Trial. 5 While the authors of these two books are in general sympathetic
to the concept of manpower programs, they found serious problems with the
CETA program. Some of these problems apply to the CETA program in general
while others are characteristic of a specific set of prime sponsors which
fall in. the "underperformers" category among all prime sponsors. The
following problems were found in these two studies:

(1) CETA is not really a comprehensive program, since it encompasses
only 56 percent of all manpower program expenditures. (2) Half of all
local governments had had no prior experience with manpower programs before
CETA; when they were suddenly given billions of dollars to administer,
much of the money was spent without adequate planning or even relevant know-
ledge. (3) When Congress, in 1975, added Title VI to the program, many
local sponsors were overwhelmed and this had a negative impact on their
efforts to implement Title I, which had been the heart of the program.

(4) Rather than reduce the number of manpower deliverers, the program has
increased it by 20 percent. This is because the newly-created prime spon-
sors began to conduct their own programs at the expense of the older
"employment services" agencies, state-federal hybrids which had been
created in the 1930's and were now perceived to be hopelessiy bureaucratic
and unresponsive. (5) The "decentralization" of manpower programs from
the federal to state and local levels has been offset by its centralization
at the local and state levels. Figure 1 illustrates the change. Prior to
CETA, manpower programs were delivered by private "non-profit" and public
agencies not integrated into state and local governments; they were under
the supervision of various DOL bureaus at either or both Washington and
regional offices. CETA, however, while delegating authority further to
Tocal and state prime sponsors, has actually made the structure more hierar-
chical and the effect of introducing prime sponsors has been to add a new
layer between program operators and DOL. Further, the prime sponsors have
awarded sub-contracts to their own agencies, which have tended to capture
the T1ion's share of the funds. (6) State and local governments have in
many, if not most cases, used CETA as a sort of revenue-sharing program to
finance positions in their own bureaucracies. (7) Moreover, the social
and economic characteristics of CETA clients shows that they are not the
most "needy";in fact, the truly disadvantaged have apparently been displaced
by more capable and competitive clients who are more attractive to state
and Tocal governments. (8) Title VI, because it finances public service
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FIGURE 1

jobs, is attractive to politicians and has increased their interest and
involvement in manpower programs. The relation between jobs and votes

has not been Tost to them. Thus, patronage and evasion of civil service
regulations have been made possible by Title VI in at least a few prime
sponsors. (9) In 1arge measure, the CETA program has not been 1ntegrated
with employment services programs. Nationally, emp]oyment service agencies
have lost ground as manpower deliverers. Only BOS prime sponsors have
preserved a significant rolefor state employment and vocational education
agencies. Thus, a new, additional structure of programs and organizations
is being piled up on top of the old. (10) Contrary to expectations, there
is little evidence that the public at large is becoming more involved in
manpower programs. The manpower councils created for this purpose appear
to be passive and ineffective. The CETA chief administrator and his staff
dominate decision-making. In addition, the governor has gained greater
control over the substance, as well as the procedures, of manpower programs.
(11) Only one of four major CETA titles were really decategorized. Except
for Title I, CETA has continued as a categorical program, and the trend is
toward increasing re-categorization and re-centralization. (12) Data
collection and analysis, as well as program evaluation, have been neglected
in favor of administration and operations. In fact, in most cases, the
program was begun without an information system in place. Most information
systems remain primitive and are not used for the purpose of making manage-
ment decisions.

These findings raise serious questions regarding the performance of
the CETA program. While they are not conclusive, they.indicate that the
program is far from a smashing success. Neither decategorization, consoli-
dation nor decentralization have been fully implemented. Inexperienced
local governments were suddenly responsible for spending billions of
dollars without proper knowledge or planning. Title I has been displaced
in favor of the more politically attractive Title VI. The most disadvantaged
sectors of the population have been neglected. A huge new tier of manpower
programs and organizations is being added on top of the old. Little inte-
gration is evident. A1l these are serious problems. They are contrary to
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the expectations which were publicly expressed in support of the CETA
concept before its enactment. Whether the program can itself be "reformed"
to bring about the results originally intended is an open question. By
focusing on the implementation of CETA in one particular prime sponsor
where most of the nationally detected problems are present, one may begin
to form educated guesses regarding this trucial question. It is with this
in mind that we now turn to the CETA program in New Mexico.

The New Mexico Environment. 7

To use a hackneyed phrase, New Mexico is a "land of contrasts." The
state is one of the largest in the nation in terms of area (121,412
square miles) but one of the smallest in population (1,200,000 residents).
About one-fourth to one-third of the state's population lives in the
Albuquerque metropolitan area. Three other cities, Las Cruces, Santa Fe
(the capital) and Roswell vie for second place with less than 50,000
residents each. At less than 10 people per square mile, the state has
one of the lowest densities in the nation. However, 70 percent of the
population is classified as "urban."

Ethnic groups which constitute national "minorities" make up half
of the state's population, which is 40 percent Hispanic, 7 percent Indian,
and 2 percent Black. Hispanics constitute the majority group in 14 of the
state's 32 counties and are a powerful political group. The most heavily
Hispanic counties are in the northern part of the state.

New Mexico is one of the poorest states in the country, although in
some areas per capita income is well above the national average. Sophisti-
cated laboratories where nuclear and space research is developed are
located close to fields in which lettuce and onions are picked by migrant
workers. Less than half of the state's acreage is privately owned, almost
30 percent of the workforce is employed by government and 15 percent of
the population purchases food stamps. Fiscally, the state is one of the
most centralized in the nation: Tlocal governments raise less than 20
percent of state-local revenues and their expenditures are closely super-
vised by the state government. 8 Yet, most politicians adhere to a
"conservative" philosophy.

. Democrats control local government in most of the state, especially
in the Hispanic areas, but Republicans occupy three of the four Congressional
offices (2 Senate and 1 House seats). An important stronghold of the Demo-
cratic party is the Hispanic North, where local bosses deliver solid majori-
ties to their party's candidates. VYet this area is represented in Congress
by a "conservative" Hispanic Republican who is an expert at keeping the
flow of welfare benefits running smoothly to his constituents.

The Tast two gubernatorial elections have been closely-fought contests
~in which the Democratic candidate barely beat his opponent. While Demo-
crats fill a majority of the seats in both chambers of the state legisla-
ture, their ranks are split by personal, regional and "ideological”
factionalism. On the opening day of the 1979 legislature, eleven dissident
Democrats defied the Democratic caucus and elected one of their own as
Speaker of the House with the support of all but one of the Republicans.
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In short, New Mexico is a state of great variety in its social,
economic and political conditions. Yet, despite this heterogeneity,
all but one of the state's 32 counties come under a single prime sponsor
responsible for the administration of the CETA program in what is known
as the "Balance of State" (BOS).

The Structure and Politics of BOS. °

New Mexico's BOS was first organized under the Governor's Office of
Employment and Training Administration (GOETA). Over the years, CETA
came to be divided among several state agencies. What used to be known
as the Employment Security Commission -- now the Employment and Services
Division of the Human Services Department -- became the principal
deliverer of services and has retained a dominant administrative and
operational role in the program throughout although recent changes imple--
mented by a newly-elected governor have reduced the ESD's CETA role.
Throughout the 1ife of the program, parts of Title I have been contracted
out to the Department of Education, all of Title II to the Department of
Personnel, and much of Title VI to other state agencies, local governments,
Indian Tribes, and dozens of "non-profit" agencies scattered all over the
state. In addition, autonomous CETA offices have been maintained in at
least two counties. They are given slots which in turn are contracted
out to local agencies, some of which sub-contract these slots to still
other agencies. Thus, over the years a complex maze of contracts and
sub-contracts has developed in which CETA slots are distributed and re-
distributed among agencies and organizations all over the state.

Like employment agencies everywhere, the ESD administers federal
unemployment insurance and manpower programs in the state on behalf of the
Department of Labor. The bulk of the agency's budget is financed with
federal money, which even pays for the salaries of political appointees.
The agency appears to be the exclusive province of the executive, who runs
it without much legislative interference. 10 Between 1974 and 1976, the
agency was headed by Rudy Ortiz, a Democratic National Committeeman who
was later indicted over a bribery scandal.

The administration of BOS has been centralized in state offices in
Albuquerque and Santa Fe. They are responsible for planning, evaluating
proposals, awarding manpower contracts, monitoring contract performance,

keeping files on participants and writing their checks, and evaluating the
" programs and the deliverers. Such centalization has been characterized
by organizational chaos and instability, not orderly administration.
Several of the offices have moved several times between Albuquerque and
Santa Fe. Communication among them has been poor. Turnover among key
management personnel has been high. Program-related data have been kept
in several places and moved from one office to another with appalling
disregard for the requirements of data collection and analysis. When a .
federal audit was released in mid-1978 which showed that in a random:
. sample of over 600 files of participants who had been in the program ‘
between 1974 and 1976, documentation on the eligibility of more than one-
fourth of them could not be found, the state replied that the information
had been kept elsewhere. 11 Thousands of individual files have accumulated
but the information contained in them has not been computerized and is
only used to comply with federal reporting requirements, not to make manage-
ment decisions.
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A “Manpower Planning Council" is, as mandated by law, responsible for
overseeing the administration of the program, reviewing and evaluating

the plans of the staff, and making recommendations to the governor for
funding. According to two members of the council interviewed, the council
routinely approves the proposals submitted by the CETA staff. This is
partly the result of time pressures. For several years, the council met
infrequently. Only during the last year or two has it met on a monthly
basis. A couple of days before the meeting, committee members are sent

a thick bundle of papers which they are expected to digest on their own.
Then, they meet for a few hours and are pressured to approve the plans
quickly in order to meet federal deadlines a few days away. Requests

for additional information or analysis of the data receive an unsympathetic
response. As one of the council members put it, "They snow you with data
but do not provide you with intelligence on which to base sound decisions."

Hampering the council's role as overseer of the program is the fact
that many of its 22 members represent the very agencies which act as major
contractors and sub-contractors of the program -- state departments, local t
governments, Indian Tribes, private contractors, etc. Implicit log-rolling
takes place in which no one objects to the proposals submitted by the
others as long as everyone's proposal is approved. Important questions,
such as well-publicized cases of nepotism and corruption are not even
discussed. It thus appears that the council represents another case in
which the regulators have ended up regulating themselves outside the public .
view. S ;

Many CETA bureaucrats have profited handsomely from the program.
Impressive titles, good pay, large staffs, fine accommodations, trips
all over the state and to Washington, D.C., meetings with "important"
people, the chance to be noticed by individuals with the power to bestow
benefits and help one's government career -- these are among the rewards
which the program has conferred upon its administrators. In 1978, for
example, the main CETA office was located in a brand new building in one
of Albuquerque's better neighborhoods; over 100 employees were housed
there. A "Manpower Services Council" responsible for "coordinating" the
several manpower programs in the state and funded by Title I, was located
in the penthouse office of another new building in downtown Albuquerque
with an impressive view of the city. The executive director had by then
accumulated a staff of 17, including a photographer and a public relations
man. Before leaving office, outgoing Secretary of HSD Fernando C. DeBaca

cut the size of the staff to four. 1

Most of the CETA bureaucrats at all levels are Hispanic. For example,
the minutes of a state manpower planning council meeting on July 13, 1978,
show that 10 of the 12 members of the planning staff were Hispanic. Many
of these Hispanic bureaucrats have family, friendship and/or political
ties in the Hispanic North. According to varijous interviewees, this has
given the program a distinct regional bias. "They take care of their
own people," was the way a planning council member put it. Table 1 seems
to support this view. It shows that the percent of CETA slots allocated
to six northern Hispanic counties substantially exceeds their share of
the state population and of the unemployed. It must be pointed out, however,
that with the exception of Santa Fe. these are among the poorest counties
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in the state. Nevertheless, the target of the CETA program is the unemployed,

not the poor, and, as the table shows, the share of CETA siots allocated
to these counties is much greater than what their share of the unemployed
would warrant.

Interviewees left no doubt that the reason the North has fared so
well with the CETA program is because of politics. Since its inception,
the program has been administered by Democratic Governors (Bruce King
and Jerry Apodaca) and the North has provided the margin of victory for
these two men. Table 2 shows the vote for the last two successful Demo-
cratic gubernatorial candidates, Jerry Apodaca and Bruce King, broken
down into state vote, northern vote, and then by each of the six counties
of the Hispanic North. Note that the difference between the state and
the county votes ranges from 13 percent to 29 percent for Apodaca, and
from 10 percent to 20 percent for King. On the average, the county vote
was 15 to 20 percent higher than the state vote, which means these counties
provided marginally valuable votes to the two men. One should not be
surprised, then, if they allocated CETA resources to the maintenance and
strengthening of political support in those areas. It is instructive
- that a prominent Republican politican said in an interview that in the
North .the CETA program has been used by Tocal bosses as a patronage system
to reward their supporters; he was candid enough to admit that local Republi-
~cans in those areas would do exactly the same thing if a Republican Governor
controlled the program.

As additional evidence that politics has permeated the program, one
must note that as soon as he took office, Governor Bruce King transferred
CETA from the ESD to a newly-organized Manpower Planning Council right
under his office, where he had it under the name of GOETA during his
first term as governor, 1971-1975. Apodaca, who succeeded King, let
the program drift to the ESD. These two men have been rivals for several
years, and an informant interpreted King's reorganization of CETA as a
"power move" designed to put his supporters in charge. Recently, King
appointed a "key campaign worker" as CETA administrative assistant at
an excellent salary to be paid by federal funds; he also appointed to
the CETA staff an individual who served as deputy d1rector of the ESC
~under Rudy Ortiz. 13

None of these revelations would surprise a political scientist. Poli-
~ticians have political interests in government programs. A manpower program
which "creates jobs" is bound to be used at least to some extent as a
resource with which to obtain and reward political support. Taking politics
. out of a government program would be 1ike trying to eliminate profit as
the interest of a business enterprise. It simply cannot be done and no
. one should entertain illusions to the contrary. The most that can be
accomplished is to minimize electoral politics in a government program;
but this would simply replace electoral politics with bureaucratic politics.

The CETA program has also been used to further business interests
and to put relatives, friends, and friends of friends on the public payroll.
An instance of using CETA slots to further one's business career occurred
in August of 1978. Less than five months before leaving office, then-
Governor Apodaca established, by executive decree, a "Governor's Physical
Fitness Council" and used two CETA positions to staff two of the council's
three staff positions. The two people appointed were paid the maximum
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TABLE 2

Percentage Vote for Democratic Gubernatorial Candidates,
State-Wide and in the Hispanic North
New Mexico, 1974 and 1978

Percent Vote in Hispanic Counties

Source:

of the Secretary of State, December 1, 1978.

Y
hY

Percent Average Hispanic
Candidate and Year State Vote County Vote 1 2 3 4 5 6
J. Apodaca, 1974 50 70 72 63 79 65 70 74
B. King, 1978 50.5 | _ 65 70 62 69 60 62 66
- County code: 1 Guadaloupe; 2 Mora; 3 Rio Arriba; 4 Santa Fe; 5 San Miguel; 5 Taos
State of New Mexico Official Returns, 1978 General and Primary Returns, Santa Fe: Office



- then permitted, close to $10,000 a year. 14 Apodaca is a physical-fitness
enthusiast who ran the Boston marathon in 1978; he presently serves as
executive director of President Carter's physical fitness council. But
physical fitness is more than a hobby for Apodaca. In 1978 he set up
a corporation to build and operate racket clubs in the state. Thus, one
surmises that the two lucky CETA appointees were not chosen at random
from the set of eligible applicants.

More serious, however, have been several well-publicized cases of
nepotism and fraud. Informants revealed that during the Ortiz administration
of the ESC, a number of dummy slots were created and the checks made out
to fictitious participants were intercepted and cashed by those managing
the scheme. Curiously, no one was ever charged for these offenses and,
of course, the researcher cannot be sure that these things did, in fact,
occur. But the newspapers have published several cases in which a CETA
or ESD administrator put his children in the program; several other in-
stances have been reported where individuals who plainly did not qualify
were nevertheless enrolled.

Still more damaging information was obtained by interviewing a CETA
planner in Albuquerque who charged that the accounting system has been
misused in order to pay people from Titles other than the one to which
they had been assigned. A number of politically well-connected people
have been kept in the program for several years, shifted from Title to
Title every so often, and every time they are shifted they are counted

“as a "positive termination.” By this method, the state's civil service
system has been circumvented to some extent. Again, it is difficult to
determine the truth of these allegations. However, similar abuses have
been reported to have taken place elsewhere, so it is not a1together impos-
sible that they have occurred in New Mexico, too.

Participant Characteristics, Success Ratios and Unit Costs.

As previously mentioned, BOS has not been very conscientious about
collecting, storing and analyzing valid and reliable data on the CETA
program. Considerable skepticism hasbeen expressed regarding the informa-
tion that is available. As a high official associated with the program
recently put it over the phone, "I would not swear on the Bible that the
information is correct." In fact, he said that an on-going state audit
had revealed the need to correct "discrepancies" in the files of previous
years. Only quarterly reports for fiscal year 1978 (FY 78) are available.

Taking these caveats into consideration, what do the available data
show about the program with regard to program mix, participant character-
istics, and performance measures? Table 3 presents a percentage breakdown
of expenditures and participants for Title I, II, and VI in both New Mexi-
co and the United States. These three Titles account for 94 percent of
New Mexico and 81 percent of U.S. expenditures. The New Mexico data are
for the first three quarters of FY 1978 (October 1, 1977 to June 30, 1978).
The expenditure data for the U.S. is for FY 1977 while the participant
data are for the first quarter of FY 1978.

The data reveal that while the expenditure breakdown is similar in
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“the U.S. and New Mexico, there is a difference in the participant breakdown.
A large percentage of participants is enrolled in Title VI, and a smaller
percentage in Title I in New Mexico than in the United States as a whole.
This reflects a tendency to stress public service employment at the ex-
pense of training in New Mexico. Given what has been reported about the
politicized nature of the New Mexico program, this finding should come

as no surprise.

Public service employment has also been emphasized within Title I,
as Table 4 shows. Over half of the New Mexico Title I participants were
assigned to public service jobs; this compares to only two percent of
- Title I enrollees nation-wide. This was accomplished at the expense of
~classroom training. Only 16 percent of New Mexico participants received
this service compared to 41 percent in the U.S. As for on-the-job training,
the percentages for both the U.S. and New Mexico are equally low - 12
percent in the U.S. and 13 percent in New Mexico.

Participant Characteristics. Table 5 presents data on participant
characteristics in both New Mexico and the United States. The following
observations can be made regarding the data. First, females comprise
a larger proportion of participants in New Mexico than in the U.S. as
a whole, particularly in the two employment titles. This seems surprising,
given the reputation-which Hispanics have for being more "sexist" than
Anglos, at least in the popular folklore.

Second, the proportion of participants with 12 or more years of school-
ing is greater in New Mexico than is true nationwide, a remarkable finding
since the median level of school years completed by New Mexicans is slightly
Tower than in the U.S. -~- 12 years vs. 12.4 years. This fact suggests
that the New Mexico program has been less successful at serving those in
greatest need than is true for the nation as a whole. Yet, how can this
conclusion be reconciled with the fact that a much larger proportion of
New Mexico participants are classified as "economically disadvantaged"?
There are several explanations. First of all, the "disadvantaged" cate-
gory js a function of two things: 1income and welfare status. According
to the CETA sample cited in Table 1, less than 15 percent of participants
in Titles I and II were on welfare at the time of enrollment. That leaves
income as the determining criterion. It could be that under-reporting of
income is more pervasive in New Mexico than elsewhere. It could also be
that the lower per capita income in the state means that relatively more
people qualify under the national gquideline.

Alternatively, it could be that this is simply a function of the sex,
age and marital status of participants. According to the sample cited in
Table 1, only 44 percent were the primary wage earner in the family.

Thus, singles, mostly women and most of them in their twenties, have filled
the majority of CETA slots. VYet, single individuals who claim to 1ive alone
and who have been unemployed for a short time -- especially if they recently
graduated or dropped out from college -- can qualify as "disadvantaged"

since their prorated annual income would easily fall below the poverty level.
Be that as it may, the relatively high level of schooling, combined with

the Tow incidence of welfare cases along with the low percentage of heads

of households among participants cast serious doubts about the utility of
the "disadvantaged" category as a measure of relative hardship, at least

in New Mexico.
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"Syccess" Rates and Unit Costs.

Now that we know the general characteristics of New Mexico partici-
pants, we need to inquire how well the program serves them -- and at what
cost. Here the reader must again be cautioned regarding the uncertain
reliability of the data. It is very probable that success rates have
been inflated. But, as we shall see, the performance of New Mexico's
program looks poor even when the data are taken at face value.

Table 6 compares New Mexico's placement and termination ratios to
those of the U.S. as a whole. The most relevant measure of success is the
proportion of terminations that were the result of "indirect placements”
since this term is applied to those cases in which the participant secured
an unsubsidized job after having received training or been employed through
CETA. (Of course, this tells us nothing about the kind of job the individ-
ual secured or the length of time he or she stayed on it). Less than
- 25 percent of U.S. terminations fall in this category; in New Mexico, the

proportion is even lower, only 15 percent. While both New Mexico and the
U.S. did poorly on Title VI (at about a 15 percent success rate) New Mexico
did much worse than the U.S. on Title I, which, as was pointed out earlier,
has received a relatively low priority in the state. However, New Mexico
outperformed the rest of the country on Title II, 35 percent vs. 22 percent.
This is a surprising and encouraging finding. It is surprising because it
does not fit the pattern of the other Titles and encouraging because it
suggests that New Mexico's overall poor performance may be due to organiza-
tional factors which can be brought under control. More about this below.
Finally, on "non-positive" terminations -- those which even under the
loose standards of the program could not be considered "positive" -~ New
Mexico did worse than the U.S. overall and on Titles I and VI. Title II
was again the exception. Note that New Mexico's overall rate of non-
positive terminations is over 50 percent, a rather disheartening record.

The most interesting finding in Table 6 is New Mexico's relatively
good showing on Title II. As was pointed out earlier, this Title is admin-
istered by the Department of Personnel, not by the ESD. It would be inter-
esting to compare systematically the way Titles 1I and VI have been adminis-
stered by these two agencies in order to discover what factors may account
for the better performance of the former. Since both Titles provide public
service employment, one must look for differences in administration and
clientele. Is the difference due to the relatively smaller, and thus more
manageable, size of Title II? Is it because the Department of Personnel
- is a smaller agency, or staffed with a more "professional" staff? Is it
due to differences in the structure of the two agencies, such as the
degree of autonomy given to local or regional offices? 1Is it because the
Department of Personnel is less sensitive to electoral politics than the ESD?

Or, alternatively, is it simply because the quality of participants
is higher under Title II than under Title VI? As Table 5 shows, the propor-
tion of participants with 12 or more years of schooling in New Mexico is
highest under Title II -- 85 .percent. This is 10 percent greater than
under Title VI. Also, only 4 percent of Title II participants have 8 or
fewer years of schooling, half the proportion in Title VI. These differences
may explain, at least partly, why Title II is relatively more successful in
New Mexico than the other Titles. If this is indeed the case, the implica-
tions are serious. If the success of the CETA program varies positively

-55-



*g/ A4 40O sadjJaenb 334y3 3Sdl) By} U404 eIEp 0ILX3IY MAN 8Yy3 pue g/ A4 JO udjueb
15414 404 SL ©IEP Sl Yl “"ODLX3 MAN JO 93e3S ‘UOLSLALG S82LA4BS Juswho|dwl :anbaanbnqiy ,*p4a0day juedidilued
V13 40} SUOLIONUISUT, ‘WaISAS uoljeuuoju] juswabeuely woay paulelqo S45M SuOLiuijap a3yl 2 alqel 23S :3d4Nno0s

‘weaboud ay3 40O u0133|dWOD 340343Q SUOSEIUA 4BY}O0 40 [BuOSUSd U0J P3aNULIUCISLP 348M oYM sjuedidijded

;SuoLjRULWAD] aALILsod-uoN juswAo|dwa pazipisgnsun putj jou pLp Inq Bututeuay pajafdwod ‘ai3ll Y133 43yjoue

40 weaboud asmodupw 4d3yjouR PaAIIUB € [00YDS UL paULEWSL A0 PaUdjud oym sjuedidtjaed :suoijeulual aaljlsod
A3U3Q °S32404 paudy 3y} pa4ajud oym sjuedidijaed sapniout OS|e 3L £S8ILAUBS Y1I) PaALIIaL bBulAey 483je S3U043D
quspuadapul 413y} ybnoayz juswhoidws awp3-||n} padajus aAey oy sjuedisijaed :Sjuawsde|d-j|aS “JuswAo|dws
pazLpLsgns 40 Buiuteal BULALSI34 JBI4P J4PIS Y13) Yl 40 SI40449 9yl ybnouyy juawlo(dwa pazipisgnsun aull-|h}
po433us aAey oym sjuedioljued :Sjuswade|d 3I9ALPU]  *SODLAUDS [BUUIS34 qOf pue 3)yejul ‘yoeauino Auo paAladad
buiaey 4a3je juswAojdws Pazipisqnsun awij-|| Nt PaJadjud aAaey oym sjuedidtjued :sjuswade(d 30341Q@ :suoliluljiag

10° ueyy Ssa| «

oY- 6G° 95" €9° 6€ " ge" ge” Sp° SUOL}ReuLld]/* SWUd] 3ALGLsod~uoN
09° Gy” 122 LE” 19° L9° LS° 99° SUOLjeULUMDY /" SWM3} dALILsod |BjO0)
61" L1 91’ 60° Le’ o1° 61" e’ SUOLJRU LWL/ " SWUdY: BALYLSOd UBYIQ
A 8¢ 8¢’ 82" ye” (S° 8¢ vz suoljeulwaal/sjuswase|d |e30]
AN 11’ el gr- er 2e’ 1T mo.. . suotjeutwual/squswaseld jias
€e’ ST §1° vt 22 §E Lz 91° suoljeuliual/sjusuade|d 3234}1pu]
90" 20° x 10° x 0 or° 10° . SUOLRULIIDY /SIuawade|d 30341Q

e30L TA 313HL JTETE T T30l ~ J03BD}pU SSBIONS

8/61 4e3A [BOSL4
IA pue II ‘1 s3(3tl
$S91e3S PaILUN BY] pue 0ILX3 MaN UL Sa3RY ,S$5920NG,

9 318vlL

-56-




with the quality of participants -~ a most reasonable hypothesis -- then,
in order to raise the Tow success ratios of the program, it must be
redesigned-to serve those who are most capable to begin with and, osten-
sibly, would probably make it on their own without CETA help anyway. If,
on the other hand, the aim is to target the program more narrowly to .
serve the "truly disadvantaged” as the 1978 reforms are intended to do!7
then one must accept very high rates of failure. But high rates of
failure mean that the program would not be doing much good. This
dilemma is inherent in a program like CETA and must be honestly faced.

Table 7 presents data on participant costs and benefits for New
Mexico's Titles I, II and VI. Overall, they paint a bleak picture
regarding the performance of CETA in this state. The average cost per
participant regardiess of the nature of the termination ranges from
$2,053 in Title 1 to $4,512 in Title 1I. This much money would finance
from two to four years of tuition at New Mexico State University. Cost
per placement -- what it actually costs to place a participant in unsubsi-
dized employment -~ is much higher, from $16,000 in Title 1 to over twice
that much in Title VI. These sums are staggering. They would finance a
full college education, all expenses paid, at several of the country's bet-
ter universities. Yet, the return on this expenditure is pitiful. In
Titles-1 and VI, the ratio of benefits {measured as the median increase
in annual income per participant) to costs is less than what a passbook
account in any bank would pay. This, of course, assumes that the training
stays with the participant in the same manner as the principal of a bank
deposit is retained by its owner. If the effects of the training wear out,
the ratio would be even lower! Once again, Title II proves to be the
exception. The ratio of benefits to costs under this Title is 7 percent,
which, while it is less than what the money would earn in the market, and
probahly 1e§§'than what the same amount would yield if spent on a college
education, is not intolerable. [This assumes that the entire gain in
wages was due to the individual's experience with CETA and not to infla-
tion, market changes, the passage of time, etc., a heroic assumption
indeed. When these factors are considered, the effect of CETA may be
zero or negative.] However, if one adopts a very strict standard and
regards indirect placements as the only placements which can be attributed
to the program, the costs become totally unacceptable -- up to $75,670 in
Title VI. What these data suggest is that the program is a very bad
economic deal indeed.

Conclusions and Recommendations.

The New Mexico CETA program administered by the Balance of State
Prime Sponsor (BOS) is neither effective nor efficient. In fact, it exhi-
bits many of the characteristics which have been detected among the "under-
performers" across the country. Among these are: over-centalization,
disorganized, almost chaotic administration, politicization, orientation
toward public service jobs, high costs, high rates of failure, and under-
representation by the most “needy" in the state. Overall, both the "success"
and the benefit/cost ratios are very low. Title II, however, is the excep-
tion. The success rate with this Title is higher in New Mexico than in the
rest of the U.S. and the benefit/cost ratio is not unacceptable. [But see
note in brackets above.] VYet, as with the other two Titles, those served
tend to be young, single, female, and with a post-high school education --

~57-



Toauitw ‘yi3) - uolSiALQ A314ndag juswiodu]
:anbuanbnqy ,“8/61 “0€ aunp - //61 48q032( ©Auewwns sniels weaboud, pue ¢g/el <3Isnbny
‘osuwLW “S9DLAUSS URWNY JO juswisedaq 0dLx3 MaN :anbuanbnqiy ,¢s4o0jestpu] asueuwdojudd y¥iij, :924n0S

*aeaf uad syoom 2§ “Nasm udd sunoy Ob IV «

0" L0 €0 pase|d ausm w:z sjuedLoLjaed 404 S3S03 03 S3Ljaudq jo otley
. [

€Le"1 8v2°1 66v 9J4dM OyM sjuedloljded 404 BwoOdUul cmwwwmmhwommuwgumwuwwm:=<

99 09° yz° . sde|jop ui *pade|d
a4aM oym sjuedioljued 40y sbem A{anoy uetpaw uj 3se34dU]
¥89°01 £€8°01 [G6°E SAR||Op u} ‘uoljeuiwual 4ad 3509
682°1 282 902°1 SuotjeuLlua)
0£9°SL 085 °0¢ 101°v2 sae||op ul ‘juswdde|d 3d34iput 4ad 3s0)
281 00t 861 sjuawade|d 3284tpui
6€6°LE 898°81 £10°91 sae||op ul ‘juswade(d 4ad 1s0)
£9¢€ 291 86¢ Sjuswade|d
008°¢ 216°y £50°2 sdejiop utL ‘sjuedidtided aad 3509
y29°€ LL9 ZA N . sjuediotjaed jo Jaquny
79 1Al 22 _ . saunjLpuadxa j0 abejuaduad
2LL°ET G50°¢ 2LL Y S4e||Op JO spuesnoy} ul saJnjlpuadxs panuaddy
IA 313tl IT 3{3tL [ 313l douewWA0448d JO L0jedfpuf

- 8/[61 4e3) [BISL{ 4O sudjuen)-asuyf 3sdL4
IA pue “I] ‘I s3|3Ll “S3tjauag pue $3S0) juedidijaed 0JLXa) MaN
- L 318Vl




hardly the type one would classify as "disadvantaged" or "hard-core"
unempioyed.

On the basis of these conclusions, a number of recommendations can
be made, from the marginal to the more radical. First, since the State
Personnel Department has been responsible for administering Title 11,
the relative success of this Title indicates that more of the CETA funds
should be given to this agency to administer. This, apparently, is
being accomplished already. For Fiscal Year 197? this agency's share
of CETA funds has been substantially increased. 9

Second, the system of data collection and analysis should be
contracted out to people with a vested interest in valid and reliable data.
Social scientists fit this requirement perfectly. To a great extent,
their professional worth is determined by the quantity and quality of their
publications. Thus, it is in their interest to collect and analyze data
according to scientific standards. They could well be trusted with the
tasks of data collection, data analysis, contract monitoring, and program
evaluation which, as we have seen, have been given Tow priority in New
Mexico. A few prime sponsors elsewhere in the country hgge'contracted
these tasks out, so this is not all that unprecedented. <V

Third, procedures should be established for the random selection of
program participants from the pool of applicants. As they come in,
eligible applications should be given a number and, when slots become
available, random drawings from the set would provide the people to fill
them. This would take out most if not all of the patronage associated
with the program. It would also make it easier to test the effect of the
program on individuals, since a "control" and an "experimental" group
would be readily available.

Fourth, BOS should be broken down into smaller primé sponsors that
would include units of Jocal government grouped into regions. This
would streamline the program, bring it closer to the agencies and organi-
zations which train and employ people, and make it easier for professionals
and citizens to attend planning council meetings. Again, this approach
has been adopted by several BOS prime sponsors elsewhere in EQe country,
including two of New Mexico's neijghbors, Texas and Arizona. Given its
huge area, a decentralized structure would work better in this state.

Finally, the very foundations of the CETA program need to be re-examined
at the federal level. CETA was originally designed as a training program
for the "hard-core" unemployed, those who were not being reached by the
employment services agencies. Yet, in New Mexico and to some extent all
over the U.S., the program has ended up as a form of "revenue sharing" used
by state and local agencies and "non-profit" institutions to finance.
additions to their staffs. Perhaps this is a better use of the program.

In any case, it is not surprising that the program ended up this way.
Giving money to state and local governments to help the unemployed and
the unskilled is a clumsy way to accomplish the goal. State and local
governments have their own priorities,-and they obviously prefer to hire
the most qualified applicants, not necessarily the most "in need.” Thus,
perhaps the federal government should formalize what has already happened
and simply merge CETA with the revenue sharing program. As to the
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"hard-core" unempioyed, at least we now know how they cannot be helped.
In fact, the failure of manpower programs to reach them, despite the best
intentions from Washington, raises the guestion of whether they, in fact,
exist. Perhaps they are only a symbol used to justify massive expendi-
tures which are used for other purposes. If they do exist, the question
whether government programs can ever help them remains as elusive a
question as ever.
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