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HARVARD UNIVERSITY 
JOHN F. KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT 

79 BOYLSTO:'.': STREET 

CAMBRIDGE .. MASS:\CHL'SETTS 02135 

Mr. Albert Angrisani 
Assistant Secretary for 

Employment and Training 
Department of Labort Rm. S2307 
200 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20210 

Dear Mr. Angrisani; 

April 12, 1983 

I am somewhat at a loss for a response to the letter I received from you 
last week regarding our case study on the Job Corps. Your requests are 
unprecedented in our experience and, without a better understanding of the 
rationale behind them, I'm afraid I can't accede to them. I don't know what 
"litigation" you are referring to in the letter; I understood that the Grand 
Jury in•estigation--the only litigation I'm aware of--had terminated without 
an indictment. If there is something else going on that I should know, please 
do advise me. 

Your second request--that we strike all comments from DOL officials--I'm 
afraid raises a policy problem for us. In the normal course of clearing a 
case, we solicit comments from everyone to whom we've talked; and we are 
pleased to correct any factual inaccuracies that surface, or to modify quotes 
to accord more adequately with an individual's recollection of his/her percep­
tions. But I'm sure you can understand that the whole process would grind to 
a halt if we permitted individuals to modify anything but their own contribu­
tions to the case. The various people with whom we spoke at DOL offered us 
their observations as individuals, not as spokespersons for the Department; 
since they do not purport to speak for the Department, the Department cannot 
purport to speak (or to deny speech) for them. 

In view ot your generous oooperation with our development of this study, 
I'm particularly sorry not to be able to be more accomodating. Perhaps it 
you could particularize your concerns a little more, I might be able to be 
more imaginative in addressing them. 

SG:cl 

In the meantime, I thank you again for the help you've given us. 

Sincerely, 

/~~4~ 
Stepnanie Gould 
Director, Case Program 



THE WHITC:: HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 20, 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR CRAIG L. FULLER 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: FRED F. FIELDING 
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Harvard Case Study 

You have requested our views on whether a case study on the 
Job Corps prepared for use in management seminars for 
Administration officials may appropriately be used. The 
topics covered by the Job Corps case study are unfortunately 
also the subject of an ongoing Inspector General investiga­
tion. That investigation will soon culminate in a report 
and possible administrative action, both of which could 
generate considerable public controversy and further legal 
proceedings. I think you will agree that it would be most 
unfortunate to be using such matters as the basis for a 
management training seminar~ Accordingly, I must advise 
against using the Job Corps ·case study, at least so long as 
official proceedings with respect to the matters covered in 
the study are active. 

FFF:JGR:aw 4/20/83 

cc: FFFielding 
, /dGRoberts 
'<Subj. 

Chron 
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MEMORANDl1:i\1 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 2 0 , 19 8 3 

MEMORANDUM FOR FRED F. FIELDING 

FROM: JOHN G. ROBERTS~ 
SUBJECT: Harvard Job Corps Case Study 

The Administration, through Craig Fuller's Office, has been 
holding a series of seminars on management for mid-level 
appointees throughout the executive branch. The Office of 
Administration contracted with the Kennedy School at Harvard 
to run the seminars and prepare case studies for use during 
them. One of the case studies prepared concerned the Job 
Corps program at the Department of Labor. Peter Zimmerman 
of the Kennedy School conducted interviews with Labor 
officials involved with the Job Corps, and received some 
very candid responses. Shortly thereafter it became 
apparent that the Job Corps national director, Dick Jaffee, 
was engaged in possibly illegal conduct. An IG investiga­
tion was commenced, leading to criminal and civil referrals 
to Justice. Both were declined. According to Tim Ryan, the 
Labor IG is now preparing a report for the Secretary which 
will recommend administrative action against Jaffee. It is 
Ryan's view that Jaffee will be discharged, and that the 
matter may end up before the Merit Systems Protection Board. 

Since the Harvard case study concerns the same matters as 
the IG report, both Ryan and Labor IG Brian Hyland recommend 
that the case study not be used, at least until the Jaffee 
matter is finally resolved. I concur in their recommenda­
tion. If the Jaffee case does become a cause celebre it 
would be most unfortunate to be using it as a basis for 
management training. Use of the case could also be con­
sidered ratification of some of the statements in it, 
statements which are and will be the subject of dispute in 
connection with Jaffee's case. 

I have prepared a memorandum to Fuller, advising that the 
case study should not be used in the seminars, at least for 
the present. 

Attachment 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 20, 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR CRAIG L. FULLER 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: FRED F. FIELDING 
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Harvard Case Study 

You have requested our views on whether a case study on the 
Job Corps prepared for use in management seminars for 
Administration officials may appropriately be used. The 
topics covered by the Job Corps case study are unfortunately 
also the subject of an ongoing Inspector General investiga­
tion. That investigation will soon culminate in a report 
and possible administrative action, both of which could 
generate considerable public controversy and further legal 
proceedings. I think you will aqree that it would be most 
unfortunate to be using such matters as the basis for a 
management training seminar~ Accordingly, I must advise 
against using the Job Corps ~ase study, at least so long as 
official proceedings with respect to the matters covered in 
the study are active. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 11, 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR FRED FIELDING 

FROM: CRAIG L. FULLER 0!5: 
SUBJECT: HARVARD CASE STUDY 

We contracted with Harvard University to produce 
two case studies. These were: From CETA to Job 
Training concentrating on Job Corps; and reducing 
the cost of the Nutrition programs at DOA without 
adver ~-~ _publici.±.y. 7 ----- . 
Attached is the draft case study on Job Corps. 

Also attached is a letter from Al Angrisani to 
Harvard requesting that the case study not be made 
available fQX_our use. --

Please contact the appropriate legal office at DOL 
to ascertain if there is a legal reason why this 
case cannot be released for our classroom use ? 
including the quotes from Labor personnel. -If 
there is a legal reason for removing this case 
from our use, we can accept it; however, if there 
is not, we would like to use it since we have paid 
$15,000 for it. 

Please let me know as soon as you reach an 
agreement with DOL's legal counsel. 

Thank you. 



U.S. Department of Labor /\' -.: ';'. ' \ l 

Stephanie Gould 
Harvard University 
John F. Kennedy School 

of Government 

\!\) 

79 Boylston Street 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 

Dear Ms. Gould: 

02138 

I am in receipt of the draft case study prepared by Paul 
Starobin. As I have expressed to Pete Zimmerman, this case 
study is ill-timed in that it conflicts with the Department 
of Labor litigation now in progress. Therefore, I respectfully 
request that this case study be postponed until the litigation 
is concluded. 

I also request that all comments from Department of Labor 
officials be struck from the case in the event the draft 
is circulated for discussion or comment. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerei(, . 

((~ \_C-,~, 
ALBERT ANGRISANI ) 
Assistant Secretary of Labor 

cc: William DuRoss, III 
l(t>ecky Norton Dunlop 
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MANAGI~:fG THE EMPLOY'.'AENT AND TRAJNING ADM.JNISTRATION: JOB coaps (A) 

Throughout his campaign for the presidency, Republican party candidate 

Ronald Reag9.n told the American people that seyere medicine was needed to cure a sick 

domestic economy, and that much of the malaise lay in the management of the federal 

government bureaucracy. In a television speech shortly after his January, 1981 inaugura-

tion, F •·esident Reagan disclosed that he had begun to implement the election results by 

placing a freeze on hiring replacements far leaving federal employees, ordering a cut in 

government travel and a reduction in the number of private consultants, and halting the 

release of pending regulations. Virtually every executive agency, Reagan said, would be 

forced to swallow budget cuts (the Defense Department being a major exception), and 

incoming Cabinet Secretaries would be r~sponsible for searching out "area$ of waste, 

extravagence, and costly administrative overhead," actions which could 1tyield additional 

and substantial [budgetary] reductions. 11
_ ~accomplish these aims at the Department of 

-
L.t1bor, the President chose as Secretary Raymond Donovan, a tough-talking chief executive 

of a 'iew Jersey construction company. Donovan, in turn, chose as his right-hand man 

Alb~rt Angrisani, a 31 year old Chase Manhattan Bank vice president, who, like the 

Secretary had been an organizer of Reagan's New Jersey campaign effort. Angrisani 

quicl<ly found "much room for reducing wasteful administration overhead" in the section ,, 

of the federal bureaucracy now under his jurisdiction--DOL's massive Employment and 

Training Administration (ETA), which contained some $30 billion worth of jobs and training 

progra:ns. The feisty Angrisani told the Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee 

in his March confi~mation hearing that he possessed an "uncanny ability to make things 

happen and make them happen fast." His mission: 

l need to work to end duplication of federal programs by tightening 
and expanding financial controls of a.11 administrative and program­

. matic activities. I need to improve program results by setting 
more realistic goals and monitoring program performance more 
carefully. I need to eliminate the burden of excessive paperwork 
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by simolif/b~ t:ie administ:-ative and man11gement procedures ETA 
oper·a.:es ,::--,:.::;;.·:· .. :;.::1nticul,ffly, 1t is iinporc.&.nt to examine our programs 
and activities to deter11ine which have worked and why; and to 
carefully weigr1 the cost of these activities against the outcomes. I 
intend to p!'ovide the leadership necessary to make ETA an 
efficient and p!'oductive department. 

Ang;isani1s words struck a responsive chorq in DOL's Office of Inspector General 

(OIG), whicr1 audited and investigated agency programs for financitJ.1 waste and criminal 

fraud, and which was headed by Thomas McBride, a former federal prosecutor and Deputy 

Director of the Peace Corps, and, prior to Reagan's inauguration, the IG at the Agriculture 

Department. McBride shared Angrisani's assessment that the area in ETA most in need of 

11tightening-upn was the system of state and local prime sponsor programs spawned by the 

1974 Co;nprehensive En[.)loyment and Training Act (CETA). One ETA program not under 

attack by the fiscal conservatives in the Republican party, or perceived as a cause for 

concern by OIG (which was officially non-partisan) was the Job Corps, which was initiated 

in the mid-l!JSOs by the Office of Economic Opportunity to provide residential centers at 
?.. - . 

which "economically disadvantagedrr youth§- could be trained to enter the job market (see 

Kennedy School case---------- for background note on the Job Corps). Trans-

ferred by President Richard Nixon from OEO to ETA in 1969 (though retaining most of its 

OEO personnel) the Job Corps had maintained a strong public image. Angrisani, at least, 

seemed to think highly of it. As he told the Senate panel: 

The Job Corps, in my opinion, from what I have seen to date, is one 
of our finest programs. It seems to have a tremendous yield based 
upon the investment that we make. It seems to be a program that 
allows people, particularly young people, to get a good self-start, 
to develop some sense of responsibility and develop some sense of 
appreciation of themselves. I feel it is one of the more productive 
programs, a program that I would like to see more work in. 

As Angrisani- was undoubtedly aware, the Job Corps had built up over its sixteen 

ye11rs of existence ti healthy (some Washington observers believed unshakeable) bipArtisan 

base of support in the Congress (many of whose most prominent members had centers in 

their districts) and enjoyed as well the backing of the large private corporations and labor 

unions which received lucrative federal grants to operate Job Corps centers. Within the 
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exec·Jtive branch. the Job Corps cause alwavs found svmoathv from Interior Department ' ~ . . . ,.,, 

and the Department of Agriculture, agencies which received DOL funds to operate a 

network of Civilian Conservation Centers. The only serious threat to the program's vitality 

had com.e in the late 160s and early 1970s from R~publican conservatives in the Nixon White 

Ho:Jse and DOL; and this threat vanished in 1977, when newly elected Democratic pres:-

dent Ji:nmy Carter promised to double the capacity of Joo Corps training slots. Labor 

Secretary Ray \1arsh9.ll told the National Journal that Job Corps was a ngood model11 for 

the ad:-ninistration's effort 11 to have the private sector more intimately involved in the 

public se1·vice programs." DOL's top goal for Job Corps became to "secure new facilities 

A.s rapidly as possible,n and ETA's Office of Youth Programs, which included Job Corps, 

stated in February, 1979 that !'the future looks promising and Job Corps will continue to be 

the cornerstone of our nation's youth employment ;;>olicy. 11 In April, 1980, the government's 

faith in the Job Corps was boosted by an independent evaluation prepared at DOL's request 

by Mathematics. Policy Research, Inc., a Piinceton, New Jersey consulting firm. Invest-

me:1t in Job Corps, Mathematica concluded, was neconomically efficient'': Job Corps 

gr·.iduates as a whole registered an increase in employment and earnings and a reduction in 

the receipt of finan~ial welfare assistance and unemployment insurance, and were more 

li\:e1y to obtain a high school diploma or attend college. 

During the transition period,· Secretary Donovan and Angrisani were alerted to these 

findings--and other measures of Job Corps worth--by Dick Jaffe, an OEO holdover who 

w is the ncitional director of Jobs Corps and an unabashed program cheerleader. As 

evi1enced by his confir:nation hearing testimony, Angrisani apparently was at first sold on 

Job Corps, but llis _perspective changed when DOL officials reported to him the discovery 

in this "cornerstone11 of the sort of contracting abuses, administrative inefficiencies nnd 

extravagances which the Republicans had believed plagued only the CETA prime sponsor 

syste:n. The Assistant Secretary determined that Job Corps' ''problem" could be traced to 

its institutional isolation within the ETA bureaucracy and, backed by the Inspector 
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:n~nt A. complete "overhaul" of the Job Corps system. Angdsani aimed to :nstall B. tough 

new t:>rocurement "syste:n, 11 to relocate Job Corps staffers to other ETA offices, and to 

incrense· markedly the involvement of non-Job C.orps staffers in procmrement and manage­

ment decisions. The ETA Administrator's objective sparked a lively debate (and consider-

able sniL)ir1g) in Washington's highly partisan community of job program specialists: some 

agreed that a problem existed, but claimed that the solution went no further than the 

re:n ovl3.l of Jaffe, the main target of the allegations; and others insisted that the abuses 

were being exaggerated by Republican ideologues in order to facilitate the political liqui-

dation of Job Corps. This case looks at the beginnings of AngrisanPs "get control of Job 

Corps'' mission; OIG's initial assessment of Job Corps' "problem"; and the reactions to the 

ETA probe from veteran Job Corp nati911al 9ffice staffers, Job Corps contractors, and the 

program1s congressional supporters, all of whom were convinced that the program's 

"' 
strength--and the reason for its success-:..-fay precisely in its relatively autonomous 

existence. A separate sequel examines the management reforms proposed by Angrinsani 

in the s;>ring of 1982, and the reactions of OIG, and Job Corps supporters to the changes. 

The Changing of the Guard in ETA 

The ET A bureaucracy was "not used" to Al Angrisani's style of management, 

according to Bob Jones, who prior to joining DOL served as a Republican labor issues 

staffer on a Capitol Hill congressional committee. Under a temporary set up instituted 

by Angrisani after the inauguration, Jones became one of just three officials reporting 

directly to the ET .t\ administrator, responsible chiefly for overseeing the national opera­

t irms of CET A-program of fices, including the Job Corps.* The Assistant Secretary's 

*Under the setup, introduced to "streamline" ETA's management system, Jones 
channelled to Angrisani reports from the Office of Youth Programs (which contained Job 
Corps), the Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training, the Office of Comprehensive Employ­
ment Development, and the Office of National Programs. James Walker, head of the 
Off ice of Administration .and Management, channelled reports (continued on next page) 
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h\ s ;::; .. : !'sole-source'' or noncompetitive cont:-acts, and according to another senior 

ET A t'·~e'.lucrat, was at best a strong nprogram personn who deferred on management 

quest:~ :s to the operational chiefs of ETAns program offices (most of whom reported in 

1981 : ~ Jones). The Greene regime, remarked Jones, was the norm in DOL: 

Historically, its always been that the Labor Department has been a 
labor movement oriented, perhaps Democratic Party organization. 
Sympathetic to those causes, anyway. And traditionally, these 
[employment and training] programs are dollar intensive contracting, 
and there has been a real tendency, once a funding action took 
place, for tl1e action to continue on forever. The contract continues 
because it's there. I would say that's true of almost every program 
we've got. :'v1aybe it's lethargy, maybe it's politics, maybe it's a lot• 
of different things, but there comes a time when you need a cutback, 
to stop, come back, and reexamine the whole. 

Angrisani's philosophy, numb.§!r one, is a management philosophy: 
this means cleaning up the _SY,St~m so that everybody knows how the 
thing works and where the decision authority is and what's happening, 
so that you're not subject to accusations of favoritism, and illegal 
contracting. And you're not in,a position where GS-12 bureaucrats 
are making decisions over huncilred of millions of dollars in terms 
of policy directions. 

Angrisani's first crack at cleaning up ET A's procurement system was sidetracked by 

his '.)reoccupation with helping Secretary Donovan respond to highly publicized allegations 

(later shown by a special prosecutor to be without foundation) connecting Donovan's New 

Jersey construction firm with organized crime figures and by the ETA's emergency effort 

to find new jobs or training opportunities for some 300,000 workers affected by a Reagan 

frce:lc on the Public Service Employment (PSE) component of CETA. According to Richard 

Lord, one of a handful of special assistants brought into ETA by Angrisani, • the 

(c-ontinued from previous page) 
from ETA1s field operationsdivision--the network of ten regional ETA offices--and 
William Lewis conveyed reports from the Unemployment Insurance Service, the Employ­
ment Service, and the Office of Policy, Evaluation and Research (OPER). Previously a 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for E1nployment and Training handled the reports from all the 

./above :~j;JlllS, but the administration did not fill that post. 
ott1~e:> 

*The assistants were housed in AngrisanPs Assistant Secretary quarters, having no 
for1nc1l r•:!Sponsibili ties other than to advise Angrisa.ni and to act as his agent in dealing 
with the rest of ETA. In some places in ETA, the assistants--six men and a woman--were 
known as "Snow White and the seven dwarves." 
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a warded during the la.st days of the Greene tenure were being modified by contracting 

officers in ETA"s program offices in a manner which violated standard procurement rules. 

The White House, Lord commented, was not aboye reminding Angrisani of these reports, 

adding a political twist to Angrisani's already tight situation; and perhaps worst of all, 
~~~ . 

1\ngrisani was beginning to~that ETA's grant and procurement system was made up of 

conflicting and often incomprehensible contracting practices, and "tended to have a life 

of its ownn. On August 6, Angrisani decided--spontaneously, according to Lord--that 

enough was enough, and he ordered the program offices to forward to his office for 

a~::roval all contracts requiring funding. The order included awards resulting from 

comretitive bids, modifications and sole-~ource requests. As Jones explained the 

-
del"'ision--described as a "bombshell" b_y-smg program manager: 

As the Assistant Secretary and others sat down and started making 
decisions over the course of th• summer, it became clear that the 
authority of individual administrators in ETA to make independent 
decisions needed to be fenced tn. From a management standpoint, 
these administrators had to be part of the system for making 
decisions. All this order did was to enure that the [procurement 1 
9.ctivities that were going on within each program were in fact part 
of something that the Assistant Secretary had approved. Thnt 
wasn't happening. 

:\s it turned out, according to Lord, it proved "quite impossible" for Angrisani to 

inspect personally all the outgoing procurements--the volume was simply overwhelming-

--and the As~istant Sccret!:lry decided to create and put Lord in charge of a special, 

twenty-person office to screen the procurements before they were sent up to his office 

for a final signature. In the meantime, Angrisani began negotiations with the union repre-

senting ETA employees on the implementation of an impending "reduction in force", or 

RIF order, which was expected to eliminate roughly 2096 of ETA"s jobs. Upon completion 

of the RIF, Angrisani planned to reorganize completely contracting and program manage­

ment responsibilities in ETA. He also planned to make an emphasis on competition 

anti accountability a perinanent feature of the regulations, directives, and guidelines--of, 
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la.tter goal, Angrisani convened an internal ETA task force of contracting specialists and 

Rep:Jblican aides, including Lord, and handed them the ambitious task of developing and 

packaging in one single docu:nent a set of stand.a.rd rules for procurement. 

Ang:risani's early actions--and bold plans for the future--won plaudits from the 

Office of Inspector General,* where, according to Gerald Peterson, Deputy Assistant 

Inspector General for Audit, auditors and investigators were still reeling from the "horrorsn 

of the Greene tenure: 

The administration of ETA during the Green regime was, there's 
hardly a word to describe it, well--incompetent. There was 
absolutely no confidence in ETA. Period .••. The whole goddamn 
superstructure of ETA was corrupt, and a blight on government. It 
was unconscionable that that group should [have been J administering 
[$30 J billion a year. 

-- - -
•.. You needed a drastic change-. You needed a philosophical 
change. You needed a change in mindset, and you can't do that 
without turning the cart upsid~down ••.. We [had] an administra­
tion tha-t was talking about moF..e than whether programs work-­
they're talking about bringing some integrity to the process .••• 
Angrisani came in having some background in business and some 
understanding of accountability •.• and he would have been 
derelict not doing something. 

Troubled Waters in Job Corps 

The August 6 directive included Job Corps procurements, but •.vas not, Lord and 

Jones said, prompted by any sentiment that the program was particularly rife with 

mismanagement. In fact, due to the perception that the prime sponsor network was the 

- ----------· 
*The Inspector General's Office operated independently of ETA. The functions of the 

office were divided broadly into an investigative division, which pursued allegations of 
fraud and other criminal violations, and an audit division, which monitored programs for 
financial integrity and compliance with administrative requirements. Auditing authority 
was construed broadly by the lawmakers drafting the 1978 IG Act, and by DOL to include 
checking the financial records of the recipients of grants and contracts (a task usually 
performed by independent accounting firms hired by OIG); monitoring the adherence of 
DOL program officials to required procurement and administrative practices; and deter­
mining and commenting on the effectiveness of departmental efforts to improve the mana­
gerial efficiency of the programs. OIG was not responsible, on the other hand, for evaluat­
ing the degree to which programs were meeting their legislative objectives. OIG provided 
semi-annual reports to the Congress on its ongoing audits and criminal investigations. 
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'.J130·~.?trnent's m!.~i!l trouble spot, and because Job Coq::is, unlike CET.L\. hA.d not been th·2 

obje~t of R_epublica.n jeers during the November election, Ans.isani and his top aides hs.d 

largely avoided involving themselves with the program in their six month stint in office. 

As Jones put it, "Job Corps to most of us at that. time was a stable1 ongoing program. We 

didn't have critical decisions to make." In November, the barometer of concern rose 

precipitously: on the 4th day of the month, Angrisani received a memo from 

A.lfred M. Zuck, DOL's Assistant Secretary for Administration and Management. Zuck 

wrote that his procurement policy staff had over the past yt::ar been reviewing Job Corps 

contracting practices, and had produced nraw data" which merited nconcern.fl Attached 

for Angrisani's review was a July 15, 1981 memo sent to Richard Jaffee, Job Corps' 

Ncltional Director, by Theodore Goldberg, Zuck's Director of the Office of Grants and 

Procurement Practices, summarizing th~ data. The memo cit 

- evidence that a former regional Job Corps director w· 
consulting firm when he left government had receive< 
tracts from a number of contraGt lenters in several d 
that the subcontracts "were directed from Washingto 
and called for payment whether services were render 
on a retainer basis]. ("A number of Job Corps emplo 
something other than the best interest of the governr 
con tracts.") 

- statements by the regional staff of a Job Corps offic 
sole source contract for center openi tions was direct 
office and was 11political. 11 

- indics:itions that Jaffee had overridden the recomme1 
officer in a Job Corps regional office and had awardea 1:1 cu1u.n:1'""'" ~v ..... -. .. ~-· 
operations to a firm which in the bidding process placed both higher in cost 
and lower on the technical evaluation than a competing firm. {"One would 
surmise that [the firm] was preselected.") 

The memo also stated that while there appeared to be "good competition" for the 

award of initial Job Corps center ~ontracts, there was "frequently an absence of any 

competition for subsequent contrncts for the continued operation of Centers." "Whether 

this is due to collusion or of various other factors, the effect is that awards of follow-on 

contracts are competitive in form but not in substance. Clearly, the procurement system 

is not working as intended. If 
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j'?9'!:'tment1s main t!"ouble spot 1 and because Job Corps, unlike CETA. hfid not been the 

obje2t of Republican jeers during tbe Nove11ber election, Ang:-is;:ini and his top aides had 

largely avoided involving themselves with the program in their six month stint in office. 

As Jones put it, lfJob Corps to most of us at that. time was a stable, ongoing program. We 

didn't have critical decisions to make.n In November, the barometer of concern rose 

preci9itously: on the 4th day of the month, Angrisani received a memo from 

.\lfred M. Zuck, DOL's Assistant Secretary for Administration and Management. Zuck 

wrote that his procurement policy staff had over the past y~ar been reviewing Job Corps 

contracting practices, and had produced nraw data" which merited nconcern." Attached 

for A.ngrisani's review was a July 15, 1981 memo sent to Richard Jaffee, Job Corps' 

National Director, by Theodore Goldberg, Zuck's Director of the Office of Grants and 

Procurement Practices, summarizing th~ data. The memo cited: 

- evidence that a former regional Job Corps director who had started a 
consulting firm when he left government had received sole source subcon­
tracts from a number of contraat I-enters in several different regions, and 
that the subcontracts nwere directed from Washington [the national office] 
and called for payment whether services were rendered or not," [i.e., were 
on a retainer basis]. (nA number of Job Corps employees have told us that 
something other than the best interest of the government lies behind these 
contracts.n) 

- statements by the regional staff of a Job Corps office that the award for a 
;:;ulc source contract for center operntions was directed by the Washington 
office and was "political." 

- indic~tions that Jaffee had overridden the recommendation of the contracting 
officer in a Job Corps regional office and had awarded a contract for center 
operations to a firm which in the bidding process placed both higher in cost 
and lower on the technical evaluation than a competing firm. ("One would 
surmise that [the firm] was preselected.") 

The memo also stated that while there appeared to be "good competitionll for the 

award of initial Job Corps center contracts, there was "frequently an absence of any 

competition for subsequent contrR.cts for the continued operation of Centers." "Whether 

this is due to collusion or of various other factors, the effect !s that awards of follow-on 

contracts are competitive in form but not in substance. Clearly, the procurement system 

is net working as intended." 
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In his cover letter to Ang:-isani 1 Zuck also reported the allegation that Job Corps 

staff travel costs had been charged to three contracts issued by the nationnl office. Zuck 

said that he had hoped that Jaffee1s comments to all of the issues raised would put his 

concerns t~ rest, but that, over the past three m.onths, Jaffee, an OEO 11native" and 

oile-time regional Job Corps director who became national director in 1979 when the 

reigning director suffered a stroke, had neither responded directly to the Goldberg memo 

(Nhici1 explictly asked for Jaffe's comments by the end of July) nor returned any calls 

from Zuck's procurement policy staff, headed by Goldberg. 

ETA Loo1<s Into Job Corps 

Angrisani reacted swiftly to Zuck's memo, dispatching a copy to Inspector General 

McBride and also sending one to Bob Jones, with an attached note directing him to report 

back within five working days on the a!l~ga~ions raised by the procurement policy staff. 

The Jones' mission turned out to last a good deal longer, as he and a team of ETA officials 
.. 

amass0.j evidence which Angrisani judged f-ointed at systemic naws in the management of 

Job Corps--flaws likely to engender improprieties on the part of any Job Corps national 

director. First, ,Jones had to educate himself on management and contracting practices in 

the Job Corps; as he put it, "Job Corps was a complex, circuitous system and most of us in 

ETA were new to it. I was.'' Jones and the staff assistants working in his office spent a 

lot of time "just digging, checking, asking questions, reading, learning, and asking more 

questions." Among the first lines of inquiries concerned sole-sourcing. Jones was not a 

contracting off!cer or an expert in the rather arcane field of procurement--his specialty 

lay in the substance of jobs programs--and he had earlier invited auditors in the Inspector 

General's Office and the General Accounting Office, as well as various DOL contracting 

specialists, to examine a selected number of sole source contracts, let by ETA program 

offices. For Job Corps contracts, the findings--taking on an added significance for Jones 

after the appearance of the Goldberg memo--were that in at least some instances, 

involving both regional and national office procurements, it was quite questionable whether 
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R:FP, or competitive bidding process, anc quite questionable whether DOL's procurement 

board had an appropriate justification for awarding the request. Jones1 11basic instincts" as 

'1 manager (a self-labeled "systems manager 11
) "".~re aroused when Job Corps national office 

st~ff see:ned unable to answer his questions about the criteria they employed for deter-

;ninin_:: whether or not to take the sole-source route to procurement: 

I went to Job Corps and said, 11Look, show me the competition 
standards here, and how it's set up.'1 And I remember sitting in my 
office a few days later, and I asked one of my assistants, "Hey, 
have we got this procurement stuff up here, the RFP stuff? I want 
to go through that. n And they said, 11Yeah, it's sit ting there on your 
table. 11 I wall<ed back into the office, and there were about 3-4 
stacks of documents sitting there ...• It turns out that whatever 
there is on the subject is in 13 different documents and 13 different 
places. You begin to suspect that there's no bureaucrat between 
SES and the lowest GS-5 in tj1e system that has a full understanding 
of the rules. So at the nex~ J'.fle~ting, I sat down with the Job Corps 
people, and said, "What the hell is going on here?" And they said, 
"Well, it1s all there." "Where?" nwell, this piece is here, and this 
piece is here •.. but don't worrz;7, all the guys know where it is." 
And then I start asking [differe'!'lt officials J, "Well, Jaffe, do you 
k:-iow, can you give it to me right here, in 10 minutes? Can you put 
it down on one piece of paper?" "Well, no," he says. And the same 
thing happened when I questioned [others]. And you make a few 
more phone calls, and you find out that your basic fear is true. It 
doesn1t exist . 

. Jones became even more troubled when inquiries into the methods by which Job 

Corps bureaucrats calculated nunit costs"--annual u;:>keep costs for a Job Corp enrollee-

--nnd 1111 0pcrnting bu<igct for the progr8m for the fiscal year proved no more enlightening 

than his questions about "RFPs." It seemed to Angrisani's aide that Job Corps was rather 

unused to such probing frorn the "outside" bureaucratic world, and that the problems in 

Job Corps extended beyond the procurement "system" into basic issues of management: 

In institutional terms, no part of ETA, no part of DOL, had any­
thing to do with Job Corps program accounting, fund allocations, 
contract decisions, program decisions, anything. Even personnel 
actions. It was a unitized program, all under the Job Corps 
director. I mean, even other categorical programs have never had 
that freedom. 
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con:rncting re:::ponsbility for a number 0f national support contr.qcts, and wr ·-, retained 

the right to check off on the award selections made by regional directors, wt,:: ;)a.rticularly 

suscepti,')le to atrophy. Nor did Jones believe th~t ETA's senior officials had ;,nproved 

matters '.:>y l'=aving over the years management of Job Corps to the holdovers :·rom OEO 

days: 

Any good manager is going to tell you that you can't leave people 
in the syste;n too long. They become married to the system and 
nothing else. And, moreover, any administrative system will rot if 
it's self-contained like that. There have to be a cross-section of 
people outside that program who are watching the dollars and the 
decisions, and when there aren't, it removes the discipline fro:n the 
system. The bureaucracy, in other words, should have cross­
pollinated some of its basic functions--moved people around the 
agency. When there are people looking, asking, arguing, fighting, 
that tends to keep systems a little more in balance, and tends to 
give you early warnings of pi:Dblems. That didn't occur in Job Corps. 

Among those assisting Jones in his digging into Job Corps was Dick Gilliland, Director 

of the Office of Youth Programs. (In the ~rmal chain of authority, Jaffe reported to 

Gilliland who reported to Jones who reported to Angrisani.) Unlike Jones, Gilliland had a 

great deal of previous involvement in Job Corps: he was actually an original member of 

the Job Corps fraternity, having helped to draft the program's enabling legislation back in 

the early 1960s. He later became one of the few "natives" to seek government work 

outside the program, leaving Job Corps in the late 160s. Gilliland shared Jones' concern 

about the program: 

It's amazing the number of people who are still in Job Corps--it's 
been their career and it's become a very close-knit, inbred system, 
which has some advantages, but also a great deal of disadvantages. 

The advantages, I supposed, come from the continuity of knowledge 
which Lthese people] have, and which is important in a 24-hour-a 
day residenti1tl program, probably the most complex program you 
could ever hope to manuge--much more complex than any other 
type of residential program, whether it be a college dormitory or a 
prison. 

The disadvantage is that the Job Corps staff has been managing 
[operations] for more or less ten years [in ETA J on a very informal 
basis. Your basic management systems--like developing a budget 



--just don't exist ... and you have had regional directors that have 
bee:t there since tl1e beginning of the progrs.m 7 and developed their 
own opinions on [how to run things]. I feel pretty strongly that 
regardless of how honest or capable an individual is, sooner or later 
he goes native. It's unavoidable .•• you begin losing some sense of 
reality as to how Job Corps fits into the overall political-economic 
structure of the mornent. 

Job Corps, Gilliland elaborated, tended to act a·s if it was quite immune from the new 

irnper.~tive of fiscal stringency: 

For example, we had a $5 million contract with the national foot­
ball le9.gue. Apparently, during the off-season, some NFL players 
would go out and visit Job Corps centers and act as role-models. 
Well, not necessarily a bad idea, but not worth $5 million a year. I 
guess what had developed over the years was simply that Job Corps 
had all the funds it needed. So there was no incentive to make 
cost-effective decisions. "Well, we had all the money we needed, 
why not spend $5 million on the NFL?" 

As Youth Programs head, Gilliland had on occasion questioned the wisdom of such 

procurements, which, according to Gilliland, Job Corps staffers invariably justified by 

arguing from o. ''political stundpoint 11 --i.e., that the contractor's support on Capitol Hill 

:nad0 a cutback too risky. Such argumeflts{: as Gilliland saw it, reflected once more the 

program's inability to perceive changes in Washington's landscape: 

Take the unions for example. Dick Jaffe argued that, well, in past 
years people have tried to reduce the contracts, and politically 
they're overridden every time. And I said, maybe you're right, but 
I'm going to find out. We'll do it and see what happens. Well, they 
kept predicting all these dire political happenings. To this day I 
never got one political phone call on the subject. 

I think At one point in time Job Corps staff did have a significant 
[>Olitical-godfather type structure ••• In my opinion, a lot of that 
has disappeared ••• and one of the things we're trying to do to it to 
de-politicize Job Corps, keep it at a more professional type of 
level. 

Of perhaps even greater concern, Gilliland continued, was the 11power base" that the Job 

Corps staff had built up with Job Corps center contractors: 

We're talking about big money, probably, let's say half a billion 
dollars, going out to contractors that operate Job Corps centers. 
And there has been developed over the years a closed society of 
about 8-10 contractors [private corporations]. They got themselves 
in a position of becoming the predominate Job Corps operators 
simply because they had the experience. They knew how to bid--Job 



Corps does have a competitive process. But because of this whole 
historical exoerience, it is verv difficult to break into that frater­
nitv. And so those [contractors J in mv oninion, hed considerable ... ..- ~ 

influence on the policies and procedures in Job Corps. 

To some in DOL, Dick Jaffe was the living embodiment of the malaise which had 

been allowed to fester in Job Corps. As one graphically put it: 

rve been a senior official in this agency for a number of years, and 
there are other senior officials in this agency who I think have an 
impact on policy and dollars, but let me tell you •.. the man was 
treated like a king. Contractors would follow him along and give 
him cigars, and provide him with cars w:1enever he visited their 
centers. There was a reverential attitude here, of people in Job 
Corps dealing with a $700 million contract flow, and that single 
person had total authority over the whole system •••• Now that's a 
dream •.. it's a situation that had simply been allowed to exist, 
and he believed it and so did his predecessors. It1s just incredible. 
The Defense Department learned years ago that you can divide up 
the damn thing 30 different ways, and it'll be inefficient as hell, 
but you never allow anyone to feel that kind of responsibility, that's 
absurd. 

' For Thomas Ko~merak, a veteran ET A: "bureaucrat, and the head of the Office of 

Financial Control and Management Systems, which reported directly to Angrisani, a 
z... - . 

necessary first step towards protecting against financial mismanagement was severing the 

bond--protected for years in DOL--between contracting and program management respon-

sf bili tes: 

One can conclude that some of the problems that occurred in Job 
Corps and other (programs arose because J the contracting officers 
were too closely associated with the program. That is, if you're 
the program manager and you're responsible for the day to day 
operuti:ms of Job Corps, you're not as likely to have as the primary 
goal protecting the financial interest of the government. And the 
theory is by taking contracting authority away from the program 
offices, and consolidating it in a financial [office], you will have a. 
contracting officer who is not beholden to managers, and will be 
more independent in terms of financial controls and discretion • 

• • • Yo_u have a tradeoff, between having the contracting officer 
know more about financial matters, or about program matt~rs. 

Koomerak's OFCS!\1 office was the logical site for a new contracting unit and had 

for years been campaigning actively, with the support of government auditors, for such a 

shift, but had always been thwarted by ttprogram-orientedn managers in DOL. Now that 
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Ang:·isani was instal1ed on the ETA seat of power, this change, and others designed to 

asse;~ financial ''discipline" in the agency, appeared much more likely. Angrisani 

authorized Jones to institute special work groups with Job Corps contractors to examine 

suc11 aspects of program management as procurement and the setting of performance 

standards, and he also met with key lawmakers on Capitol Hill to inform them that drastic 

changes were needed to get Job Corps back on a sound administrative footing. As Jones 

assessed Angrisani1s reaction: 

I think what set Angrisani off is the management system, not the 
political connections programs like Job Corps had. He began to 
find out that there was no accountability, no daylight sunshine 
involved in the thing. And he's vulnerable--you now have 
Dave Stockman and everybody else coming in, trying to tear it 
apart, and he can't answer the questions. 

[Political appointees l are not dumb. Their bread is buttered up on 
the [White House J end of the avenue. It is not the program people's 
prerogative to make policy-decisions and to determine the directions 
of the program. The appointees are the ones being paid to make 
the decisi,ons, and no dumb bur~aucrat downstairs, including myself, 
has a right to challenge that.. ~ 

OIG Gets Involved 

After sharing with Tom McBride's Inspector General's Office the allegations flushed 

out hy Ted Goldberg's procurement policy staff, Angrisani asked OIG in late November to 

undertake a comprehensive examination of Job Corps' management and procurement 

practices, in order to asist ETA in the 'overhaul' of Job Corps. Historically, as McBride 

acknowledged, OIG's involvement with the program had been restricted mainly to ninvesti-

gating occasional allegations of fraud or embezzlement," and, in the audit area, to moni-

toring individual Job Corps center contractors for financial <?ompliance. As a result, 

McBride explained, "OIG did not have a good perception of what were the basic system 

problems in Job Corps management and contracting." In fact, as the Assistant IG for Audit 

told a congressional panel in June, 1981 OIG's neglect extended to virtually all of the 

prograins outside the CETA prime-sponsor system, and that the audit work which had been 
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D'?"fc'r'11ed h9d 1arge1:1 ifrnored the "oolicies. procedures, and controlsn for awarding and 

:-noni tor:::g ;:>rncure:nents. 

OIG was actually somewhat s1.1rprised that Angrisani and other ETA senior managers 

(Dick Gilliland also met "lith OIG auditors and ~~ked them to review ETA upcoming reforms 

in Job Corps) were inviting them to scrutinize and help revise the department's adminis-

trative practices; as one auditor said, only slightly exaggerating, it sometimes took ntwo 

years11 of back-breaking work just to get DOL authorities to admit that a problem existed in 

their territory. In this instance, ETA's brass seemed forthcoming in identifying a "mess" and 

t;:>ostively anxious to start cleaning it up. McBride's first order of business, however, was to 

address the specific allegations of wrongdoing in the Job Corps. At about the same time 

Angrisani sent him a copy of the Goldberg memorandum, OIG also recieved a phone call 

from a U.S. congressman charging that"::the national office had tampered with the award of 

a contrs.ct for center operations, as well as several "hotlinen tips from DOL employees 

pointing at mischief by the national direc~. As one staffer put it, "everything seemed to 

be huppening at once in Job Corps.n McBride called a team of auditors and criminal investi-

gators into his office and told them the matter demanded "top priority11--he wanted a full 

report 0n t!le allegations on his desk within two weeks. As regards the larger question of 

systemic reform, McBride considered the OIG well-equipped to address it, even though the 

jo:> was .;omewhat removed from the office's familiar terrain of financial audits and criminal 

investigations (which required training in, respectively, accounting, and law and law-enforce-

ment techniques): 

By and large we fry to avoid judgment conclusions on social goals 
--to stick to the facts. We1re like Sergeant Friday on the TV 
serial-_- 11just the facts, ma'am." 

Now, at the same time, to characterize us as some dumb cops is 
juvenile thinking •.. I mean, I have a varied experience as an 
auditor, investigator, and prosecutor, and in social programs, as 
Associate Director of the Urban Coalition and Deputy Director of 
the Latin American region of the Peace Corps. And many who 
work for my organization have similarly broad backgrounds. 

As it turned out, OIG auditors were already behind on their schedule for completing 
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ongoing projects, and were not able to comply with ETA 1s request to begin at once a major 

effort targeted at Job Corps, but McBride did direct one senior auditor from a regional IG 

office (a procurement specialist with no previous involvement in Job Corps and in charge of 

a staff qf three) to begin !'survey work" "scoping'.' out the specific areas that a Job Corps 

examination v,'ould address. In addition, McBride assigned several auditors who had worked 

with tlle criminal division on the "two week'' project to assist Jones and Gilliland in checking 

up on various sole-source contracts let by the national office. 

Based on their inspection of procurement records in Job Corps national and regional 

offices reL1ting to contracts cited in the Goldberg memo, and on conversations with 

Goldberg, Job Corps staffers, and others in ETA on procurement practices in Job Corps, the 

auc'. tors assigned to assist Jones and Gilliland arrived at the judgment that the Job Corps 

national director was engaged in manipuP1tions of the procurement process which were at 

the very least administratively unsound. When the auditors in charge of the "scope-out11 

work began visiting Job Corps regional offii!es and examining procurement files and question-

ing staffers, they reached much the same conclu..;ion. The auditors were uniformly convinced 

that .Jaffe was very adeptly operating the equivalent of a "good-ole boy" network, funnelling 

money to a former colleague who had shifted to the private sector. It seemed to them that 

.Jaffe was putting pre..>sure on center directors to award subcontracts to his frienaf'firm and 

[Jressure on regional Job Corps dir.;ctors--who had veto power over such contracts--to 

approve the awards. Because the national director was quite able to make life miserable for 

these officials, the pressure was achieving its desired result. Yet the auditors, who were 

convinced that virtually everyone with senior status in Job Corps was aware of the arrange-

ment, found that Job Corps had some staffers who wanted to bring the dealings to an 

irn mediate halt. {One of the auditors could not help marvelling at the professional skill 

exercised by the national director to operate the network, commenting, "these guys are 

contracting officers--their whole careers revolved around contracts, and they knew exactly 

how far they could go.11
) 
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The OIG auditors took exception not just to Jaffe 1s conduct, but to a numbe; of cthe:-

procurement practices which they believed occurred all too frequently throughout Joo Cor£:,•3. 

Specifically: modifications (amounting to increases in costs) of three year RFP contracts 

for cent~r operations in the second year of the cpntract; unnecessary sole-sourcing at the 

regional (in addition to the national) office level; and the absence of documentation on the 

procurement process for many awards. Moreover, in the eyes of the auditors, regional 

contracting officers and project managers were doing a poor job in negotiating contracts on 

terms favorable to the government and in monitoring adherence to the contract. One of the 

''underlying proble'.ilsfl was the "lack of training of the staff--a lot of these people, 11 an 

auditor commented, nhave had no formal procurement training. 11 

While they expressed dismay at Jaffe1s conduct and not much confidence in the ability 

of Job Corps managers to administer the procu'rement process efficiently, the OIG auditors 

attributed part of the problem in Job Corps contracting to staff cutbacks in the regional 

branches, sudden injections of money into the program by White House and congressional - .. 
politicians, and inadequate supervision by ET A's leadership, particularly by the Greene 

regime. The auditors also commented that it was unfair to blame Job Corps totally for 

abuses of sole sourcing authority; DOL's procurement board, they said, had hardly operated a 

fault-free mechanism for approving requests for sole source awards. 

The question of contracting nbuses, one auditor pointed out, touched obviously on the 

issue of overspending and, less obviously, on the quality of the training offered by Job Corps: 

Contractors were doing what they wanted: they got contracts 
pretty much at the price they asked for. And certain people had 
favors done for them because they knew the right people. And all 
this cost money ••.. But perhaps the most important thing to think 
about is how that firm that was ratednumber one [in the panel 
evaluation] and did not get the contract would have run the center. 
I mean, one firm is picked as the best, a.nd someone reaches down 
and picks the second, or the third choice. Maybe it's the kids in the 
Job Corps centers who end up being really short-changed in the 
process, because they're not getting the best program. 

At the same time, OIG recognized a tradeoff between eliminating fraud and abuse 

from Job Corps and maintaining a flexible and smoothly tunctioning--that is, efficient---
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acrninistr2tive <:'' ::::Tl. As McBride commented, nany time you install an internal control 

you've added a st::· in the administrstive process which on the one hand can reduce the 

opportunity for fr::·Jd and waste but on the other hand may slow up the process and contribute 

to some inefficieneies. 11 nyou alwavs have to weigh the costs and benefits of any internal 
• -I .• 

control." OIG die rwt, however, see any incompatibility between accomplishing the ncleanli-

ness-dficiencyn c::>jective and achieving the social (and statutory) aim of Job Corps--to help 

poor youths to become productive members of A;nerican society. And they rejected the 

notion that by furthering Angrisani's agenda for 11cleaning-up11 the management of Job Corps, 

they were furthering the agenda of Republican conservatives who were philosophically 

opposed to the existance of Job Corps. Gerald Peterson, Deputy Assistant Inspector General 

for Audit, expressed a widely held view in OIG quarters: 

I totally believe that you carrmanage social programs like a 
business .••• Clean does not mean hollow •••• And I think that the 
public will accept those programs much better when they are 
managed that way. There is nothing about CETA that the general 
public finds objectionable--Lth!nk there is a basic understanding 
that people need to be trained, _and that the government ought to 
do that. But they expect integrity in the process .•• for instance, 
under the old manpower programs, there were some good programs, 
but the public lost confidence in them essentially because we didn't 
manage them like it was our own money, in a business-like atmosphere. 

Job Corps Speaks Out 

The Job Corps fraternity--the network of national and regional office staffers, 

supp0rters in Congress, private consultants, and conractors--was intensely proud of the 

pi·ogram's longevity and of Mathematica's verdict that the program was "cost effective11 (see 

Note on the Job Corps). Most felt threatened by Angrisani's "get control" effort-­

reminiscent of (mostly failed) ventures by DOL managers in the Nixon years--and some 

were outraged by the suspicion of the ETA managers and OIG auditors that Job Corps was a 

b;1'5tion of fraud and mismanagement. Stan Leibner, Chief of Review and Evaluation, and a 

South Bronx native who came to Job corps after working in the South with Esther Friedman 

in the civil rights movement in the ea.rly l 960's, was characteristically blunt: 

••• Frankly, I think some of this is that they're trying to embrace 
~e winner--there's so few winners anv more in E'T'A_ thRt thou•,..,. 
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trying to rnal<e Job Corps their own. It's m~2 Job Cc::-?~ is t~e only 
action in town, and in order to justify your existence, you say, let1s 
go manage Job Corps. Let's come up with new assessments~ new 
procureinent regulations, new contract proceedings, all this says 
you're involved. 

Dogsgo to corners to leave droppings so they can mark and spot. 
This 1s evidently an animal instinct t~ mark off. Similarly, among 
bureaucrats they must put their mark on everything. They must 
embrace this, and say, this is our program •.• well, they embraced 
CETA, and its bones are scattered from here all the way to Capitol 
Hill. 

Leibner and a number of other Job Corps staffers agreed that Jaffee was a "problem", 

but believed that ETA was using Jaffe1s troubles and the procurement issue in general as a 

vehicle to take over the program as a whole, and, that Job Corps was capable of policing 

itself; as an example Leibner cited a memo he dispatched to Jaffe in April of 1981--before 

DOL and the Inspector General began raising concerns about abuses in Job Corps--which 

reported, among other things, that Job ~orps staff had become uneasy about the concen­

tration of power in Jaffe's office and about the absence of touch accountability standards 

for Job Corps private contractors. The__memo included the below cartoon as a "commen-

-tary," L.:~ibner said, about the state of affairs in the national Job Corps office. 
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.J:::-'.:: Co'.'~s st:~ffers in the regional and na.tional offices were in fact the main sources 

for the allegations relating to Jaffe collected by Goldberg's procurement policy staff and 

the Inspector Genera.rs office. Some in the Job Corps fraternity believed that the leakers 

Nere inspired by jealousy and spite, and were pl.E\ying right into the hands of the program's 

critics. ,Jaffe, according to this view, was hardly an ogre, and was filling admirably the 

program's need for a strong, colorful, and highly visible leader. A Job Corps center 

director, who had been with the program for over a decade, commented that the "dump 

Jaffe'' movement, if successful, would enable ETA to diminish the pivotal role of the 

director--to create, in short, a bureaucratic functionary--and that was likely to have 

negative ref)ercussions in the field: 

rm not a businessman, and I don't think rm running a business. I'm 
a teacher and Pm a psychologist .•.• Now, when you take kids off 
the street, and put them in [fhis] program, you're basically isolating 
them--they don1t get to see anyone actually running the Job Corps 
program that often. So when national office people and especially 
the national director can get around and tall< to kids, they're saying, 
"That's an important person taliing to me." 

If I were setting up the national office, I would have a national 
director and a deputy. All the administr.ative work would be done 
by the deputy, approved by the director. Then I'd put the national 
director in a plane and have him run around the country from one 
Job Corps center to another. He'd be corning in there saying, 
"Keep up the good work, gang." or "Why don't you have that water 
tower painted green." Or he'd see a group a young people and say, 
"Gee, this looks like a good group, good strong kids, why don't you 
guys have a soccer team!! 11 And they say, "Well, we don't have any 
money for a soccer team, for uniforms or anything." 

And here's Dick Jaffee: 'Tll get it for you." Because he's excited, 
I mean he really had a feeling for it, it wasn't phoney. He had 
tremendous charisma, he could charm the hell out of center people • 
• . • And Dick Jaffe would get back to Washington and he'd produce 
it somehow or another. And he was a hero with those kids for doing 
it, and_ made them feel good about Job Corps. And as long as it 
was done legitimately, and l don't know whether it was or not, 
that's not the point. The point was that it was done and the kids 
felt that someone in Washington cared. 

It was not just the "kids1
' in Job Corps, the center director continued, who were in 

need of morale boosting: 
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It 1s i:nportant for center directors, fo:· sen~or sts.ff, for eve:-yone to 
have a national director who comes around and cheers them on. 
::>ic~ Jaffe cou:d give such spee'.:r.es of:'. t:~:: : o~' :-.is -:2s~ '. :-::2·.: ::.:. 
better bullshitter than I am and I'm a helluva good one. But he 
could make everybody ready to pick up a shovel and go out a:1d dig 
the first hole for a new building or whatever. He had the ability to 
instill determination in other people. 

Whether 1'prorr or "anti" Jaffe, Job Corps veterans were skeptical of the benefits of 

merging the program with the mainstream of the ETA bureaucracy. Again, Leibner was 

brutally blunt about his convictions: 

Job Corps is a self-contained, manpower program that could 
operate under Democrats, socialists, Republicans, a.narchists--it 
does not require a political identification, and it doesn't have to be 
in a· Department of Labor. It was placed here for administrative 
convenience. It receives nothing from DOL. This is the key thing: 
Nothing from ETA. Recruiting and screening are done independently, 
and the DOUs computerized information and management system 
is so bad that I removed Job Corps from it and put our data base in 
one of our Job Corps centers. -

Even a senior ET A official from -the days of the Carter administration--an 

"academic" type who at first was somewhat appalled by what he took to be the "slovenly 

appesrancen and nsleazy manners" of Job gorps staffers, but who came to view Job Corps 

as one of the only johs training program which actually "worked"--believed that DOL 

:nanager-s were probably incapable of really "1eeling'' what Job Corps was all about! 

Has Bob Jones ever slept ln a Job Corps center--does he really 
have any idea what the Job Corps program is? I doubt it. Job 
Corps people know their system, every aspect of it. And they care 
about it. 

Similar sentiments were echoed by Clark Rechtin, Counsel for Carl Perkins' House 

Education and Labor Committee, which helped draft the enabling legislation for Job Corps 

and which had been protecting Job Corps for years from the marauding--as the commitee 

saw it--of DOL b~reaucrats. While Rechtin agreed that Job Corps staffers were perhaps 

noi. at their best when it came to 11writing checks" and "preparing budgets11, their likely 

replacements--ETA bureaucrats adept at "running adding machines"--would be much 

worse: 



ETA people would like to bring Job Corps under its wing, and 
Chairman Perkins thinks its a mistake ... , If anything, the 
justification is there to say, HJob Corps, take over ETA, 11 rather 
than "ETA, take over Job Corps" •... All you have to do is lay out 
the performance of the department. In both Democratic and 
Republican administrations, the labor department has alwavs done 
a lousy job of running the CET A program. And it wasn1t that the 
programs weren1t valid. PSE [the Puolic Service employment 
component of CETA] was a valid program. But nobody at DOL has 
a'.)parently cared very much about its mission; none were real 
proponents for the program. If they had had some [Job.Corps types} 
over there, getting out and arguing for it, PSE might have succeeded. 

Rechtin said that Job Corps political support on Capitol Hill was hardly, as ETA seemed 

to suggest, disreputable, since no congressman would stick up :or a fraud-infested program 

:. and because, contrary to what many thought, having a Job Corps center in one1s distralt it i 

was at times as much a political liability as an asset.* He acknowledged that the Jaffee 

regime at Job Corps may have relied too heavily on [support service] contracts for perfor-

:nance of work that might better have b:_een done by the government, but blamed govern-

ment rules restricting Job Corps staff ceilings for the problem. 

Another member of the Job CorpS-f~ternity, one who had been associated with the 

Job Corps in a variety of governmental and non-governmental capacities, placed the 

st>lffing issue at the heart of the debate over the program's ills: 

The Job Corps started out as a bootstrap operation, people operating 
out of hotel rooms and under the craziest of circumstances. "Job 
Corps" was nothing but a concel?t. It was like trying to build a 
building without a blueprint. There was no system, I mean they 
they had to borrow people from other agencies just to tell them 
about administration and contracting--you had to have somebody 
who could spell ngovernment." 

••. But t!lat changed--in fact, one of the things that made the 
program very exeiting in the '65-'70 period was that Job Corps had 
people coming out of the staffs of centers, and getting hired by 
OEO bureaucracy. And these people knew how to get things done, 
contraeting and so forth. 

As soon as Nixon came in, his first move--every Republican presi­
dent does the same thing--was to stop hiring in the bureaueracy. 

*As an example, Rech tin said that in the districts of some congressmen from the 
South, Job Corps centers containing mostly Black, "urban ghetto" enrollers, were not 
popular amongst the electorate. 
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Fer Jot Corps, t'1e edict went in that :,rou coul.Jn 1t take people from 
":1-'2 (-'""'·?~s i:ito the gover::ment 1 v.rf-iethe:- i": ·...,qi;: one. r'2gional or s:i 

national level. Only the people that ·.ve~·e there at that point could 
remain. And of course, Job Corps wo.s a bastard child, literally, for 
DOL, and it looked like Nixon wanted the whole operation to die . 
. . . About the only good thing they did was to standardize the 
purchasing process--to make sure that everyone was bidding on a 
standardized RFP. 

So the program really began to sort of stagnate. People in the 
n.s.tional office couldn't move up. couldn1t get promoted; and they 
didn't like being treated that way. It's sort of like you start with a 
big bucket of soup and you keep boiling it off and boiling it off and 
pretty soon you get an awful mess in there that really isn't very 
tasty. 

11.Jorale was not improved, the source continued, by DOUs decision to integrate the 

regional Job Corp offices into DOL's regional offices. Job Corps "natives" appeared to be 

losing control over the program. The election of Jimmy Carter in 1976 changed suddenly 

the fortunes of Job Corps, putting progr~m managers back in the driver's seat, but also, 
,-

presenting them with a different kind or-problem: 

So Carter comes in and says, "'4et's expand the program--double 
the size of itn--but there's sti1£a freeze on hiring! So, the govern­
ment does what it always does-1,vhen faced with this situation--it 
contracts out for the work. Contracts for center operations, for 
studies on building and sites, for doing community relations and 
developing new programs. The work gets done, but outside, instead 
of inside the government. You have new people [contractors], new 
money, new power •.. 

And then Lin 1979 ] they "renationalized" the program to help the 
expansion--if you're the regional Job Corps Director your phone 
line is now connected to the national office, you take orders from 
him. And if you're Dick Jaffe, you've got money and a directive to 
double the program, and the only way you can do that is through a 
central location, not through 10 regions .•• And you say, "Why 
can't I just contract right here?--I can do it quicker. I can do it 
more efficiently." 

Between a national director who spent a considerable amount of time on the road 

vi'iiting centers, and a national and regional office staff used to managing a program half 

as large, the pace of contracting was simply overwhelming, the source said: 

If you wanted to cheat this would have been a. good time for the 
contractors tv do it. I rnea.n, they were left out there floating--! 
know that there were centers that were not visited by a federal 
employee for one solid year. Not one year. The regional offices 
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di:::--.'t ~T:~/·: ~~ .... ~ ::-rr~;'-::;1 1: ~~~~··, 9.nd t!ler-e ;q~t \A,1 e~~n1t '?,nough 9~0ple 
to make the t;ips ... I bet y;u that if it. was the Departn{°ent o{ 

it was I think the contractors are by and large honorable people . 
. . . but you csnnot operate a progra :n tha: we.y. 

It was not just the contractors, pe'.:'haps, who were tempted to cut corners, accordin-:: 

to the source. Administratively, the expansion plan was handled in ETA by the national 

director and his superior, the director of the Office of Youth Prog~ams. The national 

director was the contracting officer, but his decisions were subject to the review of the 

Youth Programs Office. Apparently, this system functioned fairly smoothly until the 

spring of 1980, when Jaffe1s superior, Robert Taggert left the department and ETA failed 

to appoint in his stead an equally tough and able administrator: 

Jaffe was essentially reporting to nobody. And then, this is a sort 
of subtle point, the personality of Dick Jaffe began to take over--he 
didn't have any pla.n--but just-kind of said, 110kay, rm just fulfilling 
my role •.• and I don't think-he took advantage of it, he just 
performed his job more strongly than he probably should have. 

It was not Dick Jaff e's fault. It was the department's fault. 
Because they should have fille<l-that vacuum after Taggert left, 
and they should have had somebody laying on him and watching 
over him. Instead, they just had a bunch of watchdogs barking and 
screaming and hollering about any kind of expenditure, and creating 
boards and new procedures and a paper storm upstairs to back it all 
up. 

,Job Corps' "problem, 11 the source concluded, was a combination of low morale, an 

absence of quality leadershiJ?, and insufficient staff; the Angrisani agenda of an ETA-wide 

reduction in force, tougher review standards for procurements, and a reorganization of 

pl'Orrrum munagement and contracting responsibilities addressed none of these areas, and 

actually contributed to the affliction. The appropriate remedy would be the appointment 

of a dynamic, new national director of unimpeachable character, an advocate for Job 

Corps within the department and not merely a bureaucratic "staff man": 

If I was advising this new person, I would say, first of all, "You've 
got to come in strong--you can't come in as a hand-me-down." 
And if there's any fraud and abuse, by God, rm going to get it." 
And I would tell that person to get a very good idea on who you are 
reporting to--make sure that there's not five doorstops between 
you and the Assistant Secretary. Tell them, "If you don't trust me 



you don't need to hire me--i: you need ~2 ;:;e·::;pl:: to look over my 
shoulde; then you don1t need me. n In other words, don1t be a patsy­
--this ;::irogr.~:;; cennot be run by a mouse--it'il fall apar·~. 

Second, I would advise him to get regional directors that he knows 
he can trust and that can follow his orders. And he should get 
sufficient staff to monitor those contracts properly, and an ability 
to bring in new blood to the program .from the center staffs. I 
mean, when you have a knowledgeable staff in the proper numbers, 
then the checks and balances in the £procurement] system start 
working again--you don't need X number of boards in ETA head­
quarters and GAO and IG auditors coming in all the time. 

Finally, you've got to reestablish control with the contractors-­
control which they don't have now. You've got to lead them. I 
mean, don't treat a contractor like a pirranha. Right now, if you're 
a contractor, the atmosphere in ETA is, "Here comes a thief. Let's 
watch him very carefully and see where we can found out from 
where he is stealing." I mean, the prevalent attitude is that these 
guys are just frauding and abusing the government to hell, and 
"We're going to take over and control them.11 They're not thieves, 
and that's no way to run a good program. 

There was considerable skepticis~over whether Angrisani would ever take the "bold" 

3tep of appointing a strong leader to revitalize Job Corps; the source himself judgedthat 

ETA "wanted someone who was going tQ be- a mouse." Another Job Corps veteran was less 

prone to judge the upstairs management so harshly, and viewed the "get control" issue not 

in ter,ns of "encroachment" per se, but in terms of the type of control that Angrisani1s 

office wanted to exercise over Job Corps: 

Well, the party line is that they're going to hold everybody account­
able, and hold all the programs accountable. That's like being for 
motherhood and apl?le pie! There's nothing wrong with that. The 
issue is not accountability, the issue is, to what extent, to what 
degree to you go in order to insure "perfect accountability"? I 
mean fthe Assistant Secretary 1 can't possibly run the totality of 
the agency and make all the funding decisions, because everything 
would come to a screeching halt. 

For still others, the "nccountability11 controversy was largely a false issue; Clark Rechtin, 

for one, tended to view Angrisani's effort to revise management practices within Job 

Corps as just one component of a much larger agenda, dictated frorn above by the Office 

of Management and Budget, whose leader, David Stockman, was "ideologically" opposed to 

the Job Corps. Rechtin was hardly reserved in broadcasting this conviction; he told a 
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group of center o;:>erators in early 1981 that they should "proceed with caution11 in the task 

forces set up by Jones, being "suspect about how [their J contributions [would} be used, 

and not signing off on something they disagreed with.n Moreover: 

There is an underlying theme to the Administration's actions. They 
don't believe that the federal government has a legitimate role in 
social programs. Therefore, they tamper with the successful 
programs, like Job Corps, administratively. Pretty soon they too 
will be mediocre. 

A former ETA officials, sympathetic to Job Corps, articulated the "nightmare'' more 

starkly: 

What I object to is not the evaluations, the task forces with con­
tractors, the meetings on the Hill ••• What concerns me is that 
this is all form--form without content--because the fact is that 
the purpose of all this activity is to prepare the program for budget 
cuts--maybe even for extinction. The rest of CETA has been 
devastated--just wiped out--so Job Corps and its $750 million 
sticks out like a sore thumb and they want to cut it off. 

Job Corps supporters promised to match the administration ''blow for blow" in the 

political fight they predicted was coming ~er funding for the program in the fiscal year 

1983 budget, to be revealed in January 1982. One warned of a ''last ditch" effort o! a 

!!march on Washington" by alumni of the program--"a lot of whom are no longer hungry 

and no longer considered stupid." Commented Leibner: 

We came here [to DOL J under Nixon, and the only thing that 
preserved the program was legislative activity--Perkins and [Labor 
Appropriations Subcommittee head] Natcher. It's ridiculous to 
look here for support, no one cares about particularly whether we 
exist ... we never listen to them upstairs in terms of what they're 
saying. It doesn't matter. The story is what's going to happen 
politically. If the politicals abandon us, we're finished. 

Bob Jones believed that previous ETA managers had concluded, erroneously, that the 

political connecti<?ns of Job Corps personnel ma.de them bureaucratically untouchable, and 

vowed to "root out many of the people down there." Angrisani was not going to be intimi­

dated against moving ahead with his reforms: 

They have lived for years on political support, and that's a great 
when the program is being doubled in size,and you1ve got new 
centers, new kids, and new dollars. Well, hell, PSE was healthy in 
those days, and we went from zero to 750,000 people. Wonderful, 
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Article I. Statement of Work 

The key members of the AJministratlon's managerial cadre are the 200 
or so principal appointees of the subcabinet and independent agencies. 
These are the assistant secretaries, general counsels, and key program 
managers on whose shoulders the success of many Administration initi­
atives will rise or fall. These personnel are strategically placed. 
Above them are their immediate supervisors -- the Cabinet, Q\i.B and 
the White House. Subcabinet officials are often on the point, carrying 
the Administration's programs to Congress, to interest groups and to 
the public at large. They have a key role in building support for the 
Administration's objectives and in sustaining it. They deal extensively 
with their peers, also political appointees, with whom they share 
responsibility for the management of various programs and functions. 

In government, more so than business, the general management function 
is crucial. Authority is diffuse, and many individuals and institutions 
(Congress, the press, interest groups) have a hand in shaping the 
character of managers' mandates for action. Goals are often unclear, 
as objectives may be at cross purposes, and interested parties claim 
differing interpretations and priorities for managerial action. 
Hamstrung by legal and administrative constraints, public managers find 
they have limited capacity to marshall financial and personnel resources 
to solve Administration problems. 

While people are appointed to such roles from a wide variety of back­
grounds -with varying degrees of prior management experience and 
familiarity with the operations of government agencies and programs, an 
Administration's success will depend crucially on the managerial effec­
tiveness of these appointees. 

To address the situation described above, the contractor shall design 
and conduct a series of programs for subcabinet appointees. 

1. Such program shall incorporate six (6) presentations 
of no more than two days length each. 

Presentations shall be designed to accommodate an 
audience of 25-35 members. 

Attendees will be selected by the Office of 
Cabinet Affairs. 

Presentations shall be made over a fifteen (15) 
month period, with the first presentation made no 
later than December 15, 1982. 
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Presentations shall be conducted in the Executive 
Office of the President complex in Washington, D.C. 

Administration and coordinating details will be 
directed to the Contracting Officer's Technical 
Representative (COTR). 

2. Program design will incorporate the management case study approach. 
Existing relevant case material may be offered for consideration. 

Additionally, the contractor is required to develop two (2) cases 
based on experiences gained during the current Administration. 
Development cases require approval in advance of full development, 
through the COTR. 

The government reserves the right to use freely such case materials 
developed, at no additional charge. 

3. All materials necessary for distribution to attendees will be 
approved in advance by the COTR. 

Article II Period of Performance 

The period of performance under this contract is from October 1, 1982 
through December 1983. 

Article III Report Requirements 

Bimonthly reports reflecting progress of the work shall be submitted to 
the COTR. Additionally, letter summary reports shall be submitted to the 
COTR within thirty (30) days of completion of each presentation evaluating 
format, content, participant involvement, administration and other areas 
as mutually agreed. Responses, if required, will be sub-
mitted to the contractor within fifteen (15) days of report receipt. 

A final report shall be submitted to the COTR within thirty (30) days 
of the last presentation, or no later than December 1983. Such report 
shall include an overall evaluation of the seminar series, completed cases 
and teaching notes. 

Article IV Requirements Schedule 

A. Development schedule for two approved cases will be in 
accordance with the contractor's proposal dated September 14, 
1982, attached hereto and made a part hereof. (Att. A) 

B. Schedule for presentations: 

Within the period of performance specified in Article II 
hereto, the presentations will occur approximately every 
second month with specific dates to be agreed upon by the 
parties. (See tentative schedule in September 14 proposal.) 
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Article V ~l~_tl:pd of Payment 

In consideration of satisfactory performance of the work set forth 
herein, delivery of requirements as set forth in Article IV, and 
compliance with all terms and conditions of this contract, the 
Government shall pay the contractor as follows: 

a. Payments will be made against the total price agreed upon 
herein on the basis of completion of presentations thusly­
(Total price) x 1 /6"" Payment. 
The total amount to be paid under this contract shall not 
exceed $ 78,311.00 

b. Payments will be made upon receipt of a proper invoice, 

Article VI 

a. 

to be submitted subsequent to completion of each scheduled 
presentation. 

Final payment will be made after receipt of the Final Report, submitted 
in accordance with Article III herein. 

Invoices must be submitted in original and two (2) copies 
and must contain the following information: 

(1) Contract numbers; 
(2) Description of services during the billing period 
(3) Amount of invoice. 

Invoice mailing address. To receive certification before 
payment can be made, mail invoices to the following address: 

Office of Cabinet Affairs 
ATTN: E. Preston 
Room 401, Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Designation of Con~racting Officer's Technical Representative 
(COTR) 

The Contracting Officer hereby designates the below named 
individual(s) as the COTR. 

Name: Edward Preston 

Address: Office of Cabinet Affairs 
Room 401, Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Phone: (202) 456-2800 
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Article VII K~y Personnel 

The personnel specified hereunder are considered to be essential to the 
work being performed herein. Prior to diverting any of the specified 
individuals to other programs, the Contractor shall notify the Contracting 
Officer reasonably in advance and shall submit justification (including 
proposed substitutions) in sufficient detail to permit evaluation of the 
impact on the program. No diversion shall be made by the Contractor 
without the written consent of the Contracting Officer; provided, that 
the Contracting Officer may ratify in writing such diversion and such 
ratification shall constitute the consent of the Contracting Officer 
required by this clause. The listing hereunder may be amended from time 
to time during the course of the contract to either add or delete 
personnel, as appropriate. 

Jonathan Moore 
Peter Zimmerman 

Article VIII Order of Precedence 

In the event of an inconsistency in this contract~ unless otherwise 
provided herein, the inconsistency shall be resolved by giving precedence 
in the following order: (a) the Schedule, (b) General Provisions, and 
(c) the other provisions of the contract whether incorporated by reference 
or otherwise. 

Article IX Government Furnished Property and Services 

Facilities for the Contractor shall be located in the EOP complex, 
Washington, D.C. The Government will provide space, heating, lighting, 
ventilation, and the utilities required for operation. The Government 
shall provide such office equipment as shall be necessary for operation 
by the Contractor. Ownership of all equipment to be furnished shall 
remain vested in the Government. 

With the approval of the Government, the Contractor may use items of his 
own at no cost or liability to the Government, provided that the ~se of 
such equipment will not result in overloading of existing utility resources. 
Such equipment shall conform to accepted standards for the EOP. 

Article X Withholding of Contract Payments 

Notwithstanding any other payment provisions of this contract, failure of 
the contractor to submit required reports when due, or failure to perform 
or deliver required work, supplies, or services, will result in the with­
holding of payments under this contract unless such failure arises out of 
causes beyond the control, and without the fault or negligence of the 
contractor as defined by the clause entitled "Excusable Delays,tt "Default," 
"Termination," or "Termination for Default" as applicable. The Government 
shall promptly notify the contractor of its intention to withhold payment 
of any invoice or voucher submitted. 
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b. The COTR is responsible for administering the performance of 
work under this contract. In no event, however, will any 
understanding, agreement, modification, change order, or 
other matter deviating from the terms of this contract be 
effective or binding upon the Government unless formalized 
by proper contractual documents executed by the Contracting 
Officer prior to completion of the Contract. 

c. The COTR is responsible for: (1) monitoring the Contractor's 
technical progress, including the surveillance and assessment 
of performance and recommending to the Contracting Officer 
changes in requirements; (2) interpreting the scope of work; 
(3) performing technical evaluation as required; (4) perform­
ing technical inspections and acceptances required by this 
contract; and (5) assisting the Contractor in the resolution 
of technical problems encountered during performance. The 
Contracting Officer is responsible for directing or negotiat­
ing any changes in the terms, conditions, or amounts cited in 
the contract. 

d. For guidance from the COTR to the Contractor to be valid, it 
must: (1) be consistent with the description of work set 
forth in the contract; (2) not constitute new assignment of 
work or change to the expressed terms, conditions, or 
specifications incorporated into this contract; (3) not 
constitute a basis for an extension to the period of perform­
ance or contract delivery schedule; (4) not constitute a 
basis for any increase in the contract cost. 

e. On all matters that pertain to the contract terms the 
Contractor must corrrrnunicate with the Contracting Officer. 
Whenever, in the opinion of the Contractor, the COTR requests 
effort outside of the scope of the contract, the Contractor 
should so advise the COTR. If the COTR persists and there 
still exists a disagreement as to proper contractual coverage, 
the Contracting Officer should be notified immediately, 
preferably in writing if time permits. Proceeding with work 
without proper contractual coverage could result in non-payment 
or necessitate the submittal of costly claims under the contract. 

f. The COTR may be changed by the Government at any time without 
prior notice to the Contractor. Written notice to the Contractor 
will be given by the Contracting Officer to effect any change in 
Project Officer(s). 
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Article XI Insurance 

The contractor assumes all legal and professional responsibilities and 
liabilities attendant on the practices of the Contractor. 

Article XII Handling Confidential Information 

A. It is understood that the Contractor in the course of this contract 
may develop confidential information about an individual. Confi­
dential information, identifiable by individual participant, includes 
information imparted with the understanding that it not be disclosed. 

B. Confidential information identifiable by individual participant 
shall not be disclosed without the prior consent of that individual. 

C. The Contractor agrees to insure that all quotes are cleared for 
accuracy by the participant involved. 

D. The case studies to be used under this contract will be subject to 
the review and mutual agreement of the parties. The Contractor 
agrees to submit to the COTR a copy of any proposed article or 
material to be disseminated to the public prior to publication or 
simultaneous with initial submission of the draft to a publisher, 
whichever is earlier. This applies equally to material developed: 
1) for case study; and 2) from seminar presentations. The Contractor 
shall give good faith consideration to all comments. 

E. Nothing in this contract shall be construed to prohibit the 
Contractor from publishing or releasing non-confidential information 
developed under this contract. 

F. If it is established that information to be utilized under this 
contract or a portion thereof, is subject to the Privacy Act, the 
Contractor i;vill follow the rules and procedures of disclosure set 
forth in the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 U.S.C. § 552a, and implementing 
regulations and policies, with respect to systems of records 
determined to be subject to the Privacy Act. It is the intention of 
the parties that this contract will not generate a system of 
records covered by the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. 552a. 

G. The Contractor agrees to credit the Executive Office of the President 
on any publication, stating that the research was supported by a 
contract with the Executive Office of the President but that the 
research and the results are solely those of the contractor. 
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Article XIII General and Additional General Provisions 

A. The following are attached and hereby made a part of this contract: 

1. General Provisions, Firm Fixed Price Type Contract. 

2. Addendum to General Provisions. 

3. Clause 10. Termination for Convenience of the Government 
is replaced by the clause in FPR §1-8.704-1. (See clause 
57 on General Provisions Table of Contents sheet.) 

B. The clauses which follow are deleted from the General Provisions as 
inapplicable to this contract: 

9. Default 
32. Changes 

Article XIV Special Provision 

ANTICIPATORY COSTS 

Considering the short schedule required for implementation of design and 
development of two special case studies, and further, to provide for the 
availability of the final draft of the special case studies into the 
presentation schema as early as possible, the Government recognizes that 
the Contractor, at its own risk, accur:mlated costs in anticipation of 
the award of this contract for the benefit of the Government. 

Accordingly, the Government agrees to pay such anticipatory costs 
identified by the Contractor as directly related to the effort herein 
and accumulated prior to the effective date of this contract, but in no 
event more than 60 days prior to that effective date. Such costs are 
not to exceed $10,000.00, and are a part of, and not a supplement to the 
total firm fixed contract price. 

Payment will be made in accordance with Article V of this contract. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

A PROGR~N FOR SlJBCABINET SEMINARS !\ND CASE DEVELOPMENT 

Submitted to the Executive GfL.ce of the President 

in respo:1.se to R?P EOPOA-82-005 

Jonn F. Kennedy School of Governr.1ent, Harvard Unh'ersi ty 

September 14, 1982 



I. SlJr·l."L;:.,,R'{ AND Ei'\.TIO~ALE 

EFP ~·.:CJ?OA-82-0uS 

3(C:r.it~i:=:r:J)i'~r 14, 1932 

a series of six programs for subcablnet ~ppointees. Each program w~ll be two d~ys 

in length ar.d will be offered to an cLKlience o:t 25- 35 r:iembers of ti~e subci:lbir·.et, 

selected by the Office of Cru.'Jinet Affai::-s. 

In addition, Harvard v.:ill de·1elop t:v-:-J (2) r'ew nanaqeRent tea:.:i'~-'..r::_:r cc.c:;;es . 

c:;overmnent agencies, schools of pc~blic a ff?.i rs a\1 .. 1 othc.:r potentJ.dl 1 • .lsc~rs. 

' The key mer:tbers of t:1e AdBinistr<i!:.ion' s managerial cac:re are the 200 or so 

principal appointees of the stilicabinet and independent agencies. These are the 

assistant secretaries, general counsels, inspectors general, and key progr2m 

managers on whose shoulders the success of many Administration initiatives will 

rise or fall. 'l'hese personnel are strategically placed. Above trH?m are their 

irr~11ediate supervisors -- the CClbinet 1 o:-!S ar:d the White House. Subcabir>::t o:'."icials 

are often on the point, cdrrying the ,\.dr.:inistration 's proc;rams to Congress, to 

interest gr:oups and to th•:: public at la re.re. They have a key role in building support 

for the .l'.l.dministration 's obJEc~ctives and i:1 susL:i.inin·.J it. T:1ey deal extensivelf 
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,-::r..:cial. l'l.uthority is difL1se, and ma:1y i:1ji.vidu,::1Ls c1Ld institutions (Conc;ress, 

rr:ancla.t.es for action. GoJlS are often uncleur, as objectives may be at cross 

purposes, and interested par-ties claim differin; inter:uretations and priorities 

for managerial action. Hamstrung by legal and ad min i_s trative constraints, p:...:bli: 

managers find they have limited capacity to mp.rshall financial and person:1el 

resources to solve Administration problems. 

While people are appoi:1ted co sucrt roles fn:rn cl ;.1ide variet:i of backjrou~:cls 

with varyir:g degrees of prior mandge;nent exFer i·2nce and £a'11iliari ty witn the 
... 

operations Of government agencies anG flc~09ra;;>S / a'.1 f:tdr.<inistratiO:t 1 c) SUCCt:.3S '...;ill 

Effective nanagement at the subcabinet level has man':( di:nen.:;ions. It requires 

knowledge of t11e substance of policies .:md programs, know.ledge about the institutior.s 

involved in their authorization, execution and oversight, and knowledge and skill 

in performing various managerial functions. 

II. HARVARD'S EXPERIENCE IN EXECUTIVE: :.::DUCAT ION 

Harva~d has considerable background in executive education on which it has 

drawn in the design of the experimc:;ital Sub-Cabinet Proqram in Professional ?·Jblic 

?or ty yea rs ago, IL::i.n·.:::rd 

Business School pioneered c:H' deve1·.;p;nen t o E exec' it i ve educ:,tion tor the :1_,ti_on' s 
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of programs for top b isiness executives. 

Harvard's ,John F. t'.ennedy Schoo ui. 

in the development of proqrams for pl'.bl ic e:<ecuti ves, includin9 nctably: 

o The Program for Senior Managers in Government, a three week prog:=-ar:t for 

top career appointees in the federal ~>ec:tor and whic~ also includes selected 

Congressional staff, private sector executives and non-career offic~ials. The 

program is organized around the problems of ge:-wral mana,;er.:ent near the tup of 

t:he federa-1 gQvernment a:-td ha.s enrolled ove.c 400 ex"'cutives ir:. it.s first six 

ye:ars. It" has been Harvard's e;.:.:::ier ience wi t:1 :-.he SM.G prO·Jc:i;;, t'.:a t has focussed 

our intt::rest and rf::so'.1::-c~s on many ·0~ :::,£1e iss 1~1es that underlie the c:u.rriculu.Ln 

for sub-cabinet appointees. 

o '.l'he Program for Se"lior Exec_1t.ive Fello',vs (SEF) , an innovative and 

intensive thirteen week program for primising federal managers ready to move 

into the ranks of the Senior Executive Service. In many respects patterned 

on Harvard's Advanced Management Program for top corporate executives, the SEF 

Program is the natio:i's first program of comparable scope and breadth designed 

for the unique needs of public sector man0gers. 

o The Program for newly elected members of Congress, conducted in election 

years. Since 1974 it has enrolled 0 11e.::· 21JO wt::rT.bers of Cong::ess in a one week 

examination of key policy and lcgislotiv0 issues cl10y will encounter in th0ir 

iirst term. 
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o The Program in Natiunal a;1d I::tt•.:cnd'~io:!al Sec;_:rity, :1 •_;nlque t<,-J() .,,,-~;:,k 

.J 

program for the nation's t.op mil.itary 

The program addresses 

actors in the national security are::i::t, c:rnci ii-.:,:; enrolled O'Ier 3SO senior offic 1..::::s 

in its five years of operation. 

These and other programs, which incL:de ·a proc.p:a~ri for newly elected big 

city mayors, one for state and local exec~~ives and others for mid-career 

executive level personnel, enroll over 600 senior officials ~nnually from the 

executive and legislative branches and fro~ all levels 0f government. 

III. PROPOSAL 

Over the next fifteen ( 15) r;::::•r:ths, r:an·anl pro:t-"::ises to ciesi.<_;n and conduct 

• six subcabinet seminars fonising on ti1e pivotal :role of the s:.:bcabinet of Eicial 

as the government's general manager. Each program would be two days in length 

and would dru.w particip2i.tion froia c.:;_b in et departments ar'd ke/ independent 

agencies. We understand that the White House and tl1e Office of Cabinet Affairs 

and sponsoring departments will ~elect 25-35participants for each two day 

pro9ram. Programs will be held on site in Was~ington withi~ the ~1ite Hause/ 

Executive Office Building complex. 

In addition, two new manaqement cc.ls es, with supporti n; documentu.tio:1 and 

teaching notes will be pcqnred. The c,1se topic:=:, selected in ccmjunction wi::i1 
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Harvard's approJch to the desic::;n uf L!ese sem1ndr:c; ;.;i_ll dr.::1•..; h::a·v'ily c,n the 
J 

'.i'his 

seminar, tl;.e program for ;·:hich is cJ.tta.chec:. a:; l\.ppendix ?\, co:-icent.c>1te on t11e 

role 0£ the subcabinet official in !tancllin] iss 11es t£·,ilt are ter.:imically, roliticc:;l.ly 

and managerially complex and on the probl.em of tostab1-L;hiny stra.tegi.c goals £or 

an agency or bureau in the context o:'. :;1e cj'2n2ral political and economic environ:r.er:t, 

Administration polic~{ 9oals ancl existing ins ti tutio:ia1 capaci ::,.y .. 

public managers at this level: 
1.. 

(Congress, the press, special interest r_;r·Y..:ps, lee; al .i.:1.sci tution:.;) . In pa~r:icular 

• 
the perspectives of these institutions would be exai~inecl, choices illuminated as 

co how one could get things done with them ~nd how to establish rclacior1ships anJ 

nctndates for action that ca:J. be sustained. 

o Second, how to organize and inccgrate internal capacities and skills 

(personnel, budget, procurement, grdnts, legal counsel, info~mation systems) 

to achieve goals efficiently and effc~tively. How does the general manager 

deploy these resources in particular situations? \\hat does he/she :J.eed to know 

LJ.bout technical skills and those who p::o\'ide them? 
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strategy IJUSt t3ke into Liccount the ::ee•l to susc:1in c::<l:ernu.l support (·v:li~ch 

provides the necessary political and rn.rna:Jc".C:Li\L n;·:;•.J >:·:·es) .:md the capac:i.ty 

oE one's organization to deliv~r on 

the administrative capacity ot one's i.v;e:ic;y. 

A central feature of each seminar will be its integrated approach, featuring 

a srr:all core faculty, each of whor:i is fully invulveJ in the whole prograc's desic:;n 

and execution. The faculty chairrndn for the serr:inJ.rs 1..;i 11 be Professor H<Lcr: Moore, 

GugqenheiTQ. Professor of Crirrtinal Justic>:: Polic.:y z.:~:1d t.tJ.nayernent at the Joh~~ F 

Kennedy Scl1ool of Government. Other faculty pa.r ticipants will be drawn from Earvarci 's 

Sc:hools cf Bi..!Si:less Ad:ninistration a;-~Q L: .. ;_.;, as wel.l as the Schc;ol of Go':/e_~:nrnent: .. 

Each seminar would be led by a faculty teara of 2-~ individuals, heatied by Professc~ 

Moore. Other faculty pa_ticipants (not all of whom ~ill ?articipate in all 

seminars) include Professor Joseph Bower, Professo:- of B:..isi.ness Adininistration; 

Philip Heynann, Professor of Law; Jonathan i·Joo.r:._~, I.ecturer in Public Policy and 

Director of the Institute of Politics; HcK;i-: Heclo, Professor of Gov.errunent; 

Laurence E. Lynn, Jr., Professor of Public Policy; Roger Porter, l\ssociate 

Professor of Public Policy. Program administration is under the direction of 

Peter Zin-merman, Assistcmt Dean and Uirc•co:cH- of :~xec:.itivc: Pruqro.:~:s at the Kennedy Sc:hco:C. 

Brief sketches of these key faculty personnel are enclosed as Appendix B. 

The proq.r:a:,1 facult:y will select c<Js>.::·s o.nci other r:;aterials on ncanilgeri~ll 

problems which illustrate <''ffec:tively thE: rran2c;er:1ent Uhc:t1e::; of the program dncl 

which link the several cases to ~ermit t~e f2culty ~c reinforce these theffies. 
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Thi:.; inteqr:i.ted ilI:JIJroaci1 is made illl the 1ro.ce ess;~ntLal because of the tight time 

uerrteiiids of the schedule :ind limited time availubl'.::O for: busv pact.ici;;dncs. 

A :second feature of the program is th'2 dicect, continuimJ involve::;enc o: 

senior White House st:u.f f in the proqram. 'Tf-tis is a,.bantayeous i:1 two respects: 

o First, it provides salient testimony to the importance placed by the 

\v'hi te House on strengthening its front-line cadre of senior managers. The 

willingness of the \1hite House to comrnit its time and resources to the project. 

requires that participants corru'1it themselves fully as well. 

'l.. 

o Second, it provides a unique O.I_)po~·+:.u:1ity for ti1e White House to underscore 

tne central mar.agement the0es of the program. The wnite House and Harvard portions 

of the program can be desiqneci to compleme:1t anr1 reinforce one another ir. w:J.ys 

that enha11ce the proqrc:t:n' s effect beyond wf'.3.t either institution could accomplish 

on its own. 

The potential gain fer all participants was illustrated by the experimental 

Subcabinet Seminar Proqram in Professional ?ublic Management, held January 15-16, 

1982. Bdsed on the evaluation of th,it progr.::im, further improvements can be raade 

in the integration of teaching materials and the respective roles of White House 

and Harvar:d staffs. 

The progrci:n curriculwn wculd n:<lke extensive use of m~111.::igerial cases whicl1 

focus on the kinds ot problems fo.ced by rx1sc officials in roles si;nilar to th8 

p:::-oqram p21rticip.:ints. 
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1~ e program will the study anJ prepdrJtion of ~t l~ast twu cJse 

quired for other sessions. 

Target Audience 

The tJrget audience for thesemindrS consists of assistant secretaries 

and others of comparable rank in pol.i.c-1-making or .t)roc;ram mdnac;ement roles. 

Selected agency heads from aiencies sucn as the t!ealth Care Finance Administration, 

. 
Social Security, the Forest Service, Custcr::s Service, Ir:c<:>rna t P.evenue / the FAA, etc. 

should also participate in the program. In addition, key funcclonal managers 

suc~-1 as those \vho O\."ersee legislative ;:-elations and p·1:0lic aff!,-1irs, c.ts well as 

general counsels and inspectors gens-r-:11, should be i:1C.lt:C!ed in chi::; qro 1 :p, as 

well as some participants from the ranks o~ executive directors und chairmen of 

independent agencies such as EP.Z\, the FTC, the SEC, and so on. 

Participants will, by and large, b~ appointees who have limited previous 

service in the federal government. Howeve:-, it is highly desireable that a 

minority of participants' have prior federal experience. This will bath facilitate 

the work oi the instructors and create opportunities :.:)r the l_Hrticipants to 

learn from one another. It also may be beneficial to have limited participation 

from career employees. The challenge for the sub-cabinet appointee is to harness 

effectively the goals of the Administration to tl12 admi~is[r~tive capacity of 

the career service. 
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Schedule 

Ztnd t,ioverrtber 10-20 as altern-=ite d<ltcs ::-:ir t;1e first of tne si}: subcabinet prograrns. 

Subsequent proqrams would be conducted on ::t bimonthly basis, the precise 

dates selected in consultation with tbe of :::ice of Cabinet Affairs. A tentative 

schedule is as :::allows: 

0 Se:ninar I: ~-:overriber, 1902 

0 Seminar II: January, 1~83 

?.. 

'J Ser:<inar III: March, 198 ~) 

0 Seminar IV: May, 1983 

0 Seminar V: JLtly 1 198) 

0 Sier:-,inar IV: September, 1983 

As part of the ser:linar program, two new management cases will be developed and 

taught for the first time. 

Case topics will be selected in consultation with the Office of Cabinet Affairs. 

o A-(teachable) discussion draft of the first management case will be completed 

by 1 Noverrtber, 1982. l\t that time, the dc"-1.ft will be made available to the Office 

of Cabinet Affairs ,-ind other re\iiewer~;. ~'Ie plan to test teach the case in the 

ioi tial SLillcabinet seminar .. Subsequently, the case will be revised and a "'inal 

,_,oc-~;ion will be subr"littcd tu the o;:fL:e o:- C--tbinet !-\'.:fairs by 1 cJanuary, 1933. 
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o l\ discussion draf':. of th>:! seco;id c.:1.:>t-: wi.ll be cor'lpleted by 1 Je:t;iuary, 1933 

_, 
and will be available for C:'Vir"w prier ::.o its test te01c'.-1inq in the second subcabine;: 

semin.:.i.r tent.:itively sched'..lled fo.::- miJ. ~;._1;·;'.1ary, 1983. ?-i1sed on co:-:unenL:; and 

teach inc; experience, thco case will be :revised a:v1 available in final for:n by 

March, 1983. 

o Teaching notes will be prepared for both cases. The teaching ::!Otes will be 

based on the first two seminar programs. Draft teaching notes will be circulated 

for review by mid May, 1933. 

Reports 
· .. 

Harvard will subf'.lit bimonthly reports refl,:;cting progcess of the wo::::k under 

the contract to the Contracting Of~icers ~echnical Representation (COTR). The 

reports will follow within thirty \30) days of each seminar and will include 

contractor and ;;-;articipant evaluatior:s of each seminar, a status report on case 

development and other Pfcrtinent information. 

The RFP asked for reports within 15 days of the seminar presentations. Our 

experience with the experimental Subcabinet Seminar in Professional Public 

Management in January was that it took a couple of weeks to gather a representative 

sampling af participant evaluations of the seminar (even though the evaluations 

were requested by and submitted to t~H:' Office of Cabinet Affairs). Since the 

participant evaluations are a most in~portant element in preparing meaningful 

contractor reports, we propose a thirty (30) day reporting period. 
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A '.:inal report, includinq an O'Jerall evaluation of the seminar series and 
.. 

completed cases and teaching notes will be submitted to the Contracting Officers 

T<?chnical P-c:::~)resentative in oecer:fuer, 193 3. 

Program Costs 

The total cost of the project is $78,311. The cost includes $30,886 in 

direct costs for conduct of six semimtrs, $19, 965 for development of two cases 

and teaching notes, and $27,459 in indirect costs (based on llarvard's federally 

approved overhead reate of 54%). 

Cost detail is provided in Appendix D and in standard form GD (l:J-71). 

Considering the tiqht schedule rec;_Gired for timely completion of work required 

• under the proposed contract, Harvard proposes that the final contract include an 

unticipatory cost clause. The proposed language of this clause, which authorizes 

contractor costs not to exceed $10,000 in the period 60 (sixty) days prior to the 

contract's effective date is at Appendix E. 
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DELETED BY AGREEMENT OF THE PARTIES 

:::- D~, i:_; i'\:.;':;ociu.tc: Prnf·~·s:·;u.r. '.:iL- Public t)olic.:y. 
--···-----~----""---

e~·:pe::-ience includ~s s1:.~rvi.~y ..JS e:<t~~~:~~ci.v~2 :-_)e,~~etury of t11e Prc~si,_1r-:nt * 

[oO·..lrd from l<J74 to 1977 -:ti.;.l ~'s speci .d ;.L3sistant co the Prc:·::>idev ~- for economic 
affairs. Prior t::J joinLn<.; t!H; Ke:1ne,:y S,"·\1001 facult·;: in •o· 1, hR was a fJt.:est 
scholac- ..it tile :Jrookings lnstitu:.e. /,~,a i<.i1oi·:.; sci'Y' ,r from 1969 to 1971, 
~r. Porter studied at Oxford Universit•' L~ceivin~ his B.Phil., ~nd continued 
at:. Oxford as assistant de,c;n and t.,' . ..)C in i·r·'.:.tics i:lt Queen's College, wh~re J:1e 

~:auc;ht C.S. politic::il insti":::~.-~A1s . .r1' .c:deral goveciments. He rec:ei·Jed his 
;.:.A. and l:lh.D. fro;ci H:tc :Cd Cai·;" He~ was selected i:lS Whit:e House fellow 
in 1974, joinir:q !:le-: ,;11ite '' 0se stcif'.: uncle:.:- the f,dministration of Gerald Ford. 
He is curren~: as deputy assistant to the President for Policy 
Developme-:::.. l:-'orter is the author of £_'_residential Decision Making: The 

-CY Board. His research and teaching interests include managing 
busirtess and go'1ernment relations, and executive decision 

BOWER, Joseph L., P::-ofessur cf Business Administration at the Business School 
nnd Member of the Faculty of the School of Government, is former Chairman of the 
Program for Senior M:magers in Gov0rnr:ient. At present he is the Chairman of the 
General Manage.'ilent Area a: the Business School, which includes the work of the 
School in business policy (managing the formulation and implementation of strates:>'), 
the business environment, and sp0ciiiccJlly the business-government interface. 
Since jolning the faculty in 1963 Pr:-of essor Bower has taught courses, done re­
search and published in all three fields. His present work is focussed on 1) the 
~ark of top management in building strategy and organization for global co:~petitive 
environ8ents and 2) tht• dc.~velvpment of industrial policy for the United States. 

Prot_essor Bower's publications include Xl~·!siness Pol~- Text and Caseos, and 
~1anagin,g, ·the Resource !\l l~Kati o_r. Process, which won the McKi.nsey Foundation book 
award in J971. ~is actlcles deal with strategic planning, antitrust and public 
policy. He is consultant to many corporations here and abroad and director of 
Arrow Automotive Industries, Charles River Breeding Labs, and the Lincoln 
Foundation. 

LAURENCE E. LYNN, JR. is Professor of Public Policy, and Faculty Chairman 
of the Senior Executive Fellows Program. He has served as Assistant Secre­
tary for Program Development and Budget, U.S. Department of the Interior; 
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation fa the U.S. Department of 
Health, - Education and Welfare; Director of Program Analysis, National 
Security Council; and Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Systems 
Analysis. In addition he has been a senior fellow of the Brookings Institu­
tion and Associate Professor of Business Economics at Stanford University. 
Mr. Lynn is a member of the National Academy of Sciences' Committee on 
Child Development Research and Public Policy. His research interests include 
:income distribution and maintenance, human services policies and organization, 
and public management, and he has published extensively on these subjects. 
His most recent work is a book entitled Managing the Public's Business: The 
Job of the Government Executive. Professor Lynn also serves as Chairman 
of the School's Public Policy Program. In his spare time, he picks his banjo 
!lnrl n!lr!rlli:>.:;: hi<;: riwn l"''.'.lni1P 



Pi:-:!ILJP H.L:.:Y:-i;u~~J, fro;:i1 his first JOU as cl':er'.\. to U.3. Surneme Court 
Just1ce John HarL:i.:-i to his days as an associ.ate \vatergate speci::il 
prosecutor t;) nis ~•-ost rccc:;nt 9ust as assistant U.S. attorney 
c;enerdl in ch~1rge of ti1e cr~iminul clivisio:1, 11as spent virtually 
his entire career in govern:~1,~n t. l!cymann, a professor of law 
at the LC:\v Scr1ool :rom 19G9 un il takiny L;ave for his Justice 
Department post in 1978, is :.1 rmer Ful0rir;nt scholar with degrees 
fron Yale Universi~y, Harv3rd Law School, and the Sorbonne. He 
t1as -been assistant to the so L ic i tor general in the Justice Depa rt­
men t, acting ad~inistrator of the State Department's Bureau of 
Security and Consular ~ff~irs, ~eputy assistant secretary of state 
for c~e ilureau of International Organizations, and executive assist­
ant ~o the undersecretary of state. A for~er associate prosecutor 
to the Watercate Scecial Prosecution Force, he is the author of 
"The Pro:Olem~ of co:=iruination: Barg.J.ining and Rules," "The Forest 
and the ·.rrees: P.oe vs. ~'IaJe and its Critics," 11 'I'~1e Severely De­
fective L~ewborn: The Dilemma .:end the iJecision Process," and 
The Murder Trial of Wilbur Jackson: A Ho2icide in the Family and 
~ssault With a Deadly Weapon: 7he Autobiography of a Street 
Crinina.l. 

JONATB.1\.U MOORE becane the Director of the Institute of Politics in 
1974 after having resigned his post as associate attorney general 
in the U.S. De9artment of Justice. Irt@edia t.e ly prior to that 1 he 
serv~d as special assistant to the Secretary of Defense, counselor 
to the Department of Health, ccacion and Welfare, and deputv 
assis'"tant secretary of state for .Cast Asian and Pacific affai~s. 
r-1r. Moore was legislative assistant to Senator Leverett Saltcnstall, 
and he has worked in various state and national election campaigns~ 
including foreign policy responsibilities in the Romney and Rockefeller 
national campaigns in 1967-68. :Larlier, he worked in the Departments 
of Defense and State and the U.S. Information Agency in the l<ennedy, 
John~on and Eisenhower administrations, respectively. He serves 
on the Dartmouth College Alumni Council, on the Editorial Board of 
WCVB-TV, and is a mernber of the Council on Foreign Relations. 

i•l.AIU~ f.100::::z2 is the Oaniel and Florence Guggenheim Professor of 
Criminal Justice Policy and Management. Professor Moore is 
responsible for coordinating public management teaching and 
research in the School of Government. In his own research, 
he is concerned that students become equipped to see the 
potential for effective action in a given institutional en­
vironment. Drug abuse, gun control, and alcohol control policies, 
analysis of implementation problems, the moral obligations of 
public officials, and public manageraent are among his current 
rese-arch activities. He has published "The Problems of Heroin," 
"Policies to Achieve Discrimination on the Effective Price of 
Heroin," and "Reorganization Plan #2 Reviewed: Problems in the 
Implementation of a Supply [(eduction Strategy." He is author 
of Buy and Bust: The Effective Regulation of an Illicit r.larket 
in Heroin. In his recent' nast, Ilr. tcloorc has serve<l as soecial 
assistant to trw administr~tor a:id director of the Office~ of 
Planning and Evaluation of the Drug Snforce~ent A<lministrat ~n. 
At the pr-2'.:Se:·:t time, he i~3 a consultant tc the Depo.rtment o 
,Justi.ce and the~ ,.JationCJl institute on Drug ;,lJuse. 



PL'l'.G~ B. Z Hi1·1L;h1'Li\_;_J is Assis t;:rnt Dean and Di rector of .Sxecuti.ve 
Training and Program Development. His duties include coordin­
ating the development and operation of the School's executive 
training programs Eor government managers and directing the 
new proqram for Senior .Cxecuti ve Fellows (SEF). Mr. /~irrunerrilan 

has worked for the Navy Department's Strategic Systems Project 
Office and on the "~::i.tiono.l Secu:city Council staff. He has 
consulted for u_ rn1;nber of institutions including ti1e lJu.tionLil 
Seci:irity Council, the Senate Intelli9ence Committee, and t~1e 
MITRE Cor;:)Qration. 
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6: 30 p. i1. 

Friday 

8:30 a.m. 
9:00 
9:30 

11:00 
11:15 
12:15 

2:00 
3:30 
3:45 
s :oo· 

8:30 a.m. 
9:00 

11: 00, 
11:15 
12:15 

2:00 
3:30 
3:45 

I11formal Kick-Off Dinner lSeminar participants ~ith Harvard 
d;id h'l1ite Hodse Participating Facul.ty} 

Coffee etnd Donuts ava.ilable for participants 
Introd:iction (White House and Harvard Facultyj 
Case Discussion (Harvard Faculty) 
Break 
Presentation/Discussion (White House Faculty) 
Lunch 
Case Discussion (Harvard Faculty) 
Break 
Presentation/Discussicm (',foite House Cff frar·:ard ?aculty) 
D:iy Ends 

Coffee and Donuts available for participanc:; 
Case Discussion (Harvard Faculty) 
Break 
Presentation/Discussion (White Ho:Jse or H,J.cvard Faculty) 
Lunch (Guest) 
Case Discussion (Harvard Faculty) 
Break 
~rap-Up;Evalu3tion 



PROGRAM BUDGET 

Subcabinet Seminar in Professional Public Management 

Seminar Program 

Faculty Time - Planning and Teaching Six Programs 
3 personnel @ 3 days per program @ $250/day 

Administrative Time - Planning, Administering, 
Evaluating Six Programs 
1 person @ 4 days per program @ $200/day 

Fringe Benefits @ 18.5% 

Materials (case reproductions, shipping, etc.) 

Travel 4 personnel x 6 round trips @ $325 
2 personnel x 2 planning trips @ $250 

SUBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS 

Indirect Costs @ 54% 

$13, 500 

$ 4,800 

$ 3,386 

$ 400 

$ 7,800 
$ 1,000 

$30,886 

$16,678 

SEMINAR PROGRAM TOTAL ........................................ $47,564 

case Development 

Research Assistants 
6 months FTE @ $15K 

Research, Direction, Editorial 
l month FTE @ $24K 

Secretarial Assistance 
2 months FTE @ $12K 

Faculty Supervision and teaching note preparation 
8 days @ $~50/day 

Fringe Benefits @18.5% 
Travel 2 personnel x 4 round trips @ $400 

Long Distance Phones at 1.5% Direct Costs 

Supplies, Miscellaneous at 2.5% Direct Costs 

SUBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS 

$ 7,500 

$ 2,000 

$ 2,000 

$ 2,000 
$ 2,000 
$ 3,200 

$ 288 

$ 480 

$19,965 



Program Budget, continued 

Indirect Costs @ 54% $10, 791 

CASE DEVELOPMENT PROGR.ZU,1 TOTAL •••.•..•..••.•.•••.•.••.••...•• $ 30, 7 4 7 

GRAND TOTAL ••.•••••••.•••••••••••••••••.••.••.•..••.••••••••• $78, 311 
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APPENDIX E 

Draft Clause - Special Provision 

-~~TICIPATORY COSTS 

Considering the short schedule required for implementation of design 

and development of two special case studies, and further, to provide 

for the availability of the final draft of the special case studies 

into the presentation schema as early as' possible, the Government 

recognizes that the contractor, at its own risk, accumulated costs 

in anticipation of the award of this contract for the benefit of 

the Government. 

Accordingly, the Government agrees co ?ay such anticipatory costs 

identified by the contractor as directly related to the effort herein 

and accumulated prior to the effective date of this contract, but in 
' 

no event more than 60 days prior to that effective date. Such costs 

are not to exceed $10,000.00. 

Payment will be made in accordance with Article V of this contract. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 2, 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR BECKY NORTON DUNLOP 
DEDE NEAL 

FROM: JOHN G. ROBERTS ~ 
ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Harvard Case Study 

As we discussed April 27, Tim Ryan, Solicitor of Labor, will 
call Stephanie Gould, Director of the Case Program at the 
Kennedy School, and advise her that: 

1. the Administration will not be using the Job Corps 
case study in its management seminar~ 

2. this does not and is not intended to affect the 
Kennedy School's right to use the completed case study 
outside the Administration as provided in the contract; 
and 

3. we still expect the Kennedy School to comply with 
provisions in the contract requiring it to check 
quotations and give good faith consideration to 
expressed concerns about the accuracy of the case 
study. 

cc: Fred F. Fielding 


