
Ronald Reagan Presidential Library 

Digital Library Collections 

 
 

This is a PDF of a folder from our textual collections. 

 
 

Collection: Blackwell, Morton: Files 

Folder Title: Department of Labor (2 of 3) 

Box: 7 

 
 

To see more digitized collections visit: 

https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library 

 

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library inventories visit: 

https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection 

 

Contact a reference archivist at: reagan.library@nara.gov  

 

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/citing  

 

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.gov/  
 

https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection
mailto:reagan.library@nara.gov
https://reaganlibrary.gov/citing
https://catalog.archives.gov/


Fr_pm t_l",e desk of : 

BOB McADAM 

~ -
~~]7h_~ 

~uu/.-l ~ 
t:~~~ 
~P'~' 

The Committee for the Survival of a Free Congress 

6 Library Court, S. E. • Capitol Hill •Washington, D. C. 20003 

(202) 546-3000 



Su.st'e 

/!,pd 5 l r vii-Ti II~ 

{l) /l,i'CdllM.> ViG ue~t'~ 

tl. ,;,,~e.. 



,,. 
"', . ·t· 

.~ 

(j) 9Ml!i'et', /ft S:.. ~v~.,_.,,./ 

~~ £!~/~JS ;:;;::,.,.,tJ-,;;,,,./ 

lj 

(iv Fnvt- we 'I£-, 'c.,,/,,J 

cc~/r/;,,,,.,,, f ~ ;JI~·~,,, 

~ell. u;,.,,J;f(~A/ 2 -z.r- orv 7 

/krv8c.{tll~ S;-.,11, Y CDM,..,/~e 

~s/.,,,,e ,t_ 

4w.J./ ~ /;;~..; 

110-0700 

{ff) 41~ f>~ _..........., 37f!IJ-foo0 

(d ✓ l)<,J Al ee5 <> ~ ~· ~ 114 

· •. • .f' 

t93 - I'll/ 

... 



"'. 

rlI~j 

f 
. -i . ¥ 

. J ,_; ,.,_... 

< • , 

l ~-....... --------~~--

@ t~#f Y-~vt:_ 

A;#flA,e,,.,,.,- ~;:,/lvL 

@> ~.,v' G=>e11~•N 
: 

@) ?/PY" 3,-e/??e'f 

&'5' 
✓ 

,. 

?,~ - {iiz..B 

&,sl~ s-c.L/s 

5'1/?- ~7't 
£,d;,,~ C::,,_..4~• I 

.S-V'i' - 1-7 "SS-
. .,,, 

, 
S--~6- '3',00 '3 , .,, 

·~ 5 

', 

~ ,,Ott- ~ ~~ /e"Y~ 
~ i~,~ t,,,../ '!its ~~vi,/- ~ 

ft,¥',~ ,-r r r~~~(.er ~~~ 

. 
•' 

-;c:•, N~ ~""'~"1 

. 4. ~ . i;;:~" 

• r. ~~,.. 

; I'._ .. 

"; -$ \ •• 

. " 

. ' . 

~1 ..: 

. 
. ' 

> , 

,4.,~ t!.~~, u,sw.£1 
l)#L "11--.L O<, 

' . 

. j r tA;t/ ~'7 ~ s.f;,,_d)_ /f- ,,. 
//file_ ~~ ,,c-- J''v ~,.//- ~ /4 

- . ,. 



N'ational Right)To-Wark Committee 
&l::::;~;~::.%:-:1t 

A COALITION OF EMPL(j;YEES AND EMPLOYERS 
::;: 

REED LARSON , Pres ident 

June 30, 1982 

Honorable Ronald Reagan 
The White House 
Washington, D.C . 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I want to commend you on your steadfast support for 
Secretary of Labor, Raymond Donovan. Secretary Donovan 
has faced, and continues to face , the most concerted 
public attack on his character and performance of any 
official in your Administration. 

Now that Secretary Donovan has been absolved of any 
wrong-doing by the Special Prosecutor, I believe that 
it is important to recognize the motivations for many 
of the scurrilous charges and attack s which were levelled 
at him. 

I believe that the NEW YORK TIMES correctly labeled 
the vicious assaults on the Secretary for what they 
truly are: partisan bloodlusts. 

Mr. President, I firmly believe, and the facts bear 
me out, that many of the attacks on Secretary Donovan 
were motivated by a desire to discredit you, your 
Administration, and the excellent record of achieve­
ment the Secretary has built for the Department of 
Labor. 

Officials of organized labor, the leaders of the lynch­
Donovan mob, want nothing less than a return to their 
"business as usual" policies of previous Administrations. 

It is precisely because Secretary Donovan has carried 
out your constructive policy initiat ives that organi­
zed labor, and its spokesmen in the Congress, have 
pursued their campaign of innuendo and character assas­
ination. 

continued ... 
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"Americans must have the right but not be compelled to join labor un ions" 
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Secretary Donovan has drawn the fire of these groups 
because he has consistently placed the interests of 
America's working men and women before the narrow self­
interest of the union elite. 

For the first time in the history of the office of 
Secretary of Labor, union officials have been deprived 
of the privilege of using that Department as an instru­
ment for forcing hundreds of thousands of additional 
workers to pay dues to unwanted unions. It is Secretary 
Donovan's reform of that corrupt act ivity which has 
triggered the furious assaults upon him. 

Well-entrenched special interests can be expected to 
continue sniping at Secretary Donovan over the coming 
months. The reason is clear; they have been pushed 
out of the public trough and they want revenge. 

By eliminating hundreds of millions of dollars in 
questionable "grants" made directly to union officials 
and to other advocacy groups, Secretary Donovan has 
sought to make the Department a true servant of the 
interest of America's working people. For that he 
deserves the gratitude of all concerned Americans. 

Mr. President, I urge you to continue your unqualified 
support of Secretary Donovan. Please reject the self­
serving partisan calls for his resignation. Secretary 
Donovan must not be driven out of public service by 
mob action. I strongly urge you to ask him to continue 
to build upon his remarkable record of success at the 
Department of Labor. 

fl 
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T HE N EW YORK TIMES, FRIDAY, JUNE 18, 1982 

Founded in 185/-

ADOLPH S. OCHS, Publi&Jwr 1896,19:JS 
ARTHUR HA VS SULZBERGER. Publiwr 1935-1961 

ORVIL E. DRYFOOS, Publiwr 1961-1963 

ARTHUR OCHS SULZBERGER, Publiahu 
• A. M. ROSENTHAL, Ezrcutiw EdiJor 

SEYMOUR TOPPING, Mrmaging EdiJor 
ARTHUR GELB, Deputy Mrmaging EdiJor 

JAMES I. GREENFIELD, Auiatant Mrmaging EdiJor 
LOUIS SILVERSTEIN, Auiatrmt Mrmaging EdiJor 

• MAX FRANKEL. EdiJoriol Pa,e EdiJor 
JACK ROSENTHAL. Deputy EdiJoriol Pa,, EdiJor 

- . 
CHARLOTTE CURTIS, Auociau EdiJor 

TOM WICKER. Auociat, EdiJor 
• JOHN D. POMFRET, Ezec. V.P. , GtMral MMD6ttr 

DONALD A. NIZEN, Sr. V.P. , Con.,umu Marlilntl/1 
LANCER. PRIMlS, Sr. V.P., Aduutiaing 

J . A. RIGGS JR., Sr. V.P., Op.ration.a 
JOHN M. O'BRIEN, V.P., ControU,r 

ELISE J. ROSS, V.P., SysuTM 

t' 
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,1'Bloodlust in the Donovan 

· .. , · 

· '·"; 
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~· . 

. .! 
Case 

I 

Senate Democrats are getting unattractively nections. But it also should protect Mr. Donovan 
bloodthirsty over the troubles of Secretary of Labor from premature loss of his job. ' 
Raymond Donovan. They can't wait a few more The Democrats have no basis for doubting 
days while the special prosecutor, Leon Silvemian, Prosecutor Silverman's tenacity. It was he, after 
completes his investigation into bribery charges and all, who turned up the evidence casting doubt on 
decides whether to prosecute. Instead, they urge whether Mr. Donovan should have been nominated. 
that Mr. Donovan step aside until all suspicions are Once Mr. Silverman reports, the F.B.L can be 
quieted. pressed for a much better explanation of why it with-

The embarrassment of the case is surely in- held the evidence from wiretaps-that might have 
creasing.--Senator Orrin Hatch, the Republican prompted a deeper Senate investigation of the nomi­
Labor Committee chairman, correctly observes that nee last year. 
Mr. Donovan faces heavy going even if he survives An indictment would of course end Mr. Dono­
the special prosecutor probe. But, the Democratic van's undistinguished cabinet career; a cl~ bill of 
advice is still most untimely except as a grab for health in the bribery cas'e would not end his difficul­
po~l advantage. - · ties. He Would still have to answer new charges of 

e partisan demand to furlough Mr. Donovan ties to organized crime figures. And the White House 
is especially out of place while the criminal investi-J must still account for what it knew about those ties 
gation is in the hands of Mr. Silverman, an able New .fC when he was nominated. 
York lawyer appointed under the Ethics in Govern-[ But in fairness, Mr. Donovan cannot fully 
ment Act. That law is intended to guard against po- defend himself while the special prosecutor is still 
liticized justice in two ways. It insures that the probing. It's not only wrong to be presumed guilty; 
Labor Secretary won't escape prosecution just be- it's impossible to answer charges until they are · 
cause of his governmental stature or political con- made. I 

• 
I 
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U.S. Department of Labor 

APR 131982 

Assistant Secretary for 
Employment and Training 
Washington, D.C. 20210 

Honorable Morton c .- Blackwell 
spedial Assistant to the Pre~iderit 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. Blackwell: 

't • 

This is in response to your memorandum dated March 11, 
1982, in which you req·uest a sample reply which you can 
use 'in answe·r ·ing letters concerned with the issue of 
cover'age of nonres·erva tion Indians under proposed leg·is­
la tion which wi•11 replace the Compreherisive Employment 
and Training Act ·in Fiscal Year 1983 ." We have also re­
ceived a large number of letters, telegrams, mailgrams, 
etc. , similar to the sever·a1 examples · enclosed with your 
memorandum. I have enclosed a sample of the reply we 
have used in res·ponding to such corres·ponderice. 

Plea·se let me kriow if I can be of further· assistance. 

Sincerely, 

~Chit ·~ 
ALBERT ANGRISANI -~ 
Assistant Secretart) of Labor 

Enclosures 



Herbert Fellman 
376-7090 

DRAFT 

The "Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1978" 

will continue through Fiscal Year 1982, at which time it 

will expire. The Congress has begun the process of 

examining the legislative options for job training pro-

. grams beyond Fiscal Year 1982. It is too early in the 

legislative process to determine what the product of these 

deliberations will be. You can be assured that your concerns 

will be considered in this process. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

Ms. Adeline Garcia 
621 N.W. 48th. Street 
Seattle, WA 98107 

Dear Ms. Garcia: 

WASH I NGTON 

May 24, 1982 

The "Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1978" 
will continue through Fiscal Year 1982, at which time it 
will expire. The Congress has begun the process of 
examining the legislative options for job training pro­
grams beyond Fiscal Year 1982. 

It is too early in the legislative process to determine 
what the product of these deliberations will be. You can 
be assured that your concerns will be considered in this 
process. On behalf of President Reagan, I would like to 
thank you for making this situation known to us, and for 
expressing your views. 

Morton C. Blackwell 
Special Assistant to the President 

for Public Liaison 



. • 

Ms. Lisa De Nobrega 
3001 S. 288th. 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 24, 1982 

Camelot Square, Space #112 
Federal Way, WA 98003 

Dear Ms. Nobrega: 

The "Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1978" 
will continue through Fiscal Year 1982, at which time it 
will expire. The Congress has begun the process of 
examining the legislative options for job training pro­
grams beyond Fiscal Year 1982. 

It is too early in the legislative process to determine 
what the product of these deliberations will be. You can 
be assured that your concerns will be considered in this 
process. On behalf of President Reagan, I would like to 
thank you for making this situation known to us, and for 
expressing your views . . 

Sincerely, 

Morton C. Blackwell 
Special Assistant to the President 

for Public Liaison 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

Mr. James Slattery 
1632 15th. Avenue #3 
Seattle, WA 98122 

Dear Mr. Slattery: 

WASHINGTON 

May 24, 1982 

The "Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1978" 
will continue through Fiscal Year 1982, at which time it 
will expire. The Congress has begun the process of 
examining the legislative options for job training pro­
grams beyond Fiscal Ye·ar 1982. 

It is too early in the legislative process to determine 
what the product of these deliberations will be. You can 
be assured that your concerns will be considered in this 
process. On behalf of President Reagan, I would like to 
thank you for making this situation known to us, and for 
expressing your views. 

Sincerely, 

Morton C. Blackwell 
Special Assistant to the President 

for Public Liaison 
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3001 - s. 288th 
Camelot Square, 
Federal Way, WA 
March 3, 1982 

Space 11112 
98003 

Dear President Reagan, 

The pro~osed cuts to CETA, Title III have both 

angered and frightened me. My husband and I have recently 

married, and both of us are CE~A employees. We both feel that 

we contribute a · great deal in our respective jobs. Neither of 

us makes a great deal of money, and almost all of it goes to 

the necessities of life. What really concerns us is that we 

have a child on the way. 

Our state of Washington has an unemployment rate of nearly 

13 percent. How will both of us be able to find work that will 

support our new family? And how will paying us unemployment, 

which would not meet all our economic obligations anyway, be a 

savings to taxpayers? 

We work at the Seattle Indian Center. My husband helps people 

find work or pursue training that leads to employment. I help 

people with basic nutrition needs. When we are unemployed, who will 

help the Native American clients in ihe greater Seattle/King County 

area? Every time the government calls for "sacrifice," why is it 

always extracted from minorities such as Native Americans? As the 

president of this country, I would hope that, like a father with 

his children, you would look past the desires of the few to the 

needs of the many. Yet, your previous cuts,as well as those now 

on the agenda, seem to contradict that view. 

While working in my present position, I have begun to relate 

to the needs of the Indian community. Most of my clients are 

undernourished as a result of their lack of income. I help them 

to find ways to secure balanced meals f6r themselves and their 



child .ren. There is a saying in the Indian community, "Don't judge 

a person until you have walked a mile in their moccasins." 

I am asking you to walk a mile in mine when you make your final 

decision. 

Lisa De Nobrega 
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James Slattery 
1632 15th Avenue #3 
Seattle, Washington 98122 

March 4, 1982 

President Ronald Reagan 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Sir: 

I am writing this letter to ask you to support the continuation- of :furid~g 
for Title III, Section 302 off-reservation Indian programs. It is my 
understanding that your administration intends t o cut the funds for these 
types of programs. 

I am not a Native American myself but I have been working for the Seattle 
Indian Center, which is CETA funded, for a year now. Let me begin by say­
ing it is a very important and necessary program. The unemployment rate 
for the State of Washington now stands at 13% for the overall population, 
it is twice that for Native Americans. The Indian population represents 
the highest unemployed and the least educated minority in our country today. 

I do not write this letter because I am worried about my job, Mr. President 
I have a degree and enough skills to get another. But what of the Native 
Americans who have no education. The Seattle Indian Center has an in-house 
GED program and prov ides vocational training and counseling. If the CETA 
funds are cut these would most likely be eliminated along with our employment 
program. 

Your administration cut funds for the Employment Security Programs a few 
months ago and promised us that no employment offices would close. Since 
then, five offices have closed and we are without any office in the down­
town Seattle area. We have been promised that they will reopen but none 
have. 

If off-reservation CETA Titl~ III, Section 302 programs are eliminated 
it will have a far reaching negative effect on all Indian communities. I 
ask you to consider this when making your recommendations toward the future 
of the CETA Program. 

Sincerely, 

0~ 
James Slattery 

/ 
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Adeline H. Garcia 
621 N.W. 48th Street 
Seattle, Washington 98107 

March 4, 1982 

The President Ronald Reagan 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Sir: 

I am writing this letter to ask you to support the continuation of funding 
for Title III, Section 302 off-reservation programs. It is my t1nderstanding 
that your administration plans to cut these types of programs. 

As a taxpayer and an involved voting member of our country, t feel I have a 
stake in what is happening. I have witnessed people who never worked in their 
lifetime get CETA training and jobs, and this has turned their lives around 
and made them productive members of the community. 

Since a great majority of our Indian people live in the urban area this program 
has changed their lives and helped them to make a worthwhile contribution to 
society. How much better to have them contribute than to be on the welfare roles. 
I say honestly that this is too good a program to eliminate, some of these people 
may never have this chance again. 

If off-reservation CETA Title III, Section 302 programs were eliminated it 
would have a far reaching negative effect on all Indian communities. I can­
not stress strongly enough the need for off-reservation national employment 
and training programs and the importance of keeping them alive! 

I must ask that you consider the consequences of the upcoming actions regard­
ing CETA and it's continued existence. Your effort s in developing CETA Pro­
gram recommendations for off-reservation programs would be greatly appreciated. 

Adeline Garcia 



Office of Information 

CONTACT: Alice Danner 
OFFICE : (202) 523-7316 

United States 
Department 
of Labor 

Washington, O.C. 20210 

USDL: 82-58 

FOR RELEASE: 4:30 P.M. EST 

♦ 

Tuesday, February 16, 1982 

WILLIAM PLOWDEN SWORN IN 
AS ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR FOR VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

William c. Plowden Jr. was sworn in today as assistant secretary of labor 
for veterans' employment by Secretary of Labor Raymond J. Donovan . 

. 
Plowden former state director of the Veterans Employment Service in 

South Caroli~a and a World War II veteran, was apppointed to the newly created 
U.S. Department of Labor post by President Reagan. 

Plowden took the oath of office as his wife, Ruth, and Senator Strom 
Thurmond (R-S . C.), held the Bible. Also attending were representatives of · 
national · veterans' organizations with whom Plowden pledged to work "to establish 
meaningful programs addressing the special needs of unemployed American veterans, 
particularly those of the Vietnam era. 11 

The South Carolina native holds the second-highest-ranking federal post 
assigned to serve veterans. Only Robert Nimmo, head of the Veterans Administra ­
tion, :ranks higher. 

Welcoming Plowden to the department, Secretary Donovan noted that legisla­
tion creating the assistant secretary's position "elevated veterans' employment 
programs to the status they deserve." Most of the department's veterans' 
employment initiatives formerly were the responsibility of a deputy assistant 
secretary who lacked direct access to the Office of the Secretary. 

11 I 1 oak forward to working with Bill Plowden as we move to ful fi 11 this 
Administration's commitment to our nation's veterans," Secretary Donovan said. 

Calling high unemployment among Vietnam-era and disabled veterans "a sociaf 
and economic blight that burdens the consciences of all patriotic Americans," 
the Secretary added: 

"With _Bill's experience, competence and compassion leading the way, we 
a~e determined to promote better opportunities for those individuals who sacri­
f1ce~ years of potential training, education, jobs, seniority -- even their . 
physical and mental well-being -- to serve our country and its defense . ". 

(more) 



2 .. 

·in his new post, Plowden serves as the principal advisor to the Labor 
Secretary on veterans' matters, including the formulation and implementation 
of departmental policies and procedures to carry out the department's employ­
ment, unemployment and- training programs affecting veterans. 

"Of all the unique problems facing veterans in our economy and society 
today, the unemployment problems facing Vietnam-era veterans must receive our 
highest priority," Plowden said. 

He emphasized the need for targeted programs "to resolve the longstanding, 
severe difficulties of Vietnam-era veterans in the labor market." 

. . 

Before joining President Reagan's Administration, Plowden was a fed era 1 
official administratively resporisible to the Secretary of Labor for supervising 
and coordinating Veterans Employment Service activities in South Carolina. 

He has served on the Americanism Comission of the American Legion National 
Organization since 1961. 

He also formerly served as Americanism Chairman from the State of South 
Carolina American legion, Department Commander of the American Legion, Depart­
ment of South Carolina, and all local offices building up to this position. 

He is a member of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, Disabled American Veterans, 
and the Mtlitary Order of the World Wars. ~e served as state president of the 
Reserve Officers Association, of which he is a life member. 

Plowden served in World War II in the China Burma Theatre, attaining the 
rank of lieutenant colonel. He continued his reserve status and retired from 
the reserve as a full colonel in 1961 with 23 years of service. 

Born July 15, 1918 in New Zion, S.C., he was graduated from the Citadel 
Military College of South Carolina in 1939 with :1· B.S. degree in business 
administration. 

Plowden and his wife, Ruth, have three children and live in Alexandria~ Va. 

# # # 



U .S . DEPA RTMENT OF LABOR 

W A SHINGTON . D .C 
20210 

BIOGRAPHY 

William C. Plowden, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary for 
Veterans' Emp loyment 

On October 20, 1981, Pre s ident Ronald Reagan nominated 
William C. Plowden, Jr., of Ne w Zion, South Carolina, to be 
Assistan t Secretary for Vetera ns ' Employment. Mr. Plowden's 
nomination was confirmed by the Senate on December 9, 1981 , and 
he was sworn into office on De cember 14, 1981. 

The Assistant Secretary f or Veterans' Employment is the 
principal advisor to the Secre tary of Labor with respect to the 
formulation and imp lementation of all departmental policies and 
p rocedures to carry out the purposes of Chapter 41, Chapter 42 
and Chapter 43 of Title 38, Uni ted States Code; and all other 
Department of Labor employmen t , unemployment, and train ing programs 
to the extent they affect vete rans. 

Prior to his appointment as Assistant Secretary , Mr . Plowden 
served as a Federal o ffic ial a dministratively respons iple to the 
Secretary of Labor for supervi sion and coordination o f Veterans 
Employment Service activities in South Carolina. As such , he 
acted in concert with elected and appointed officials a t all 
levels of government. He also owned and operated three automo­
bile dealerships, one insurance agency and two tractor dealerships. 

' .. 
Appointed to the American ism Commission of The Ame rican Legion 

National Organization in 1961 , Mr. Plowden has served on that 
Commission ever since; has als o served as Americanism Chairman 
from the State of South Carol i na American Leg j.on. Mr. Plowden 
served as Department Commander of The American Legj_on , Department 
of South Carolina , and all loc al offices building up to this 
position . Mr. Plowden is a me mber of the Veterans of Fo~eign 
Wars, Dis,.bled American Vetera ns , and the Military Order of the 
World Wars . Mr. Plowden als<) served as State president of the 
Reserve Off ice rs Association o f which he is a life: member. 

Mr. Plowden served in World War II in the China Burma Theatre 
attaining the rank of Lieuten a nt Colonel; continued his reserve 
status and retired from the r e serve as a f ull Colonel in 1961 
with 23 years of service. 

Born July 15, 1918, in Ne w Zion, South Carolina, he wa~ 
graduated from the Citadel Military College of South Carolina 
in 1939 with a B.S. Degree in Busine ss Administration. 

• 

He and his wife Ruth hav , three children . Mr. and Mrs. P lo,;~den 
reside in Alexandria, Virgini a . 

December 1981 



place of employment and other elements of 
the job, particularly where they are gov­
erned by length of service. 

5. Allow the veteran to participate in in­
surance, pension, and other such benefits 
maturing after his reinstatement to the same 
extent he would be participating if his em­
ployment had continued without interruption 
by military service, and treat him according 
to rules and practices affecting other em­
ployees on leave of absence as far as such 
benefits maturing during his military ab­
sence are concerned. 

6. Retain the veteran in employment for 
a period of not less than 1 year, unless he 
is discharged for cause or there is a layoff 
which reaches him in seniority order in ac­
cordance with a contra c t or established 
practice. Retain the reservist who returns 
from initial active duty for training in his 
employment under the same conditions for 
a period of 6 months. 

Where the U.S. Department of Labor 

Provides More Information on 

Reemployment Rights 

Atlanta, Georgia 30309 
1371 Peachtree St., N. E. 

Boston, Moss. 02203 
JFK Federal Bldg. 

Buffalo, N.Y.14203 
121 Ellicott St. 

Chambersburg, Pa. 17201 
Wolf Ave. & Commerce St. 

Chicago, Ill. 60604 
219 S. Dearborn St. 

Cleveland, Ohio 44199 
1240 East 9th St. 

Dallas, Texas 75201 
441 N. Akard St. 

Denver, Colo. 80202 
17th and Stout Sts. 

Detroit, Mich. 48226 
234 State St. 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96815 
1833 Kala Kaua Ave. 

Kansas City, Mo. 64106 
911 Walnut St. 

Los Angeles, Calif. 90012 
300 N. Los Angeles St. 

Miami, Fb. 33130 
51 SW First Ave. 

Minneopolis, Minn. 55401 
110 South 4th St. 

Nashville, Tenn. 37203 
801 Broadway 

Newark, N. J . 07102 
1060 Broad St. 

New Orleans, La. 70130 
423 Cana I St. 

New York, N . Y. 10001 
341 Ninth Ave. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 19107 
9th and Morket Sts. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 15222 
1000 Liberty Ave. 

St. Louis, Mo. 63103 
1520 Morket St. 

San Francisco, Calif. 94102 
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Now; 
ABOUT THAT JOB. 

A B C's for Veterans 

We have written to your preservice 
employer alerting him to your re­
lease from the Armed Forces and 
have provided him with general in­
formation on his responsibility under 
the reemployment rights provisions 
of the Universal Military Training 
and Service Act. This Information 
Sheet discusses the conditions you 
must meet to be eligible for reem­
ployment and provides general in­
formation about the reemployment 
rights and benefits to which you may 
be entitled. If you desire further as­
sistance in the field of reemployment 
rights, please contact the appropriate 
field office shown on the back of the 
Information Sheet. 

J/.,f ugh:.· /::::::t: 
Office of Veterans' 
Reemployment Rights 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 
20210 

• • 



A. WHAT THE LAW SAYS ... 

Section 9 of the Universal Military Training 
and Service Act provides a reemployment 
rights program for men and women who leave 
their jobs to perform training or service in 
the Armed Forces. The Office of Veterans' 
Reemployment Rights has the responsibility 
for informing veterans and employers of the 
reemployment program and assisting them 
in connection with any problems they may 
have. The purpose of this law is to ensure 
that those who serve their country in the in­
terest of national defense do not lose their 
jobs and other employment benefits because 
of such services. 

B. ARE YOU ELIGIBLE? 

To be entitled to reemployment rights a 
veteran must: 

1. Leave a position (other than a tempo­
rary position) with a private employer or 
the Federal Government for the purpose 
of entering the Armed Forces, voluntarily 
or involuntarily. Part-time and seasonal 
positions are not necessarily temporary 
positions. 

2. Serve for not more than 4 years be­
tween June 24, 1948, and August 1, 1961, 
and not more than 4 years after August 1, 
1961 (unless involuntarily retained). Only 
active military service entered from em­
ployment to which restoration is claimed is 
to be included in computing service time 
under the 4-year limitation provision. 

3. Satisfactorily complete the period of 
active duty and have a certificate to that 
effect. 

4. Be qualified to perfo.rm the duties of 
his position. If he is disabled during mili­
tary service and cannot perform the duties 
of his old job, he may be entitled to the near­
est comparable job he is qualified to perform. 

5. Make timely application for reemploy­
ment after release from military training or 
service or from hospitalization continuing 
after discharge for a period of not more than 
1 year. Application must be made within 90 
days after completion of military service; 
within 31 days after completion of initial 
active duty for training of not less than 3 
months. 

C. EMPLOYER'S OBLIGATION 

The employer's obligations are to: 

1. Reemploy the veteran within a reason­
able time after he makes application in the 
position he would have occupied if he had 
remained on the job instead of entering mil­
itary service. This could be the same posi­
tion, a superior position, an inferioP posi­
tion, one of like seniority, status, and pay, 
layoff status, or no position at all, depending 
upon collective bargaining agreements, non­
discriminatory personnel policies and prac­
tices, or changes in the employer's business 
during the veteran's absence which may 
make it impossible or unreasonable to re­
employ him. 

2. Restore the veteran without loss of 
seniority. There are, however, some con­
ditions under which the adjustment of sen­
iority incident to a missed opportunity may 
be deferred until after the veteran has been 
reemployed and has met a special work re­
quirement under a c o 11 e c ti v e bargaining 

agreement or established practice. Where, 
under a collective bargaining agreement or 
established practice, the employer requires 
an employee to meet a special work require­
ment, the veteran's seniority should be ad­
justed upon completion of the work require­
ment so that his period of military duty does 
not cause him to lose ground to other em­
ployees who continued in their employment. 
Once having completed the work requirement 
he is entitled to a seniority date which takes 
into account time spent in military service. 
One of the most important features of the 
reemployment program is the protection it 
gives the veteran against the loss of sen­
iority due to military service, since senior.­
ity or length of service often determines job 
assignments, pay, status, vacation, and other 
benefits. 

The length of service or seniority a re­
employed veteran has with his preservice 
employer generally includes: 

(a) His employment before military 
service, 

(b) A reasonable period between leaving 
his job and entering military service, 

(c) The entire period of his mi 1 it a r y 
service, 

( d) The period between his release from 
the service and his return to work. 

3. Pay the veteran at the level he would 
have attained had he not left for military ser­
vice. This usually includes all general, cost­
of-living and length of service increases, 
but may not include merit increases based 
on performance standards prescribed by 
contract or established practice. 

4. Restore the veteran to the status he 
would have enjoyed with respect to such 
working conditions as choice of job shifts, 



Information Sour~es 

Veterans needing assistan·ce should contact 
their local veterans' employment representative 
at the local Job Service office. 

General questions may be directed to the 
Veterans Employment Service, Employment 
and Training Administration (ETA), 
Department of Labor, 601 D Street, N.W., 
Room 10100, Washington, D.C. 20213; or 
ETA's Information Office, Room 10418 at 
the same address, telephone (202) 376-3172. 

GPO : 1980 0 - 333- 449 

Fact Sheet 

U.S. Department of Labor 
Employment and Training Administration 
Office of Information 

August 1980 

Employment-Related Services 
For Veterans 

Introduction 

♦ 

The Depahment of Labor is involved in a 
variety of measures to make sure no veteran 
who wants to work goes without a job or the 
training and assistance needed to get that job. 
There is special emphasis on assisting disabled 
veterans and veterans of the Vietnam era. 

How the Programs Work 

Employment-related services designed to aid 
veterans include counseling, testing, and skills 
training; unemployment compensation for 
newly separated ex-servicemen and women 
while they look for civilian employment; tax 
credits for private employers who hire certain 
target groups of veterans, and ,placement in 
private and public sector jobs. Major 
programs that provide such services are: 

• Job Service - The more than 2,500 local 
public Job Service offices across the country 
provide veterans with priority in interviewing, 
counseling, aptitude testing, job development, 
and referral to job openings. All Job Service 
offices have assigned to their staffs at least one 
specially trained "local veterans' employment 
representative" (L VER) who works directly 
with veterans applying for assistance. 

• Disabled Veterans Outreach Program 
(DVOP) - Located in many of the Nation's 
largest cities, the program is staffed by 
disabled veterans who reach out to other 



disabled and Vietnam-era veterans and help 
them obtain the ~employment and training 
services they need. DVOP staffs, usually based 
at local Job Service offices, develop networks 
of employer contacts and work with community 
groups and local veterans organizations in the 
effort to find their clients jobs. 

• CETA Job and Training Programs - Like 
all CETA participants, veterans must be 
jobless and from low-income families, but 
regulations for Comprehensive Employment 
and Training Act operations contain provisions 
for veterans that enable them to qualify for 
skill training and public service job programs 
more easily than other applicants and to 
receive special consideration for. assistance. 
In addition, cities, counties, and states that 
receive CETA funds are required to take steps 
to increase the participation of qualified 
disabled and Vietnam-era veterans under the 
age of 35. 

• Unemployment Compensation .for 
Ex-Servicepersons (UCX) - Veterans may be 
eligible for unemployment insurance benefits 
while looking for work following completion 
of military service. In order to receive all of 
the benefits to which he or she may be entitled, 
a veteran should file a claim with the local 
unemployment insurance office promptly 
after separation. The UI office is frequently 
located in the same building as the Job 
Service. 

• Targeted Jobs Tax Credit - This tax credit 
program is designed to provide incentives for 
private employers to hire certain target groups 
of workers, including low-income Vietnam-era 
veterans under 35 and disabled veterans who 
are referred to employers from qualified state 
vocational rehabilitation programs or similar 
programs administered by the Veterans 
Administration. The credit employers can 
receive is equal to 50 percent of first year 
wages up to $6,000 for each eligible employee 
and 25 percent of second year wages up to 
$6,000. 

• Outreach and Public Information - Along 
with several other federal agencies, the Labor 
Department is a member of the White House 

Veterans Federal Coordinating Committee 
which has established .outreach and community 
services programs in selected large cities with 
heavy concentrations of Vietnam-era veterans. 
The Department also has contractual 
agreements with several national organizations 
- examples are the American G.l. Forum, 
Blinded Veterans Association, and National 
Urban League - to provide information and 
assistance to hard-to-reach veterans. 

• Reemployment Rights - Recently separated 
veterans may be eligible for reemployment 
rights. These include reinstatement in the job 
a veteran left to enter military service and the 
right to any increased wages and other benefits 
that were added during his/ her absence. 
Application for reemployment must be made 
to former employers within 90 days after 
separation from active duty. 

• Veterans Affirmative Action - Employers 
with federal contracts or subcontracts of at 
least $10,000 are required to take affirmative 
action on behalf of disabled veterans and 
Vietnam-era veterans and to list suitable job 
openings with the local Job Service. The Job 
Service gives these same groups of veterans 
priority when referring applicants to federal 
contractor job openings. 

Program Monitoring and Evaluation 

Federal field staff of the Veterans Employment 
Service (YES) are responsible for monitoring 
and evaluating the services provided by Job 
Service offices and by state and local CET A 
programs to ensure that veterans receive 
the priority and services mandated by law 
and regulation. There is at least one YES 
representative outstationed in every state and 
in all 10 Labor Department regional offices 
(in Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Atlanta, 
Chicago, Dallas, Kansas City, Denver, San 
Francisco, and Seattle). 

The YES is located within the office of the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Veterans' 
Employment. The Deputy Assistant Secretary 
is the Secretary of Labor's chief policy 
advisor on the job needs of veterans. 
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William Plowden , ASVE 
Ralph Hall, Direc tor , VES 

Vincent Pagano , Spec . Asst . 
ASVES 

William C. Plowden , ASVES 

~villiam C. Plowden, ASVES 

William C. Plowden, ASVES 

William C. Plowden , ASVES 
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Welcome, Ar t hur Dawson, New State'Director 

Address, Vi et Nam Veterans Of America 

Speech , National Association of State 
Directors f or Veterans Affa i rs. 

Meeting , American Legion Executive Commi ttee 

Speech 

Spee ch,Re gion I I I VES Conference 

~f 

Providence, R. I. 9/7 . 

Rochester, N.Y. 9/10 

St. Croix, Virgin Islands 9/15 

Indianapoli s, Indiana 

Seattle, Washington 9/21 

Ocean Ci ty, Maryland 
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DEPARTMENT OF Ll\BOR 
. 
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICES FOR VETERANS 

The Department of labor is involved in a variety of programs and 
activities designed to help veterans find jobs and training. 
Special emphasis is placed on assistance to disabled and--Vietnam­
era veterans. 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Veterans Employment (OASVE) 

The Assistant Secretary for Veterans Employment is the principal 
advisor to the Secretary on all DOL policies and programs for 
meeting employment and training needs of veterans. Serving as 
the focal point for DOL veteran-related programs, the OASVE 
de~elops legislation, policies and programs and provides technical 
assistance to DOL components and other agencies and groups. · 

Veterans Employment Service 

Administered by the Assistant Secretary for Veterans Employment, 
the field staff of the Veterans Employment Service (VES) is a 
nationwide network of 10 Regional, 52 State and 96 Assistant 
State Directors for Vetera_ns Employment. They supervise 
and provide technical assistance to State Jobe Services to 
ensure that legislatively required priority services of 
counseling, referral and placement are provided to veterans. 
Job development efforts are performed by VES staff with employers, 
labor unions, and veteran and community organizations. VES 
staff promote participation of veterans and supervise the 
planning and operation of Comprehensive Employment and Train-
ing Act (CETA) programs as they relate to veterans. Con-
tractual agreements with several national organizations are 
administered by VES to provide outreach and special employment 
assistance to targeted groups of veterans. 

Several components of DOL administer a variety of veteran-related 
programs. Major programs that provide assistance to veterans are: 

Job Service 

The public Job Service offices across the country provide 
veterans with priority in counseling, aptitude testing, job 
development, referral and placement in job openings. All 
Job Service offices have at least one specially trained local 
veterans employment representative (LVER) who works directly 
with veterans·. 

Disabled Veterans Outreach Pro~rarn (DVOP) 

Located in most Job Service offices, the program is staffed 
by veterans who provide special assistance to other veterans 
and help them obtain the employment and training services. 
The 2,016 DVOP staff develop networks of employer contacts 
and work with community groups and veteran organizations in 
their efforts to find their clients jobs. Unique to this 
program is the outreach emphasis provided to seek out and 
help disabled and Vietnam-era veterans. 
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CETA Programs 

Like all Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) 
p~rticipants, veterans must be jobless and from low-ingo~e 
families. Regulations for CETA programs contain provisions 
that enable veterans to qualify more easily than other ' 
applicants and to receive special consideration for assis­
tance. 

Qnemployment Compensation for Ex-Servicepersons (UCX) • 
Certain veterans are eligible for unemployment compensation 
payments while looking for work following completion of 
military service. Eligibility can be determined at any 
unemployment insurance office, usually located in the same 
building as the Job Service. 

Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC) 

This tax credit program is designed to provide incentives 
for private employers to hire certain target groups of 
workers including low-income Vietnam-era veterans and certain 
disabled veterans. The credit employers can receive is 
equal to 50 percent of first year wages up to $6,000 for 
each eligible employee and 25 percent of second year wages 
up to $6,000. Information regarding TJTC may be obtained 
from any Job Service Office. 

Reemployment Rights 

Recently separated veterans may be eligible for reemployment 
rights including reinstatement in the job left by the 
veteran to enter military service and the right to increased 
wages and other benefits that were added during their absence. 
Application for reemployment must be made to former employers 
within 90 days after separation from military service. 
Information about reemployment rights can be obtained from 
any LVER or DVOP staff. 

Veterans Affirmative Action 

Employers with Federa.1 contracts of at least $10,000 are 
required by law to take affirmative action on behalf 
of disabled and Vietnam-era veterans and to list job 
openings with the Job Service. The Job Service gives those 
groups . of veterans priority when referring applicants to 
·Federal contractor job openings. Job Service staff also 
assist employers in meeting their program obligations. 



UNION/CI30 F UN DlNC 1um u CTIONS BY THE 
EMPLOYMENT AND 'l'Ri\IN ING l\DMI Nl S'I'RATION 

o <::ETA Budget Reduction Hi y h liqht. s _ 1980- 1 98 2 

o Total Budget red uced f r om $8 Billion in 1980 t o 
$3.8 Billion in 1982 - - a 5 3 % reduction. 

o $3 Billion Public Service l~mployme nt Prog ram e liminate d. 

o 1980-1982 Discr e tiona ry f unding t o Union s a nd 
Community I3ased Orguni z a t i o n s r ed uced by $2 4 Million oi.-
80 'L 

o AFL/CIO and Af fil i at e s reduced by $21 Million. 
o Ot h e r Unions r educed by $ 3 Million . 

Unions Funde d 
_ _ Through __ _ 

Prime Spon s or 
Disc retiona ry 
Youth Programs 

Total Uni o n 
Re duction s 

FY 19 81 
-

$ 1 6 0 Mi .Ll ion 
•l 3 Mil l.io n 
l] Mill ion 

--· -·-· - --· - -· 

$214 MiJli o n 

o AFL/ CIO fu nd i n g r educed b y 61 ~ . 

FY 1 9 82 
- ·--·-·-- ·--

$ 97 Milli o n 
15 Million 

. 3 Milli o n --------•·--

:;; 112 . -_1 Mill ion 

o UAW f u n cl in <J r e tl u cc d by ~ 1 M i l 1 i o n o r 4 7 t . 

Reduction 
- - -·- -- - -

4 0% 
(i 6 <i, 

98 % - -- -

4 8 9<, 

o Othe r Uni o n f unding r e duced by $ 1 5 Million o r 6 3i . 

o Communit y Bused On ; a n ization re cl UCL:d b y $94 Mi ll ion or 
:i O ?, • 



EMPLOYMEMl AND TRA INING GRAN TS 

M l -CIO 

SPECIFI C CONTRACTOR FY 1980 

AFL-CIO Great Lakes Co unci l 379,732 

HRDI (Human Resour ces Devel opmen t 
Institute) 9, 3ll , l S4 

TULC (Trade Un i on Leadership 
Council, Detro i t ) 431,000 

Internati onal Ass oc i at ion of 
Firefi gh t er s (IAFF) 

United Union of Roofers , 
Wat erproofers and Al l i ed 

ll B, 519 

Wo rke rs (RWAW ) ?.00,000 

Au t o an d Me t al Trades , MJchini st s 
(1 AM) 212, S7J 

Communication ~/or ke r s of i\1;ier ic a 
(Cl~A ) .'?U , () (l () 

Un ited Auto \✓ o rk!: r s (UA\-J) :] , '; % , r1(J t 

Un i t ed Furniture Wo r~er s (Ufv/1\ ) ,] 11, !. H;U 

Labore r 's International Uni on 
(LI UN A) G9~ , 500 

Interna t ional Union of Opcr <l t ing 
Engineer s ( IUOE ) l , 'll / , 00() 

Inte rn ati onal Uni on of Elect r ical, 
Radio, and Ma chi ne l~or ker s (IUE) 7G G, 0Uil 

Amal gamated Clothi ng and TPxtil e 
~Jor kers (ACTWU) / Cb , lJl '.l 

Grap hic Arts Internati ona l (G/\ IU ) 11Jf3 , 550 

Nationa l lronworker s (f3SOIW) ? , 567 , 0Chl 

Operative Pl as terers and Cen~n t 
Mas ons (OPCM ) 7 ,1 4,~. ~fli,I 

tY 1982 

- 0 -

2, 000 ,000 

- 0 -

200, 000 

- () -

- 0 -

- 0 -

300 ,000 

- u -

- 0 -

S00 ,000 

- 0 -

- () -

- l) -

l J )uO , 000 

650 ,000 

_f3~du c_t ion $ 

-379,732 

- 7, '3 11, 154 

- 431,000 

+81 ,481 

- 200,000 

- 212, 574 

- 270 ,000 

-3,296 ,000 

-4 11,000 

-694 ,500 

-927,000 

-766 ,000 

-766 ,910 

- Fla ,550 

- 1,567 ,000 

-493,830 

Reducti on 7£ 

100 

79 

100 

100 

l 00 

100 

92 

100 

100 

65 

100 

100 

100 

61 

43 
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EMPLOYMl~f ANO I HA IN ING GRANT S 

SPECIFIC CONTR ACTO R 

United Brotherhood of Carpent ers 
and Joiners (CJA) 

Interna tional Un ion of Ti l e and 
Marbl e Workers (TMTF ) 

Internat iona l Union, Un i ted 
Au tomo bile, Aerospace, and 
Agri cu ltural Wo rker s (U /\W) 

United Food and ComP1ercial (UFO/) 

AFL - CIO Appal achian Coun cil 

Ame r ican Federa t ion of State , 
Cou nty , and Municipa i :.· 111ploye(!S 
(AFSCME) 

G. Meany Cen t er for La bor ~tudi es 

Servi ce Employer s Intern ational 
Uni on ( SE IU) 

Internati onal Brot he r hood of 

/\ rL -Cl O 

FY 1980 

1 , 53/ , 000 

300 ,()0() 

~JO , Oi)O 

l, 34<.J ,OOU 

i, ,' Jll)() 

.)( )() ' ()1 )() 

Poli ce (IUPA) '.)t10 , Ul1ll 

Association of Profes c-;iondl Fl iyh t 
Attendan t s ( /\LPP1- /\ r A) .,;() , Dtll, 

Internat ional Ladies Gal'mct Workers 
Union (I LGWU) 417 , 00U 

FY 1982 

750,000 

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

guo, ooo 

.. 0 -

- () -

]00 ,000 

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

Reduct ion$ -·-----------

-7B 7,000 

-3139 ,8~4 

- 300 ,000 

- 30Q, OOO 

- 549, 000 

-320 , 608 

-E7 ,000 

- 0 -

- 300,000 

- 80 ,000 

-477 ,00(, 

Red uc ti or; 

51 

100 

100 

100 

41 

100 

l 00 

100 

100 

100 

------- -------- -- --- ------------- ------- ----- -·---- --- ----- --- ----- ----- ---------------
TOTAL 27 , 94~ , 22 1 6 , S00,000 -2 1 , 444 , 221 77 



EMPLO YMENT AND TRAINING GRANTS 

GE NERAL 

SPECIFIC CONTRACTOR FY 1980 

National Culinary Apprenticeship 
Program 225 ,000 

Insulation Industry National 
Apprenticeship 194,185 

American Culinary Federation 
Education Institute 160,000 

Society for Advanced Medical Systems 99 ,852 

International Ma sonry and 
Apprenticeship Trust 791,000 

Teamsters Jo i nt Counci l 30U . 525 

National Joint Painting Decorators 
and Drywall Apprentice ship 
Program / 18, noo 

Puget Sound Printing Trades 15() ,511.l 

He alth and Education Re sources q4 ,noo 

National Automobile [)r aler <; 250 ,000 

Automoti ve Service Council s 250,000 

FY 1982 

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

- 0 -

_Reduction $ 

-225,000 

-194, 185 

-160,000 

-99,852 

-791 ,000 

-308,525 

-718,000 

-156,510 

-94,000 

-250,000 

- 250,000 

Red uction 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

-- ------------- -------------------- --- ---- -- ------- -- -------- ---------- ---------------

TOTAL 3,247 ,0/?.. - 0 - -3,247,072 100 
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SAMPLE OF DISCRETTONA RY CON TRACT TERMINATIONS 

CC'N'I·RACTS/GRAN'l'S THA'r WILL UNDE P.GO EAHLY TERMINATION (D) 

Paul Parks and Associates (ONP/Nll) 
Pacifica Services, Inc. (ONP/N15) 
Virginia CARES (ONP/NS) 
Bob Tucker and Associates (ONP/NlS) 
Community Services Administration - 'I'uls.J. CM (ONP/Nl6) 
Community Services Society (OCED/C7) 
Dialogue Systems, Inc. (OCED/C7) 
National Council of Negro Women (OCEQ/CJ) 
National Rural Center (OCED/CJ} 
A.L. Nellum Associates (OCED/C3) 
Labor Institute for Human Enr ichment (OCED/C3) 
Plaza de la Raza (OCED/CJ} 
Workshop for Cc1ree rs in the Arts ( OCEQ/C3) ,, 
Mitchell Titus Co. (OAM/M9) 
Florida SESA/Refugee Relief Gr.J.nt (USEf/El0) 
UniteH Food and Commercial Workers Union (Ol~P/r~4} 

PROPOSED NEW cor~TRACTS/GRANTS_ THi\T WILL NOT BE ISSUED (E-2) 

City of Los Ang e les (VES/V l ) 
City of Boston (VES/Vl) 
City of Pittsbur gh (VEf/vl) 
Veterans Public Informat ion Ccunpa ign (VES/Vl) 
Middle-Aged/Olde r Worker Demo n s tr.:1tion Grants (ONP/Nll) 
U.S. Department of Agricullun_, - Fml!A (ONP/NlS) 
Charles 'I'rindl e Co. (ONP/NlG) 
Community Services Administ r ation - Atlanta Of f i ce (OCED/CB) 
Joint Center for Political S tudi es (OCCD/CB) 
Long Island Contractors Deve l opment Center (OCED/C8) 
U.S. Conference o f Mayo r s (OCE D/ Cll) 
American Hotel and Mote l As s ocia ti o n (BAT/Tl) 
Finance, In s urance an d ne c1l Es t a t e Associations (BAT/Tl) 
National Associdt ion of Countie s (BAT/Tl) 
National Association of 1\pprenti c eship Directors (BAT/Tl) 
National League of Cities (BAT/ Tl ) 
Oi 1, Chemical and Atomic Worke rs Un ion ( BAT /'l'l) 
U.S . Conference of Mayor s (D,\ 'l'/Tl) 
University o f Alabama - Birming ha m (BAT/Tl) 
United Mine Workers (BAT/ Tl) 
Illinois SESA/Steel Plant Clo s i ng Project (OMA/R2) 
Mitchell Titus Co . (OMJ\/R6 ) 
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Sl'J1PLE OF DISCRETION,'\.11.Y CON'J' k l\CT 'I'EH.MINATJON;;; 

CONTRACTSfGRAN ~~S __ THAT WI L L _ NC1'l'_ BE __ H.i.:t~EW ED __ t \_1:'TER EXPIRAT ION ( E- 1) 

EXPIRATION 
DATE 

Columbia Univ~rs ity (OPER/06 ) 
l .!ni t.cd Negro Co 1 l e se I·· und ( OPER/ 0 7) 
Vir9 inia State Unive rsity (OP~R/O7) 
Clark College (OPER/07) 
Livingston e College (OPER/ 07 ) 
Univers ity of 7\.rkar. sa s - Pine n.lu f f (OPEI-< / 07) 
Southern \J n i v e rsi t y & A ~M Co l l e ~w ( OPE P/07) 
Benedict College (OPER/07) 
At lant cJ. Unive rs ity (OPEP/O7) 
Mis sissippi I n~ustrial Co l .l e y c (OFER/O7) 
Morg,:.rn Stat e College (OPER/ O7) 
Texas Southe rn University (OPER/ O7 ) 
Alab,1 ma State Univ e r sity ( CPEP/ 0'/) 
Fisk Ur.iversity (OPER/ O7 ) 
Bcwie State Coll e ~c (OPER/ O7) 
North Carolin .::i A &T State Llniv c rsily (OPEH/07 ) 
Howard Universily (OPER/O8) 
Brookings Institutio n ( OP E l{ / 09 ) 
National In st itu te of Pt_, bl i.c "l,.lll dlJCment. (OPER/013 ) 
Mu ssachu sct ts Off ice of r,~a 11µ o w1.! c l' 1 ~rnr, in g / Ar li st s 

Founda U o n ( OClm/ c 3) 
Sm i thson.i.i:ln ln s ti t. u t ion / Mu ~; cu 11t ~;t: r v i l · c.: s ( OCED/ C J) 

Mor gar. Manuge n1c nt ( OCI-:D/ C _l) 
Amalgarnc.1tecJ Clo thin0 a nd 'l' c'xtiic ,-Jork1' r· s l 1nion 

(Hl'.T/Tl) 

6/10 / 81 
0 9/81 
09 /81 
09/8 1 
09/81 
09/8 1 
09/81 
09/81 
09/81 
09/81 

, 09/81 
C'::J/ 3 1 
09 /81 
09/81 
09 / Bl 
09 / 8 ]_ 
OU/8 1 
9/3 0/ 81 
02/81 

5/ 10/8 1 
9/3 0/81 
9/30/81 

1/7/82 
I n :.:, u l a t .i. o 11 1 wJ u s L r y J l ) i i I L 1 '\ µ l? 1 ( ' 11 L i c 0 s h i p 
National Culi n a c y Appr e ntices h i p I'rogram 
l\mer i c an Culinar y FecJ c r at ion 1-:cl u cc1 l ion 

1" u n d (B 11. 'l' I 'l' 1 ) 9 / 2 7 / 8 l 
(RAT/TJ) 9/29/81 

I nsti t ute ( 13 .1\ 'I'/Tl) 
AFSCME (BAT/Tl) 
Commun ication Wo rkers o f l\.me ri c 1 \BAT/'[' J) 
Inte rnationi'lJ l\sso cici t ion o l: J'i r c 

Fighters/Chie f s (DA'l'/TL) 
Internc1 t ionul l\s sociation o f M.:i c h i 11ist s (BA'l'/Tl) 
Internationul 13 rothe rhood u t Poli c e Of ficers (BAT/Tl) 
Inte rnational Unio n of Op er::itinq Engin e ers (BAT/Tl) 
I ntern ational U~ion o f El ec t r i c~ l Wo r k e rs (BAT/Tl) 
I r.ternat i onal If n i.on of Uni r.c d J\nr o t-.1o rk e rs (BJ\T/Tl) 
Society fo r Atl va nced M0d i c : l Sy:3 tc!tnS ( I3AT /Tl) 
Se rvi c e Employ,_·- es Intt1n1c:1ti u n .::i l !ini o n (81\T/Tl) 
Uni ted Un i on of Roofe rs and ,,11 :.cd Worker s (Bl\T/Tl) 
St. Louis Prime Sponsor/Re -t~mploymenL Pro ject (OMA/R3 ) 
Ok l ahoma nos Prime Sponso r /l-::· tre p en e 1irship 

Project (OMA/ RS ) 
f-l'iami Prii,1c Sponso r /C i v i l Di. ~; ~w ci c r ,"'\ id (OMA/R7) 

3/31/81 
3/31/8 1 
3/Jl/81 

1/31/81 
3/31/81 
5/29/81 
8/31/81 
3/31/81 
3/31/81 
7/31/81 
3/Jl/81 
8/31/81 
9./ 30/81 

9/30/81 
9/30/81 
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SN•1PLE CF DISC RET IONA !·'. Y CONTIV\ CT TE RMINATIONS 

CON'J'RACTS/GRANTS 'L' HAT WILL NO'f' m:: RC NEWED A.F 'l'ER EXPIRATI ON (E-1) 

EXPIRATION 
DATE 

American Associa t i on o f Small Ci tie s (ONP/N 4) 
AFL-CIO Great La ke s Region a l Co unc i l (ONP/N4) 
AFSCME (ONP/N 4 ) 
Careers in Communic.:ition , r n c . {ONP/N 4) 
Ce nter for Commun ity Chan q c (ONP/N 4 ) 
Fe deration of Sou t h e rn Coope r ative s {ON P/N4 ) 
George Me a ny La bor Ce n t er (ONP/N 4 } 
Heal th Ecuca tion Resources , Inc . ( ONP /N 4 ) 
Nationa l Concil io o f Ame ri cu (ONP/N 4) 
National Urban Co.::il i ti o n (ONP/ N4 ) 
United Negro Co lle g e Fu nd (ONP/ N4) 
Coalition for Uni ted Commu n i t y T\c t i on (ONP/N3 ) 
Nation a l l\s s oc i ation of So utlwn1 Poor (ONP/N3) 
National Counc il o f La Raz ,, (OMP/N3) 
Nation a l Ur ban I ndia n Con 1lt i on (ONP/N3) 
American Association of Commu n it..'/ a nd ,Ju n ior 

College s (VES/V l ) 
American G . I . :Forum - Sa n ,Jose (VE S/Vl) 
Community Sys tems Desig n , I n c . (VES/V l) 
Program to Ad v ,rncc Ve t e ran s Fmp l oyme n t (VES/Vl) 
Seattle Depa rtme n t o f Iluman Rc ~-.; ource s (VES/Vl ) 
St. Louis Area Veter a n s Co n ~;m: t. i um (VES/V 1.) 

Swords of Plows h ilres , I nc . (Vl-~'.,/Vl) 
University of Minn e sota (VES/Vl) 
Puget Sound Pr i nter s Pr o t3r..:im {()Nr> / N:' ) 
Rosslyn Founda t i on (ON~/N2 ) 
South_ern Voca tion a l Co l l r~<Jl~ ( 0 Nf' / N2) 
WETA Channel 2 6 (ONP/N 2) 
Am i gos De l Vall e (ONP/ NJ . ) 
Mississippi Council o n Ag ing (ONP/N l l ) 
Natio n a l Ce nt e r on n l ack l\ qc~d {ONP/Nl l) 
National Council on Agi n g (ONP / Nll ) 
We ste rn Mi c hi gc1 n /\re0 l\qency o n l\gi nq (ON P/ Nl l ) 
Ma rk Battle Associate s ( ONP/N 1 2 ) 
Center for Employment .:ind 'l' r aini nq (ONP/Nl5) 
Conference Boa rd (ONP/Nl5 ) 
Environmental P rotec t i o n A0enc y (ONP/NlS) 
I daho I nter Tr iba l Poli c y Ro Jrd (ONP/ Nl 5) 
MDC, Inc. (ONP/N l 5 ) 
Garrett-Sullivan, I nc. (ON P/Nl6 ) 
International Busine s s Serv ices , l n c . (ONP/Nl6) 
Solar Americ a , I n c . (ONP/N H , ) 
Me dgar Evers Coll e g e (OPER/ 0 3) 
Clark Colleg~ (OPER/03 ) 
Kentucky Sta t e Un ive r s i ty (Ol ' tl</ 0 3 ) 
Southe rn Unive r si t y ,:=rnd 7\ &M c(,l lc qe (OPER/ 03) 
University of Texas - S,, n Anto ni :..1 (OP ER/ 0 3) 

3/31/81 
3/31/81 
8/3 1/81 
9/ 30/ 81 
3/31/81 
2/1/81 
7/ 31/81 
3/31/81 
9/ 17/81 
4/30/81 
4/30/81 
3/31/81 
3/3 1/81 
8/31/81 
9/30/81 

3/31/81 
3/31/81 
3/ 31/81 
3/31/81 
3/31/81 
3/31/81 
3/31/81 
9/ 30/81 
3/31/81 
11/16/8 1 
9/30/81 
6/30/81 
11/30/81 
9/ 30/81 
11/30/81 
11/30/81 
12/12/81 
5/ 1 5/81 
5/ 31/81 
1/16/82 
12/31/81 
9/30/81 
11/15/81 
9/29/81 
3/31/81 
11/14/81 
8/31/81 
8/31/81 
8/31/81 
8/31/81 
8/ 31/81 
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97th Congress 

2d Session 

Committee Resolution 

Mr. Hatch and Mr. Kennedy submitted the following resolution 

to the Committee on L~bor and Human Resources. 

RESOLUTION 

To Authorize a Committee Investigation 
and Depositions Therein 

WHEREAS, the Connnittee did conduct hearings on January 12> 1981 

and January 27, 1981 on the Presidential nomination of Raymond J. Donovan 

-as Secretary of Labor, and, in connection with said hearings, did rely 

on the FBI to· give evidence including testimony to this Committee; 

WHEREAS, the FBI did represent to this Committee that the back­

ground investigation of Secretary Donovan that they conducted had been 

thorough and complete and had surfaced. no information which would 

reflect unfavorably upon Secretary Donovan in any manner; 

WHEREAS, this Committee has reason to believe that the informa­

tion provided to this Committee was incomplete and not provided in a 

timely manner; 

WHEREAS> this Co~ittee feels an obl_igation to determine whether 

the confirmation process worked effectively and in the public interest; 

WHEREAS, this· Committee must now determine whether to modify its 

own procedures provided in Committee Rule 18 for confirming Presidential 

nominees; . 
WHEREAS., for the expeditious conduct of this investigation, it 

is necessary that Spcci:al Counsel to this Committee and other ConUT1ittee 

. ··---·-~-- .. 

·.-. .. 
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staff members conduct depositions of witnesses and obtain affidavits 

under oath; 

WHEREAS , under Senate Rule XXVI and 28 U.S.C. § 1364 (a), a Committee 

may authorize the issuance of subpoenas and the taking of depositions, 

and under 5 U.S.C. § 2903 (c) (2), an oath authorized under the laws of 

the United States may be administered by' an .individual authorized by 

' local law to administer oaths: Now, therefore, be it hereby 
.. -~ -- ------ - . .. ---:;_ 

RESOLVED that the Committee authorizes an investigation to resolve 

any and all questions concerning whether the Committee received full, 

complete and timely disclosure of all information in the confirmation 

of Secretary Donovan and whether this Committee should modify its own 
... .. .. 

procedures for recommending confirmation of Presidential nominees; 

2. (~) The Chairman and Ranking Minority Member shall be author­

ized to notice depositions anywhere in the continental United States 

and to specify the time and place for said depositions. Depositions 

shall be in private and may be conducted with or without the presence 

of members provided both a majority staff member and minority staff 

member are present. The Chairman or the Ranking Minority Member may 

require that a depos·ition not commence without a member (or members) 

of the Committee in attendance; in such cases, the notice of deposition 
• . 

shall so state. Special Counsel to this Committee and staff designated 

in writing by members . of this Committee may ques~ion the deponents, 

who shall be sworn by persons authorized under local law to administer 

oaths. 

(b) Objections by any deponent as to the form of questions shall 

be noted in the record of the deposition. If a witness objects to a 

question and refuses to testi~y on the basis of relevance or privilege, 

-2-
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the Special Counsel or staff may proc~~d with the deposition, or may, 

at that time or at a subsequent time, seek a ruling by telephone or 

otherwise on the objection from the Chairman of the Committee or the 

Ranking Minority Member. If the Chairman or.Ranking Minority Member 

overrules the objection, he may refer the matter to the Committee or he 

may order and direct the witness to answer the question, but the Com­

mittee shall not initiate procedures leadi~g to civil or criminal 

enforcement unless the witness refuses to testify after he has been so 

ordered and directed to answer. The depositions ·shall be transcribed. 

A transcript of the deponent's testimony shall be provided to the 

deponent only to correct errors in transcription and to sign the trans-

.. 
cript as co~rected (if the deponent notes any corrections) but not to 

revise the testimony given. The deponent shall return the transcript 

to the Committee for filing, no · later than two days after the deponent 

is provided a copy of the transcript. ' Each d'eposition transcript shall" 

be filed by the Special Counsel or staff with the Clerk of the Committee 

or the Clerk's designee. The Committee may place such deposition trans­

cripts in the ·record of its public or closed hearings or base findings 

in reports on them or may retain them on file. 

(c) The Committee may initiate procedures leading to criminal ·--
or civil enforcement proceedings in the event a subpoenaed witness 

fails to appear at .a . deposition. 

3. The staff may obtain affidavits sworn ·to before a person 

authorized under local law to administer oaths. Each affidavit shall 

be filed by the Special Counsel or staff with the Clerk of the Committee 

or the Clerk's designee. The Committee may place such affidavits in 

the record of its closed or public hearings or base findings in reports 

on them or may retain them on file. 

-3-
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4. The Chairman, or a member des ignated by him, is authori zed 

bot h t o a uthor i ze and to i ssue s ubpo enas for witnesses and documents 

f or this investiga tion under the procedure provided in Committee Rule 

17(c) .and t he subpoenas may be returned ei tner at depositions or at 

hearings. A complete and current log of, and set of copies of, all 

s ubpoenas, deposi tion no t ices, deposition transcripts, and affidavits 

shall be mai ntained by ~he Cle~k of th~ Gommit t~~,.-R~ -the Cl~Fk's 

designee, for inspection by any member of the Committee. 

5. Meetings and hearings of this investigation may be called by 

the Cha irman or by· a member designated by him. The quorum shall be 

one member for hearing sworn testimony. 

6. T~e Committee may poll any busine$s concerning this investi­

·gation under Committee Rule 6. 

7. No release to the public of deposition transcripts or affidavits 

or their contents, except through hearings · or reports, is authorized. 

8. A copy of this resolution, and of the .Committee's rules, shall 

be furnished with each subpoena and to each •witness at a deposition or 

hearing. 

.. _- ··-... 
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TO: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 23, 1982 

Ed Rollins 

Morton C. Blackwell 

The attached editorial from today's 
Wall Street Journal shows how far 
out on a limb Senator Bobby Byrd 
has led Senate Democrats. There 
is usually a publtc reaction against 
a lynch mob. 
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THE WHITE HO.USE 
• . . 

WASHINGTON 

June 15, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DOLE 

THRU: DIANA LOZANA 

FROM: MORTON C. BLACKWELL ~ 
SUBJECT: Conservative Support for Secretary Donovan 

Attached is a news item from last Friday's Philadelphia 
Inquirer which accurately points out that conservative 
groups are strongly supporting Ray Donovan. 

The support is much deeper than even this article suggests. 

Here is the analysis which is being circulated by Paul Weyrich 
and other conservative movement leaders: 

1. Over many years organized labor exerted itself to swell the 
budget of the Labor Department and expand the authority of the 
Secretary of Labor. During the transition, Mr. Donovan told the 
astonished Kitchen Cabinet that, as Secretary, he would have at 
his discretion $600 million, far more than any other Cabinet 
officer. Many additional billions of dollars had been built into 
the Labor Department budget to be lavished on union bosses and 
their pet projects. 

2. With vigor unsurpassed in the new Administration, Secretary 
Donovan cut the swollen Labor Department budget, slashed the 
discretionary funds available to the office of the Secretary, 
and reduced the tax money flowing to the coffers of organized labor 
and their cronies. In pursuit of the President's program of 
regulatory reform, Secretary Donovan moved effectively to balance 
the interests of union and non-union workers with the legitimate 
interests of labor leaders, most notably in the areas of reform 
under the Davis Bacon Act and regulation of the often-abused 
$600 billion in union pension funds. 

3. The interlock between organized crime and powerful elements 
of organized labor has been demonstrated many times in trials and 
congressional investigations. Undoubtedly the vigorous budget 
cutting of Secretary Donovan has ended the gravy train for many 
a mobster in the camp of organized labor. These are not people 
who take setbacks gracefully. 

' I 
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4. • Suppose, ·for the sake of · .argument, you were a leader of 
organized crime trying to protect Secretary Donovan. Would 
you put a thug on the phone to threaten, of all people, Orrin 
Hatch? Would you, after murdering · someone alleged to have 
picked up pay-off money from Donovan, leave the corpse to be 
found in the trunk of an abandoned car in downtown Manhattan? 

5. On the other hand, suppose you were a union-related mobster 
smarting from the loss of power and money Donovan had cut off. 
Would it occur to you .. to have a phony threat made against strait­
laced Orrin Hatch? Would it occur to you to leave, where it must 
be found, the corpse- of someone alleged to have picked up mob 
money from Donovan? 

This whole situation reeks of a frame-up. At the wide interface 
of organized labor and organized crime, life is cheap and 
perjury is virtually free. 

Conservative activists see that Secretary Donovan has done a 
very good job for the President. They see no credible evidence 
of any wrongdoing by him. They see liberal Senate staffers 
engaged in a vendetta against Donovan. They see evidence which, 
when studied, appears most likely to be an underworld effort 
to do the maximum damage to Donovan. 

If this Administration abandons Donovan under fire, in absence of 
a shred of proof against him, we would suffer great demoralization. 

Not only would our outside allies be dismayed at our abandonment 
of a key organizer of the President's nomination and election. 
We would almost surely see rapid alienation and departure of 
others now in the Administration who are here because they want 
to serve the President, not because it is a swell way to make 
a living. 
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No. 88 The Heritage Foundation• 513 C Street• N.E. • Washington. D.C. • 20002 • (202) 546-4400 

September 2, 1982 

JOB TRAINING VS. SON OF CET A 
CS. 2036, H.R. 5320) 

INTRODUCTION 

The federal government has been committed to creating jobs 
and providing training for the unemployed for decades. Its most 
ambitious effort was the 1973 Comprehensive Employment and Train­
ing Act (CETA). Since that time Congress has given over $53 
billio~ to CETA to move the disadvantaged into the economic 
mainstream. For all of this, chronic unemployment has been 
affected very little. Despite - its iaudable goals, ·cETA has come 
to symbolize wasteful government spending. Critics of the program 
~rgue that it either provides dead~end public sector jobs or 
provides training that fails to prepare its participants for 
existing .employment opportunities. With the expiration of CETA 
this September 30, the U.S. has an important opportunity to 
reexamine past policies and develop a more effective plan to deal 
with chronic unemployment. 

Proponents of government employment and training programs 
argue that these programs can offset the market's failures to 
produce enough training and other labor market services.- Insuffi­
cient private sector training, it is argued, occurs because firms 
will not train workers who may change jobs and .because workers 
may be unable to finance the training themselves. Government 
provided training opportunities, it is maintained, could compen­
sate for this deficiency through an investment in "human cap­
ital" . 

Training programs that focus on structural problems may 
indeed improve the employability of their participants. Yet the 
unemployed ultimately must rely on an expanding economy to pro­
vide permanent jobs. To· this end, the federal government must 
adopt fiscal, monetary and regulatory policies necessary for a 
healthy and growing economy. Ronald Re-agan's original four point 
economic program of lowering government spending, reducing taxes, 
reforming counterproductive regulations and restoring a stable 

Note: Nothing written here is to ·be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an 
Rttemot to aid or hinder the passage of any bill before Congress. 
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and deaccelerating monetary policy to reduce inflation is 
designed to do just this. The Administration has made some gains 
in this area; much more remains to be done. 

What must not be done is to repeat the mistakes of the past. 
Congress is considering new legislation to replace the expiring 
CETA program. Two bills (S. 2036, H.R. 5320) are aimed at provid­
ing job skills to the long-term unemployed. Neither provides 
funding for public service jobs, the most criticized component of 
CETA. Both bills provide a greater role for the private sector 
in the planning process and authorize a training program for 
"dislocated workers" who have lost their jobs as a result of 
long-term changes in the economy. Despite similarities, the 
bills differ in important respects. The Administration-backed 
senate bill grants state governors principal authority over the 
size and scope of local programs. In addition, it prohibits 
trainees in most cases from receiving wages or stipends for their 
participation. The House bill, on the other hand, looks distress­
ingly like the son of CETA. It retains the CETA structure in 
which city and county governments primarily control local pro­
grams and financial support for needy individuals participating 
in training sessions. These provisions are precisely those which 
many experts feel have made CETA so ineffective and such a waste 
of money. The choice before Congress clearly is: real job 
training or son of CETA. 

BACKGROUND 1 

The federal government has a long history in employment and 
training activities. During the Depression years of the thir­
ties, it established massive public works and public service 
employment programs to assist millions of the unemployed. In the 
following decade, the Employment Act of 1946 explicitly committed 
the federal government to full employment, defining the federal 
role as one promoting "maximum employment and purchasing power." 
It was not until the early sixties, however, that the federal 
government, under President Kennedy, began taking an active role 
in employment and training programs. The principal objective of 
these programs has been to improve the competitive position of 
individuals in the labor market. 

At first, these programs were directed at individuals whose 
skills had become obsolete because of rapid automation. The 
emphasis soon shifted, however, to the economically disadvantaged 

1 For a review of employment and training programs, see: Peter ~ermani~, 
"The Job Training Act of 1982," Heritage Foundation Issue Bulletin No. 
84, May 6, 1982, pp. 3-7. Also: Janet W. Johnson, "An Overview of 
Federal Empl oyment and Training Programs" in National Commission for 
Employment Policy, Sixth Annual Report to the President and the Congress, 
December 1980, pp. 49-139. 
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who had few marketable skills. The Emergency Employment Act of 
1971 authorized the first major job creation program since the 
1930s, known as the Public Employment Program (PEP). It renewed 

.the federal government's commitment to the newly unemployed. Two 
years later, in an effort to turn over the control of job train­
ing programs to state and local governments, CETA was enacted. 

CETA incorporated a wide array of programs to deal with 
joblessness. Its two basic approaches were direct job creation 
through public service employment (PSE) programs and skill train­
ing. Though federal job creation programs such as PSE have 
temporarily employed the disadvantaged, they have done so at a 
tremendous cost, without significantly improving the employabil­
ity of their participants. To some extent, they merely have 
substituted PSE jobs for unsubsidized employment in the labor 
market. 

The two major types of programs included under the rubric of 
skill training are on-the-job training (OJT) and classroom or 
institutional instruction. The Manpower Development and Training 
Act of 1962 was the first comprehensive federal manpower program 
and promoted on-the-job training, classoom training, remedial 
education, and job placement. The program's early efforts fo­
cused on retraining workers whose skills had become outdated by 
automation. Its emphasis soon shifted to minorities, the econo­
mically disadvantaged, ·and unemployed youth who lacked the basic 
skills for entry level positions. 

The classroom kind of skill training has improved the employ­
ability of the disadvantaged. While such training has provided 
needed skills, such as basic literacy and computation and communi­
cation skills, it has had less success than on-the-job training pro­
grams. 

In terms of earnings gains and job placement, OJT programs 
have been the most successful employment and training efforts. For 
example, in 1977, those who had been enrolled in OJT the previous 
year earned $839 more compared to workers who had not enrolled in 
federal programs. By contrast, those who only had classroom train­
ing earned $347 more, while PSE resulted in $326 more; those in 
"work experience" programs, consisting mainly of make-work jobs, 
actually earned $187 less than a comparison group which participated 
in no CETA activities. 2 OJT also appears to boast CETA's most suc­
cessful job placement rate. In 1980, OJT program participants went 
on to find jobs 63 percent of the time compared to a 43 percent 
placement rate for those who studied job skills and a 34 percent 
rate for nonoccupational training. 3 The average cost of placement 
in PSE was about 2 to 3 times higher than under training programs. 
In 1980, it cost from $17,000 to $22,000 for each PSE worker placed 
in unsubsidized employment compared to only $5,000 to $11,000 per 

2 

3 

William J. Lanouette, "Life After Death--CETA's Demise Won't Mean the End of 
Manpower Training," National Journal, February 6, 1982, p. 242. 
Ibid. 
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placement of training programs. 4 

Though on-the-job training is clearly the most effective 
strategy, ironically it has been the least used. The most com­
mon, classroom instruction, has enjoyed only moderate success. 
PSE and work experience programs, which grew considerably during 
the seventies, are the least effective in generating private 
sector employment opportunities. 5 

Under CETA, most of the funds are allocated to "prime spon­
sors"--either state, county and municipal government consortia of 
local governments. The prime sponsors, in turn, hire subcontrac­
tors--companies, colleges, universities, technical schools, and 
community organizations to operate the training and work 
programs. As the failure of programs such as PSE became more and 
more apparent, private sector involvement was increased. In 
1978, private industry was given a statutory role with the devel­
opment of Private Industry Councils (PICs) to improve coordina­
tion of job training programs with local labor markets. Over 
half of each council's membership must come from the local busi­
ness community, with the remainder drawn from labor, educational 
institutions and local governments. Much of the criticism of 
CETA has been its failure to coordinate its employment and train­
ing efforts with the private sector. The PICs can design· and 
implement training programs but cannot run them. Their role thus 
far has generally been advising the prime sponsors. 

JOB TRAINING LEGISLATION 

The House and Senate have both passed job training bills to 
replace the expiring CETA program. They disagree over such key 
provisions as the level of control (state vs. local) and whether 
participants should receive payment. The Senate bill (S . 2036) is 
a compromise measure with the Administration, which itself had 
introduced a bill earlier this year (S. 2184). The Senate bill 
passed unanimously on July 1. The House bill was approved on 
August 4 by a vote of 356-52. The differences in the two bills 
will be reconciled in a House-Senate conference committee after 
the Labor Day recess. 

AUTHORIZATION AND ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Both bills authorize federally funded employment and train­
ing programs. Neither gives a specific spending level, but calls 
for "such sums as may be necessary." These funds are to be 
divided among several programs such as employment and training 

4 

5 

Office of Management and Budget, Fiscal Year 1982 Budget Revisions: Addi­
tional Details on Budget Savings, April 1981, p . 236 . 
In fiscal 1980, they claimed about $3.8 billion or 41 percent of the total 
$8 . 9 billion in CETA outlays. At the Administration's request, Congress 
eliminated the PSE program last year. 
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services for the disadvantaged, the displaced worker, Job Corps 
and others, with most going to the disadvantaged. The House bill 
originally had a price tag of $5.4 billion for fiscal 1983, but 
this was dropped to accomodate one of the Administration's major 
objections. The Job Corps program was the only one that retained 
a specific authorization amount of $650 million in the bill. 
Funding for the Senate bill was estimated by its sponsors to be 
about $3.8 billion for fiscal 1983, but the Congressional Budget 
Office estimates that actual outlays would only be about $2.7 
billion. Both bills exceed the proposed funding level of $2.4 
billion in the Administration's original bill, but are well below 
what CETA spent during its peak years. 

PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY 

The Senate and the House proposals concentrate on the hard- ~ 
core unemployed whose lack of education and basic job skills are ·· 
barriers to entry into the labor market. The new legislation 
would restrict eligibility to the economically disadvantaged, 
which would include those living at or below the poverty level or 
less than 70 percent of the lower living standard established by 
the Labor Department's Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). 6 The 
Senate version also includes those receiving cash welfare or who 
are members of families receiving such payments under a federal, 
state or local program or are receiving food stamps. The House 
bill excludes the provision for food stamp recipients, but broad­
ens the eligibility requirements somewhat by adding not only 
families that actually receive cash welfare payments but also: 1) 
those whose families would have been eligible for such assistance 
in the preceeding six month period, 2) disadvantaged foster youth 
who are supported by state and local governments and 3) handicapped 
persons who would qualify individually as needy even though their 
families may not be poor. The Senate measure mandates that 50 
percent of the funds be used for individuals under the age of 25; 
the House targets 50 percent to persons 16 to 21 either in or out 
of school. 

Both bills exempt up to 10 percent of the participants from 
the income test if they face serious barriers to employment. 
Examples of this include those with a limited command of the 
English language or those who are displaced homemakers, teenage 
single parents, older workers, veterans, ex-offenders, alcoholics 
or addicts. The House provides these services regardless of 
income, while the Senate imposes an income cap for all but the 
handicapped and displaced workers of the higher of 250 percent of 
the poverty level or 175 percent of the BLS lower living stand­
ard. 

6 The BLS lower living standard is basically just an alternative to OMB's 
measure of the poverty level. The BLS measure adjusts for differences in 
the cost-of-living across geographic regions. 
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Both measures authorize a separate program for 11 displaced 11 

workers. 7 They also reauthorize national programs for Indians and 
migrant and seasonal farm workers as well as the old Job Corps pro­
gram. 

Before reaching its compromise with the Senate, the Reagan 
Administration had wanted to target funds only to those most in 
need -- beneficiaries of the Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
program and out-of-school youth between the ages of 16 and 25. The 
Senate bill broadened somewhat the eligibility standards but 
preserves the Administration's basic goal. The House bill, 
however, defines eligibility much more loosely. Example: it does 
not differentiate between those actually receiving public assis­
tance and those "eligible" for such aid, nor does it concentrate 
funds to the non-disadvantaged, i.e., those facing serious employ­
ment barriers, at the lower income levels. While the eligibility 
conditions in the Senate bill are restrictive enough to ensure 
that those facing the most severe economic hardship remain the 
primary beneficiaries of a job training program, the House bill 
may affect adversely those most in need by distributing the funds 
across a broader target group. 

Both bills provide considerable funding to youth. This aims 
at alleviating the high teenage unemployment rates, particularly 
among minorities. Their lack of education and training makes 
them the least able to compete in the labor market. 

The two bills also allocate potentially sizeable sums for 
training displaced (or dislocated) workers. While there may be a 
general consensus that the economically disadvantaged are an 
appropriate group on which to focus employment and training 
assistance, the case is not as obvious for "mainstream" workers 
who lose their jobs as a result of structural changes in the 
economy. In fact, a study for the National Commission for Employ­
ment Policy concludes that there is little support to warrant 
federal assistance for displaced workers. 8 

The findings from this report reveal that the size of the 
dislocated worker population is relatively small. The mere fact 
that a worker is dislocated, moreover, is a weak indicator that 
an unemployed person will 11 suffer long periods of unemployment, 
special difficulties becoming reemployed, or extreme economic 
hardship while unemployed." In terms of education, the study 
finds that dislocated workers are more likely to possess a high 

7 

8 

The displaced, or dislocated, worker refers to the unemployment who have 
earlier experienced relatively stable work histories, high skill levels, 
and high wages . Their unemployment is largely a result of structural changes 
in the American economy. 
See Marc Bendick, Jr. and Judith Radlinski Devine, "Worker Dislocated by 
Economic Change: Do They Need Federal Employment and Training Assistance?" 
in National Commission for Employment Policy, Seventh Annual Report: The 
Federal Interest in Employment and Training, 1981, pp. 175-226. 
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school diploma than the economically disadvantaged, and naturally 
are very likely to have higher incomes. In the year before their 
unemployment, dislocated workers received higher levels of compen­
sation than the disadvantaged and were more likely to be recipi­
ents of unemployment compensation and/or have other family mem­
bers who are employed. As a result of their higher education and 
income levels, displaced workers are more capable of financing 
their own retraining. Finally, if dislocated workers do exper­
ience unusually long periods of unemployment, it generally re­
flects _"past and present affluence rather than past or .present 
distress." Two contributing factors to any prolonged spell of 
unemployment for these workers are their immobility resulting 
from homeownership and the financial incentives to remain unemployed 
inherent to the various unemployment insurance programs . 

This is not to say that displaced workers do not suffer. 
Providing such workers assistance, however, raises very serious 
questions of equity and efficiency. Given the federal govern-
ment's limited public resources Congress should be focusing its 
efforts solely on the most disadvantaged. To the extent that funding 
is provided to dislocated workers, it should be restricted to those 
with the greatest difficulties, e.g., the long-term unemployed. 
Otherwise, Washington may find itself paying for services that are 
not needed or that could have been financed by the participants them­
selves. 

ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES 

Under the Senate bill, allowable training activities include 
on-the-job training (for which employers receive reimbursement for 
up to 50 percent of the wages to eligible employees to compensate 
them for ·their training costs and the lower productivity of the 
trainees), basic and remedial education, work preparation, job 
search training and other job training activities that prepare the 
economically disadvantaged for and place them in employment. The 
Senate measure -also calls for supportive services such as transpor­
tation, health care, child care, meals, temporary housing and 
other reasonable expenses for participants who cannot afford to 
pay for them and without them would not be able to participate in 
the program. Other restrictions limit states to spending no more 
than 30 percent for administrative and support services, although 
individual programs within a state could exceed the ceiling for such 
costs. In addition, the bill prohibits using job-training funds 
for public service employment and for paying wages, allowances 
and stipends to participants. 9 

The House bill also provides a wide range of training and 
supportive services, b~t eases considerably the financial restric­
tions imposed by the Senate version. The ·House legislation 

9 The bill does grant an exemption to this ban on wages for the Summer Youth 
Employment and Training program. The House bill does the same. 
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permits payment of wages, training allowances, and needs-based sti­
pends, as well as "completion stipends" that are supposed to be 
incentives for program participants. 

Both bills emphasize the two most successful elements of CETA: 
on-the-job training and classroom instruction programs . Unlike 
CETA, they do not include a massive public service employment 
program, which was the most costly and least effective element of 
the program. 10 If the House is serious about improving the employ­
ability of the unemployed, it should explicitly limit funding to pro­
grams that provide their participants with training rather than with 
veiled income transfers. Providing the disadvantaged with training 
and basic skills, on the other hand, could improve their chances of ob­
taining productive employment in the private sector. This invest­
ment in "human capital" could help restore productive growth to an 
economy characterized by stagnation in recent years . 

An important difference between the Senate and House bills is 
over wages and allowances. This reflects key differences in 
philosophy regarding the role of government in the labor market. 
The Administration long has opposed providing stipends, allow­
ances and wages in a training program because they divert funds 
from training while creating an alternative income support pro­
gram. Indeed, instead of training, they often have amounted to 
living allowances, claiming about half the resources of some train­
ing programs. Yet the objective of any new job legislation must be 
training--not income support. The Department of Labor notes that 
in the past "some of the participants have come for the money and 
not for the training." This is why the Administration worked hard 
with the Senate earlier this year to craft a bill to maximize the 
number of persons trained under the new legislation. By barring 
the use of funds for the payment of wages and allowances to training 
participants, 70 percent of the funding can be targeted specifically 
for training. By contrast, a mere 18 percent of CETA funds went ·for 
training, with the rest devoured by administrative costs and direct 
payments to participants. Even under the Senate bill, welfare reci­
pients could continue to receive their welfare payments during train­
ing, and many others would have their own source of income because 
employers would be paying them during their training period. 

The House also requires at least 70 percent of the funds be 
spent on job training. This provision, however, is not the same 
as the Senate's. Representative James Jeffords (R-VT) had offered 
an amendment mirroring the terms of the Senate's bill, which 
specifically prohibit the use of funds for supportive services 
from being counted as direct training costs. Yet Paul Simon 
(D-IL) introduced a substitute amendment that allows spending for 
supportive services to be included in the 70 percent minimum. 
Simon's intention apparently, was to decrease the funds spent on 
training and increase those on overhead and welfare payments. He 
succeeded. As a result, the House bill allows funds meant for 

10 At the Administration's request, Congress eliminated the PSE program last 
year. 
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legitimate training activities to be channeled to income support. 
If the House wants to support the needy, then it should do so 
through welfare programs, not in a job training program. 

LEVEL OF CONTROL 

The Senate bill gives the governor of a state the responsi­
bility of selecting areas within the state to deliver training 
services. He must accept any request for designation as a ser­
vice delivery area from local governments with· a population of 
500,000 or more and any joint government/business requests from 
localities with populations of 250,000 to 500,000. Areas with 
fewer than 250,000 residents may also qualify if the requests are 
supported by local business organizations, unless the governor 
decides to merge them with larger delivery areas. 

Each service delivery area is required to have a private 
industry council (PIC). Most of the members of a PIC are to 
come from the private sector; one of them will serve as the 
chairman. The remaining members are to come from labor, educa­
tion agencies, community-based organizations and other interested 
groups. The PIC's responsibility is to prepare training programs 
for its respective service delivery area. This includes designa­
ting the administrative entity to receive the federal funds and 
decide which organizations provide the training services. 

The PIC may hire a staff and "exercise other powers neces­
sary" in preparing the job training plan. Once the plan is 
complete, chief elected officials of the local government are 
given an opportunity to review the plan and .then it is submitted 
to the governor, who can either approve it or disapprove it. In 
case of conflicts between the PIC and the local officials, the 
governor decides. In the event that the governor disapproves the 
plan, the PIC and the locally elected officials can appeal to the 
Department of Labor. 

The governor is to establish a state Job Training Council 
chaired either by himself or his designee. These councils are to 
be ' dominated by business leaders, with at least 51 percent of the 
membership coming from the ranks of private industry and another 
20 percent from locally elected officials. The remaining members 
are to be drawn from education agencies, the state employment 
service, community-based organizations, organized labor and other 
interested groups. The coucil is to advise the governor on 
education and training activities in the state, propose service 
delivery areas, and approve all local plans. Only in a few 
specific circumstances can the state disapprove of local plans. 
The council is also to administer funds for state programs as 
well as funds used within the state and to audit local programs 
at least once every two years. Finally, the state can vary the 
national performance standards to meet state and local needs. 

At the federal level, the Secretary of Labor administers the 
national program, reviews the state plans, prescribes national 
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performance standards and sets fiscal control standards and 
monitors states. 

The House bill rejected the Senate plan making job-training 
basically a state-controlled program with business groups primar­
ily responsible for planning and operating local programs. 
Instead, the House bill generally retained CETA's prime sponsor 
structure. Under CETA, a local government had to have a popula­
tion of at least 100,000 to qualify as a prime sponsor; the House 
bill merely increases this to 150,000. Areas with fewer than 
150,000 which served as prime sponsors under CETA could continue 
to be eligible through fiscal year 1988 if they establish joint 
PICs to serve a labor market meeting the 150,000 requirement. In 
addition, the governor can designate one or more service delivery 
areas for portions of the state not served by local prime spon­
sors. 

Prime sponsors must establish a PIC and appoint its members. 
Membership of the PIC would be the same as under the Senate bill, 
but the House bill stipulates that at least half of the private 
sector representatives are to come from small businesses, while 
the Senate only requires the PIC to include representatives from 
small businesses. Under the House bill, the PIC and the prime 
sponsor prepare the job training plan together. This includes 
determining the use of funds, choosing the administrative entity 
and selecting the mix of services to be provided. If the PIC 
wants a staff to assist in preparing the plan, the prime sponsor 
can make the funds available out of allowable administrative 
costs, but the prime sponsor can decide whether or not the PIC 
can have a staff at all. The prime sponsor submits the plan to 
the Secretary of Labor, with the states only given the right to 
review and propose modifications. 

The House bill requires the state to establish a State 
Employment and Training Council (SETC) composed equally of four 
groups: 1) business representatives, including PICs; 2) represen­
tatives of state legislatures and individuals from interested 
agencies; 3) local government officials; and 4) people eligible 
for the program themselves, the general° public, and public inter­
est groups. This council is to be chaired by a public member. 
Its responsibilities include developing a state coordination 
plan, reviewing local plans for consistency with it and making 
recommendations to improve the effectiveness of these programs. 

Under the House bill, the Secretary of Labor rather than the 
governor approves local plans. The Secretary also designates 
prime sponsors, administers the Job Corps and other national 
programs and monitors the performance of prime sponsors. 

The Senate bill reflects the Reagan pledge to return pro­
grams to the states and the private sector. It would replace the 
prime sponsor structure with one that enhances the role of states 
in determining the size and scope of programs within their state, 
although in most cases they would not actually run them. This 
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relatively simple structure contrasts sharply with CETA's system 
of about 476 prime sponsors that, in turn, hire about 
55,000 subcontractors to administer the training and work pro­
grams. This system has been difficult to manage and quickly 
became a source of local political patronage. 

Local governments generally have developed their programs 
independently of the state government. This lack of coordination 
frequently has precluded development of a comprehensive plan that 
matches the skills of program trainees with available positions 
throughout the state. States more so than the federal government 
can judge the needs of local labor market areas. Under the 
Senate bill, the governor, with the help of a business-dominated 
state council, sets the general policy objectives for the plan­
ning process and can review local plans with the final authority 
for approval or disapproval. Decentralizing job-training programs 
so that local and state governments are responsible for their 
administration and planning is likely to make them much more 
efficient. 

The House bill ignores these considerations and retains the 
present prime sponsor structure with its direct federal-to-local 
funding system, while only slightly expanding the state's role in 
program coordination. The training programs would be developed by 
the prime sponsors and the PICs on the basis of guidelines 
established by the Secretary of Labor, who would also have the 
responsibility of final approval or disapproval. The states 
would be limited to reviewing and proposing modifications in the · 
plan. 

PICs were established under CETA to give businesses an 
opportunity to develop employment and training programs to serve 
the disadvantaged. As a practical matter, however, they have 
been mainly used in an advisory capacity, presenting CETA prime 
sponsors the views and recommendations of the local business 
community. Although it may be too early to assess ho~ effective 
PICs have been, it appears that they have in many cases not 
elicited the active participation of the business community and 
have failed to produce a meaningful "public-private partnership. 1111 

A major objective of the Senate bill is to strengthen pri­
vate sector involvement which, after all, is responsible for 
about 80 percent of all the jobs in this country. The Senate 
gives the PIC the sole responsibility for developing the local 
training program, designating the service providers and certi­
fying the training institutions, with local elected officials 
given the opportunity for review. The House bill, on the other 
hand, does not give the private sector enough role in the 

11 See Committee for Economic Development, "Employment Policy for the Hard­
to-Employee: The Path of Progress," June 1982, pp. 5-6. 
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policy-making process. It gives the PIC joint, rather than sole, 
responsibility with the prime sponsor for preparing the training 
program plan. This weakens the role of the business community 
and complicates the planning process. 

There are ·two other key differences between the Senate and 
House bills. The Senate requires the private sector provide the 
majority on the state job training council while the House ver­
sion gives business and industry only 25 percent representation . 
In addition, the Senate bill gives the PIC the sole authority in 
hiring a staff to assist in the preparation of a training pro­
gram, while the House version allows the PIC to do so only with 
the approval of the prime sponsor. This may hamper the deci­
sion-making process if it precludes the PICs from hiring indepen­
dent staffs. 

The issue of how much control should be given the private 
sector is important. Unless business has a very active role, 
trainees probably will not get the type of training that prepares 
them for unsubsidized employment in their communities. Private 
employers more effectively can direct the training programs 
toward the development of skills that will allow trainees to find 
jobs upon completion of the program. While the Senate bill 
recognizes this, the House measure does not and perpetuates much 
of the alienation felt by the private sector in the area of 
job-training program development under CETA. This will waste the 
taxpayers' money, and qo little to improve the employability of 
the parti9ipants themselves. 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Both bills propose to base funding in part on performance 
standards geared to program outcomes. Under the Senate bill, the 
Secretary of Labor would set minimum performance standards contin­
gent upon program expenditures relative to program outcomes in 
terms of earnings gains to participants and reductions in cash 
welfare payments. The House bill would require the Secretary to 
establish national performance standards on the basis of the 
placement and retention rates of participants in unsubsidized 
employment, earnings gains and income support costs. If these 
criteria are not met for two years, the governor can make what­
ever changes necessary to improve program performance. If a 
prime sponsor does not fulfil the performance standards during 
two consecutive years, the secretary of Labor may choose another 
prime sponsor for the job. 

The Senate bill embodies the Administration's New Federalism 
approach by not only granting states more responsibility in the 
planning and administration of training programs, but also by 
holding them responsible for the outcome. The House bill, on the 
other hand, sets national standards and designates responsibility 
for performance to the prime sponsors. Though strict performance 
standards are important, they may, regrettably, lead program 
administrators to concentrate on those easy to train and with 
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good chances of getting jobs, rather than the most disadvantaged. 

CONCLUSION 

The Senate's job training bill is a long-overdue first step 
in reforming CETA. By creating a concrete training program, it 
prepares its participants for existing private sector positions 
rather than acting as a temporary income maintenance scheme as in 
the past. In particular, the increased participation of the 
private sector should enhance the program's chances of success. 
Because business leaders would play a much greater role, training 
programs would be geared to the skills most in need. This would 
improve the chances of program participants obtaining employment 
in the private sector when completing their training. Because 70 
percent of the . funding would go to training, in contrast to a 
much smaller percentage under CETA, individuals are more likely 
to be prepared for employment once the economy improves. 

The House bill, though a modest improvement over CETA, still 
retains many features of the discredited program. It fails to 
decentralize many of the job-training functions, thereby reducing 
the probability that the participants will receive the services 
they need. The House measure also preserves many of CETA's 
income support elements, thus diverting needed money from training 
activities. 

As promising as the Senate's training program proposal is, 
it alone cannot resolve the unemployment problem. Even Secretary 
of Labor Raymond Donovan admits that "unless the jobs are out 
there, you can train all you will" without affecting unemploy­
ment. The fundamental reason for today's high level of unemploy­
ment is the slow rate of economic growth experienced in recent 
years. President Reagan's original economic program was designed 
to stimulate sustained economic growth that would create more 
jobs, make incomes higher and reduce dependency on the government 
for income support. For this to work, spending must fall and 
claim a shrinking share of GNP. Similarly, marginal tax rates 
must be reduced beyond the point where it merely offsets infla­
tion-induced tax bracket creep and the already legislated in­
crease in the Social Security payroll tax. 

If given a chance, the Reagan economic program will create 
the kind of sustained, non-inflationary economic growth which 
will at last eliminate much of the nation's chronic unemployment. 
Given a chance, the private sector could provide training and 
employment for many of the unemployed, but this is extremely 
difficult because of such institutional barriers as minimum wage 
laws and occupational licensing restrictions. In this situation, 
some government job training program is advisable. The question 
before the Congress is whether this program is to be a son of 
CETA or an effort emphasizing training and private sector involve­
ment. 

Peter Germanis 
Schultz Fellow 




