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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

We are pleased to be here today to discuss the need to 
restructure the l'fragmentedl' federal system for providing 
employment training assistance and how legislative proposals 
introduced by members of the Congress address the concerns 
identified through our prior work. Faced with stiff global 
competition, corporate downsizing, and budget constraints, the 
federal government can no longer afford to invest billions of 
dollars in a system that wastes resources and does not ensure that 
people receive the help they need to make the successful transition 
into productive employment. 

By our count, over 150 programs provide employment training 
assistance to adults and out-of-school youth. When reviewed 
individually, these programs have well-intended purposes. However, 
collectively they raise several concerns. First, they are 
difficult for jobseekers and employers to access and for 
administrators to implement. Second, they overlap and duplicate 
one another, adding unnecessary administrative costs to program 
operation. Third, they fail to meet client needs. And, fourth, 
many programs lack the basic monitoring and evaluation systems 
needed to determine whether programs are achieving desired results. 

While many agree that changes are needed, how to create a more 
efficient and effective system has sparked much discussion. During 
the past year, 13 legislative proposals were introduced by members 
of the Congress that would restructure some parts of the federal 
employment training system. 

Our analysis of the 13 proposals showed that many of the 
proposals address several of the concerns with the current 
employment training system. (See appendix) We believe these 
proposals represent a strong step in the development of a customer- 
oriented system that will address all the concerns identified from 
our prior work. 



BACKGROUND 

The proposed budget for fiscal year 1994 included about $25 
billion for 154 programs and funding streams to (1) assist the 
unemployed, (2) enhance skills or employability of workers, and 
(3) create employment opportunities. These services are provided 
through 14 federal departments and independent agencies. Each 
department provides staff and incurs costs to plan and monitor 
these programs. In addition, each program has its own set of 
policies, procedures, and requirements. Generally, these programs 
use the similar service delivery approaches and funding mechanisms; 
that is, most provide grants to state and local agencies to 
identify clients, provide basic or vocational training, and link 
clients with employers. 

Our prior work has shown that this patchwork of employment 
training programs confuses workers, employers, and administrators 
because it has no clear entry points and no clear path from one 
program to another, and the numerous programs have complex and 
different eligibility requirements while often targeting the same 
gr0ups.l Even when people find their way to a local agency, they 
often face a burdensome intake process with lengthy application 
forms to determine whether they are eligible for services. 
Employers also experience problems with the fragmented system of 
employment training programs. Employers want a system that is easy 
to access and provides qualified job candidates. Instead, 
employers must cope with over 50 programs that provide job 
referrals and placement assistance. 

Despite decades of attempts to better coordinate employment 
training programs, program administrators continue to face 
conflicting program requirements that hamper efforts to coordinate 
activities and share resources to ensure that participants get 
needed services.' For example, the 16 programs that target youth 
use 4 different program operating cycles. A 1991 survey of state 
and local program administrators identified more than 80 commonly 
used terms and definitions that administrators believe need to be 

'For a listing of GAO reports and testimony concerning multiple 
employment training programs, see Related GAO Products. 

'Multiple Employment Traininq Proqrams: Conflictins Requirements 
Hamper Delivery of Services (GAO/HEHS-94-78, Jan. 28, 1994). 
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standardized including terms such as personal income, job 
placement, allowable support services.3 

. 
We cannot determine how much is spent to administer the 

current array of federal employment training programs because cost 
information is not readily available for many programs.4 Based on 
past work and the work of other researchers, we reported that 
estimates of administrative costs range from as low as 7 percent to 
as high as 15 or 20 percent. Given the large number of federal 
Departments and agencies involved in the administration of these 
programs, we believe the administrative savings from streamlining 
the number of federal programs could be substantial. Eliminating 
the need for separate staffs to administer, monitor, and evaluate 
programs at the state and local levels could also save resources. 

We also found that programs frequently do not meet the needs 
of jobseekers. Some programs provide only a limited set of 
services that may not meet the needs of their clients. In 
addition, because local service providers, who are under contract 
with local employment training programs, often do their own 
outreach and have a financial stake in directing clients to their 
programs, little attempt is generally made to refer clients to 
other programs with more appropriate services. Another reason 
program participants may not receive assistance that meets their 
needs is that some service providers do not have strong links with 
employers or labor market information. Labor market information 
can help program administrators make decisions about the types of 
training that would be most appropriate to prepare their 
participants for the local job market. 

Another concern with the fragmented system is the lack of 
effort to monitor the outcomes or measure the impact of programs 
providing employment training assistance. We found that less than 
half the programs collect data on participant outcomes to determine 
whether participants found a job upon completing the program.5 
Without this information, service providers do not get meaningful 

3Streamlining and Integrating Human Resource Development Service 
for Adults, National Governors' Association (Washington, D.C., 
1991). 

4Multiple Employment Traininq Proqrams: Overlaooinq Proqrams Can 
Add Unnecessarv Administrative Costs (GAO/HEHS-94-80, Jan.28, 
1994). 

5Multiple Employment Traininq Proqrams: Most Federal Aqencies Do 
Not Know If Their Proqrams Are Workinq Effectivelv (GAO/HEHS-94-88, 
Mar. 2, 1994). 
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feedback as to whether their graduates exit the program with the 
skills employers need. 

. 
We also found that few agencies had performed or sponsored 

evaluations that compared the outcomes of participants with the 
outcomes of similar nonparticipants so that they could determine if 
the employment training assistance provided really made a 
difference or whether participants would most likely have achieved 
the same outcomes without the program. Our review of 62 programs 
showed that only 7 had conducted such studies. For those seven 
programs, the study results have been mixed, at best. 

Concerns about these problems in the current system have led 
the administration and others to suggest the need for overhauling 
programs that provide employment training to the same target 
populations. For example, the 1993 National Performance Review 
(NPR) concluded that the current system of employment training 
programs is inefficient and ineffective, and it recommended several 
changes, including the consolidation of programs serving dislocated 
workers. 

The National Commission for Employment Policy (NCEP) and the 
Welfare Simplification and Coordination Advisory Committee also 
have recommended a major overhaul of the many federal employment 
training programs that serve the economically disadvantaged. They 
expressed concern that the existing program structures acted as 
barriers to clients trying to gain access to services. The Welfare 
Simplification Committee concluded that "Eliminating duplicative 
bureaucracies will reduce administrative costs, saving money that 
can be used, instead, for client services." 

E 

NEED TO SIMPLIFY THE SYSTEM 

Regardless of the mechanisms used, there appears to be a 
consensus across the 13 legislative proposals that the employment 
training system needs to be simpler to access and administer. These 
proposals contain provisions that would, in effect, either reduce 
the number of programs, create clearer points of entry and clearer 
pathways between programs, or create more common definitions and 
requirements. 

Several proposals identify, or propose a commission or council 
to identify, specific programs to be eliminated or consolidated. 
For example, the "CAREERS Act" introduced by Congressman Goodling 
would eliminate some programs while consolidating others in 
establishing several block grants that target specific populations 
such as disadvantaged adults, dislocated workers, and veterans. 
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Similarly, the "Job Training Consolidation Act" introduced by 
Senator Kassebaum would eliminate or consolidate employment 
training programs. The act proposed by Senator Kassebaum would 
establish a commission that, in consultation with federal, state, 
and local officials, would examine strategies and provide 
recommendations for restructuring the system within 26 months of 
being enacted. 

By reducing the number of programs that appear to serve the 
same target population, such as the economically disadvantaged, or 
provide the same function, such as adult literacy training, the 
employment training system would be more streamlined and easier for 
clients to understand and access and less complicated for 
administrators to implement. However, to have the maximum impact 
without reducing the availability of services, care must be taken 
to consolidate or eliminate only those programs that share similar 
characteristics such as goals, client groups, services, and 
delivery mechanisms.6 

Another approach to simplifying the employment training system 
is creating one-stop centers at the service delivery level to 
create clearer points of entry and clearer pathways between 
programs. For example, the administration's proposed "Reemployment 
Act'! would require that local areas establish one or more career 
centers as the access point for coordinating enhanced services for I 
dislocated workers.' This act would also provide states with seed 
money to expand career centers for all segments of the population 
and offer a comprehensive menu of employment, education, and i 
training services. The "Independence for Families Act" introduced 
by Congressman McCurdy would use the one-stop center approach to 
bring together programs under the Job Training Partnership Act, 
Carl D, Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act, 
and School-to-Work Opportunities Act, among others. 

these 
By consolidating duplicative intake and assessment processes, 

centers would eliminate the duplication of service delivery 
structures. In addition, they could provide a focal point for 
labor market information and contacts with employers instead of 
having several agencies trying to compile information on local job 
openings. 

6MultiPle Emplovment Traininq Proqrams: Overlap Amens Proqrams 
Raises Questions About Efficiencv (GAO/HEHS-94-193, July 11, 1994). 

'We include in our discussion of the proposed "Reemployment Act" 
four substantially identical bills pending before the Congress: 
S. 1951, S. 1964, H.R. 4040, and H.R. 4050. 
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Because of the complex nature of the current system, several 
proposals also would establish or further encourage the use of case 
managers to assist clients in navigating through the maize of 
programs to access the services that are needed to transition into 
productive employment. For example, the "Working Off Welfare Act" 
introduced by Congresswoman Woolsey encourages the use of case 
managers that make referrals and coordinate services for AFDC 
recipients. The job of the case managers would be made easier if 
the programs share common definitions of eligibility and other 
terms. 

Many of the proposals would also establish procedures for 
eliminating conflicting requirements and administrative procedures 
by granting local program administrators waivers from the federal 
statute. For example, the "Local Flexibility Act" introduced by 
Congressman Conyers would establish an Interagency Review Council 
to approve local agency requests for waivers from federal 
requirements. These waivers provide flexibility for local 
administrators to create common definitions so that programs 
serving the same target populations can be merged or, at least, 
other clients in the general target population can more readily 
access services from other programs. 

NEED FOR GREATER ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY 

Proposals that would simplify the system also could improve 
the system's administrative efficiency. For example, efforts to 
simplify the system by reducing the number of programs also reduce 
the administrative bureaucracies associated with those programs. 
The reduction in the number of programs at the federal level can 
also result in similar reductions at the state or local level. 

However, not all efforts to simplify the employment training 
system result in improved administrative efficiencies. For 
example, granting waivers to allow administrators to develop common 
definitions can help reduce some of the confusion and establishing 
one-stop centers can make the system easier for clients to 
understand and administrators to implement. But because these 
approaches leave the administrative bureaucracy at the federal 
level still in place, they do not resolve the basic problem with 
multiple programs and the administrative overlap and duplication 
that results. 

NEED TO BETTER TAILOR SERVICES TO CLIENT NEEDS 

To maximize the benefit of the services provided to clients 
these services need to be tailored to the individual client's 
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needs. They should take into account the client's prior training, 
work experience, and aptitudes as well as the local economy and 
potential job opportunities, and offer a broad enough mix of 
services to accommodate most client needs. 

While some proposals include provisions concerning the mix of 
services, only a few specifically call for an independent 
comprehensive assessment or better local labor market information 
and linkages with employers needed to ensure that the training 
being provided will prepare clients for meaningful jobs. For 
example, the administration's tVReemployment Act" would promote the 
development of a customer-centered approach to help ensure that 
services are tailored to participants' needs at the local level. 
Regardless of what other changes are made in the structure of the 
employment training system, ensuring that clients receive an 
independent assessment and the right mix of services is critical to 
the success of any employment training program. 

NEED FOR ACCOUNTABILITY 

Most of the proposals recognize the need to hold program 
administrators accountable for program performance. Several 
proposals would require agencies to establish performance standards 
and develop systems to gather outcome information. For example, 
the "Job Training Consolidation Act" introduced by Senator 
Kassebaum would establish a commission to develop appropriate 
standards to measure the outcomes of federal employment training 
programs.* Clearly defined performance standards are the 
cornerstone of any strategy to ensure accountability. To measure 
or compare program performance, there must be clear targets or 
benchmarks against which the performance of individual programs can 
be compared. Without such standards, program administrators do not 
know whether they are meeting expectations. 

several proposals also would establish systems for collecting 
data on individual participants so that administrators would know 
which services were received by whom and what outcomes were 
achieved. For example, the "Reemployment Act" would require states 
and local areas to maintain standardized records for all 
participants. In addition, it would require comparable management 
information systems to provide data needed for monitoring and 

*The Congress recently passed the Government Performance and 
Results Act of 1993, which will require agencies to gather program 
performance data. Specifically , the act requires agencies to (1) 
have a strategic plan for program activities; (2) establish program 
performance goals that are objective, quantifiable, and measurable; 
and (3) submit a report on program performance to the President and 
the Congress. 
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evaluation. This information is important to administrators 
attempting to ensure that services are being equitably distributed 
and that client outcomes are related to program services. 

Equally important evaluation information is determining 
program impact. That is, determining whether programs really make 
a difference or whether participants would likely have achieved the 
same outcomes without the program. Both the "Reemployment Act" and 
the VICAREERS Act" would require evaluations of program impact on 
participants and the local community. 

CONCLUSIONS 

We have identified many elements that we believe need to be 
addressed if the current employment training system is to be 
transformed into an efficient and effective customer-oriented 
system, 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

namely: 

simplifying the system by reducing the number of programs, 
creating clearer points of entry and clearer pathways 
between programs, and eliminating conflicting requirements 
and administrative procedures; 

encouraging administrative efficiency by eliminating 
overlapping administrative bureaucracies as well as 
duplicative service delivery structures; 

tailoring services to meet client needs by requiring 
independent assessments of clients, broadening the mix of 
services, and improving linkages with employers; and 

ensuring accountability by clearly defining goals and 
performance standards, creating data collection systems 
that measure performance, 
of major programs. 

and requiring impact evaluations 

Many of the legislative proposals introduced in the Congress 
contain several of these elements. While restructuring the 
employment training system will not be easy, these proposals 
represent a strong step toward developing the customer-oriented 
system we believe is needed. 

- - - - 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared statement. I would 
like to thank you and the Ranking Minority Member for your efforts 
to address these issues. At this time, I will be happy to answer 
any questions you or other members of the Subcommittee may have. 
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