


LIBRARY
Michigan State
University

This is to certify that the
dissertation entitled

THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP: COMMUNITY
COLLEGE PARTICIIPATION IN WORKFORCE BOARDS

presented by

SHENITA BROKENBURR

has been accepted towards fulfillment
of the requirements for the

PhD degree in Higher, Adult and Lifelong
Education

/i/l/ / - / 4’4

Major Professor’s Signature
$/ 20/ 5
7 Ve

Date

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution



PLACE IN RETURN BOX to remove this checkout from your record.
TO AVOID FINES return on or before date due.
MAY BE RECALLED with earlier due date if requested.

DATE DUE DATE DUE DATE DUE

5/08 K /Proj/Acc&Pres/CIRC/DateDue indd



THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP:
COMMUNITY COLLEGE PARTICIPATION
IN WORKFORCE BOARDS

By

Shenita Brokenburr

A DISSERTATION
Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
Higher, Adult and Lifelong Education

2008



ABSTRACT
THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP:
COMMUNITY COLLEGE PARTICIPATION
IN WORKFORCE BOARDS
By
Shenita Brokenburr

Community colleges have played an important role in education, training and
workforce development since their founding in the early twentieth century. Over the past
10 years, the growing demand for highly skilled workers coinciding with increased
outsourcing, globalization and welfare reform efforts has generated a renewed interest in
community college participation in workforce development.

In 1996, federal welfare reform efforts targeting disadvantaged populations
brought local employers together with community-based organizations, educational
institutions (K-12 and postsecondary education), government agencies and labor unions
to comprise state and local workforce boards that oversee state workforce development
activities. Local workforce boards design workforce development systems, create job
training policy and oversee implementation efforts, and distribute federal welfare funding
while also ensuring that program accountability and performance standards are met. By
virtue of their authority, workforce boards have significant influence and impact on
statewide economic and workforce development efforts in each state.

Although welfare reform implementation efforts vary widely, the literature
suggests that the majority of states design workforce systems and create policies that
facilitate community colleges having a central role in workforce development. In states
with more flexible policies, postsecondary education is permitted in lieu of work and

combined strategies that facilitate self-sufficiency are utilized. Similarly, community



colleges have created successful programs and curricula geared toward moving the
disadvantaged to sustained self-sufficiency through job training programs that articulate
info vocational certifications and degree programs that encourage life-long learning.
These programs are more holistic in helping to facilitate self-sufficiency because of their
job placement, wage progression and career pathways components. In contrast, there is
evidence to suggest that community college participation in the new framework is not
being fully realized in states where workforce development efforts focus on immediate
labor force attachment (work-first).

Community colleges are integral to workforce development systems because they
have the support services infrastructure to create specialized programs that help mitigate
a variety of personal issues and address barriers to employment for disadvantaged
populations. As prescribed partners in state workforce development efforts under the
Workforce Investment Act (WIA), community colleges have the potential for an even
greater role through their participation on workforce boards. This case study explored the
effects of community college involvement in workforce boards and the ways in which
they collaborate and partner with each other, local employers, government agencies,
community-based organizations, K-12 educational entities, and labor unions in workforce

development initiatives.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
“[W]here community colleges and other providers of vocational and adult education
have failed to participate in state discussions about workforce development, the cleavage
between education and training has persisted to the detriment of all”” (W. Norton Grubb,
2001).

Community colleges have played an important role in education, training, and
workforce development since their founding in the early twentieth century. As the social
and economic climate in the early twentieth century evolved from industrial to know-
ledge-based, the federal government continued to look to educational institutions for
solutions to mitigate social issues such as desegregation, as well as distressed economic
conditions resulting from a move toward more technologically advanced industries and
shifting patterns of preparation for the workforce (Cohen and Brawer, 2002). As an
access point for traditional and non-traditional students and a partner and service provider
to business and community agencies, community colleges also play a critical role in
economic and workforce development. The more than 1,200 publicly supported
comprehensive state institutions (AACC, 2008) provide occupational programs, a variety
of special interest courses, and basic skill development to 50% of the students beginning
the first two years of baccalaureate studies (Townsend, 2001). Their open access mission
contributes to their diverse student population, which includes adult and traditional
college students, the academically under-prepared, incumbent workers, and the socio-
economically disadvantaged.

Community colleges are central to workforce development efforts under the

Workforce Investment Act (WIA) and have the potential for an even greater role through

their involvement in workforce boards. Workforce boards can facilitate or impede



community college participation in workforce development through their policy
decisions, and program design and development (Melendez, et al., 2004). The potential
contributions of community colleges to economic and workforce development from a
macro perspective are noted throughout the literature, but the effect of their involvement
in local workforce boards is not known. This noticeable gap in the workforce
development literature further confirms the need for additional research on community
college involvement in workforce boards (Melendez, 2004; AACC, 1999).
Purpose of the Study

Workforce boards are the governing structures responsible for policy
development and design of workforce development systems in local areas. This study
explored the effect of community college involvement in workforce boards in Michigan
and the ways in which these educational institutions collaborate and partner with each
other, local employers, government agencies, community-based organizations, K-12
educational entities, and labor unions in workforce development initiatives.
Background and Rationale

Since its founding, the United States (U.S.) has been dedicated to the belief that
all individuals should have the opportunity to rise to their greatest potential and thus, all
barriers to individual development should be broken down (Cowen and Brawer, 2002).
As a society, Americans began looking to education and training as a means of
facilitating equality, opportunity and upward mobility in the nineteenth century (AACC,
2008). Consistent with this thinking was the idea that increased attainment of education
could address societal ills such as discrimination, unemployment, drug abuse, and the

problem of racial integration. This notion greatly influenced public policy and elevated



the role of higher education in U.S. society (Thelin, 2004; LaFree, 1998; Cohen and
Brawer, 2002).

Expanding Access to Education. Education as a cure for societal ills can be traced
back to legislation passed during the Civil War era. With the passing of the Morrill Acts
of 1860 and 1890, access to higher education expanded to include those populations to
whom it had been previously denied, such as women and blacks. These two important
pieces of legislation not only signaled the beginning of the federal government’s strong
influence on educational institutions, but are credited with changing the face of higher
education in both literal and figurative senses (Thelin, 2004). The Morrill Acts placed
greater demands on schools at every level, and the belief that increased educational
attainment, as defined by more years of schooling, was the cure to societal ills can be
specifically noted as the first of several societal shifts that would directly impact higher
education. Those shifts were made amid the push for social equality, the need for a highly
trained workforce in the wake of expanding industries, and the move to de-emphasize a
liberal arts-centered curriculum in favor of more practical education and training.

As a wider range of the population began to seek education beyond high school,
publicly supported universities and junior colleges, as they were originally called, were
credited with contributing the most to expanding access to education to diverse students.
Junior colleges first appeared on the scene in 1901 and immediately stood out as the
educational entity that encouraged social equality through its open door admissions
policy. Junior colleges were initially created as community extensions of secondary

schools to facilitate transfer to four-year institutions. These colleges gradually expanded



their focus to meet the needs of business and industry, by offering customized vocational
training and occupational preparation.

Customized Training. In the past, community colleges participated in workforce
development by creating programs and curricula to address the continuing and emerging
needs of specific occupation groups and career clusters. Customized training, also
referred to as contract training, is a collaboration between the training vendor and the
company or organization to develop and deliver client-specific training on a specified
topic (Isbell, Truko and Barnow, 2000). As early as the 1960s, Bragg and Jacobs (1993)
report that community colleges provided corporate training to companies in Southern
states, as firms relocated to the South as a part of a common economic development
strategy. During tough economic times, community colleges also provided customized
training to new employees in their communities as a foundational tool for basic skill
development for jobs and helped to retrain laid-off workers in firm-specific occupations.

Today, more than 93% of community colleges develop and deliver customized
training programs and some include workforce and economic development in their stated
missions (Bragg and Jacobs, 1993). In response to the rapid expansion of technology and
the explosion of the knowledge economy, community colleges help to advance economic
development and enhance workforce development through customized training that
addresses these specific areas of growth. In addition to creating customized training
programs that enhance business productivity, community colleges also provide practical
and cost-effective solutions to mitigate unemployment and increase the supply of skilled

workers through federal job training programs.



Federal Job Training. Job training programs in the U.S. originated with a job
finding service in 1915, during World War I (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004). Since
that time job training efforts have sought to provide individuals with the necessary skills
and basic education competencies needed for employment and success in the workplace
(Grubb, 2001). Over time, federally funded job training programs focused increasingly on
serving disadvantaged populations, often adding different sectors incrementally in
response to the new legislation. As the federal government in the 21* century seeks to
design programs and workforce development systems that serve disadvantaged
populations, community colleges have the potential to play a more expanded and
prominent role in economic and workforce development efforts in local communities,
that of an integrated partner.

The literature indicates that job training alone is ineffective as the sole method of
producing highly skilled workers in a technologically advanced economy (Harrison and
Weiss, 1998). Harrison and Weiss (1998) make an important distinction between job
training and workforce development by positing that job training is just one element of
workforce development that includes “a constellation of activities from orientation to the
work world...to follow-up counseling and crisis intervention”. They also argue that
successful workforce development enhances the ability to learn, as well as integrates
trainees into the social networks where jobs exist (Harrison and Weiss, 1998). And,
although the 1996 welfare reform legislation reportedly reduced nationwide welfare rolls
by 60% through its emphasis on short-term training and quick employment (Ewalt and
Jennings, 2004), there is not sufficient evidence to conclude that these jobs promote self-

sufficiency and/or prevent re-entry into the social services system.



As noted, WIA created an integrated system of employment, training and
educational services that are accessible to every citizen, not just disadvantaged
populations. With every citizen now able to access resources, employment and training -
systems that de-emphasize postsecondary education or impose strict time constraints on
training programs may have a direct bearing on the skill level and preparation of job
seekers.

Workforce boards as oversight entities have the latitude to determine whether or
not vocational training or formal education is permissible in lieu of work. Each state
through its workforce boards can steer participants in its workforce development system
toward more stringent work-first solutions (McCormick, 2003) or toward a system that
incorporates a more holistic design for job training that articulates into vocational
certification within a career cluster. These solutions do not represent the only viable
designs for workforce development systems, but are those most prevalent in the literature.
The policies and programs implemented by workforce boards directly influence
economic development, and workforce boards through their partnerships with community
colleges and local employers have the potential to help low-wage workers advance into
more highly skilled and better paying jobs with established career ladders and wage
progression scales.

Economic Development. As public job training efforts evolved into workforce
development systems, one of the most important developments in welfare reform efforts
was bringing together the drivers of economic development: skilled workers and the
" employers who need them. As a result, many states view workforce development as a key

component of economic development. This suggests that the education and skill levels of



workers are integral to the success of local economies. According to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (2005), employment for high-skill occupations (those requiring a bachelor’s
degree or higher) have risen significantly in the last two decades, and job openings in
middle skill occupational categories (those requiring more than high-school, but less than
a four year degree) will make up almost 50% of the jobs in demand over the next ten
years (Holzer and Lerman, 2007). There is also data to suggest the potential for an even
wider wage disparity between high skill and low skill workers (Grubb et al., 1999).

Community colleges can help bridge this gap with their open access mission and
infrastructure of supportive services (Carnevale, 2000). With a history of involvement in
job training programs and delivering contract training to local industries, community
colleges are well positioned to play a central role as local and regional labor market
intermediaries (Melendez et. al., 2004). Similarly, workforce boards across the country
see community colleges as central to workforce development efforts because of their
student services infrastructure, relationships with local businesses and their history of
serving disadvantaged populations (Melendez et al., 2004). Their expansive networks and
relationships in the community make them vital to increasing educational attainment and
skill levels of the workforce and connecting employers with skilled workers.

The literature indicates that in states where community colleges serve at the
periphery of workforce development efforts, work-first is strongly encouraged and longer
term educational programs in lieu of work is de-emphasized, and in some states are
discouraged (McCormick, 2003). In contrast, Greenberg, Strawn, and Plimpton (2000)
advance that at least 34 states have workforce development system designs that either

permit or encourage postsecondary education in lieu of the work requirement under WIA.



Programs that included a mix or job search with education and training reportedly led to a
13% increase in wages as opposed to those with a work-first focus (National Evaluation
of Welfare to Work Strategies, 2000). These more expansive designs bode well for local
economies because postsecondary education and training for low-income individuals
have a high economic return. Notably, one of the most successful welfare to work
programs ever studied operated in Portland, Oregon and boasts that over a two year
period, Portland helped recipients raise educational attainment four-fold as indicated by
an increase in high school diplomas, occupational licenses or certifications (Brock,
Matus-Grossman, Hamilton, 2001; NEWWS, 2000). Individuals who earn an associate’s
degree also reportedly earned between 19-23% more than their peers; and those with
bachelor’s degree earned 28-33% more than their peers (Greenberg, Strawn, and
Plimpton, 2000).

Partnerships and Collaboration. Welfare reform efforts instituted and endorsed
partnership as an underlying theme of WIA, where partnership constitutes a complex
network of service providers, bound together by ties of mutual referrals and informal
consultations (Monsma, 2004). As active participants in local workforce boards,
community colleges support current workforce development policy efforts by partnering
with local businesses and community organizations and are becoming known as a
preferred labor market intermediary that connects skilled individuals with available jobs
(McCormick, 2003). There is also literature to support the premise that the extent to
which community colleges respond to and are involved in new policy initiatives is
determined primarily by internal factors such as the college leadership’s commitment to a

comprehensive mission, the existence of successful programs and prior experiences



serving the disadvantaged, faculty and staff attitudes toward non-degree programs and
on-going relations and collaborations with local labor, businesses, and industries and
social service agencies (Fitzgerald, 2004, Melendez 2004).

Collaborations between community colleges and other workforce sectors are
imperative if the increasing demands of employers for a highly skilled workforce are to
be met. Community colleges can also mitigate a variety of personal issues and address
some barriers to employment because of their support services infrastructure. There is,
however, evidence to suggest that community college participation in the new framework
is not being fully realized. Without participating in key conversations and advocating for
access to education and career pathways for low-income adults, there is little chance that
a more holistic approach to education and training programs will prevail (Grubb, 1999).
While much has been written about the potential contributions of community colleges to
economic and workforce development from a macro perspective, the extent of their
involvement in local workforce boards is not known. Moreover, the noticeable gap in the
workforce development literature further confirms the need for additional research on
community college participation on workforce boards (Melendez, 2004; AACC, 1999).

A New Concern
“The focus of welfare reform should be on moving people out of poverty, not just
off welfare. State community colleges are essential to accomplishing this goal”
(Gary Locke, 2004).

We are at yet another critical juncture in the U.S. economy and in our society, anq
Locke makes a good point as we consider employment and training models and formulate
strategies for increasing self-sufficiency for disadvantaged populations. Job training

programs operate within the context of existing labor markets (Bennici, Mangum and



Sum, 2000) and two important trends are worthy of consideration: Deindustrialization
and globalization.

Economic shifts continue to cause declines in agricultural and goods-producing
employment sectors, primarily manufacturing, mining and construction (Bennici,
Mangum and Sum, 2000). Declines are projected to continue beyond 2010 (BLS, 2004),
as the real dollar value of output expands more rapidly than employment gains, especially
in the manufacturing industry, thus contributing to further deindustrialization of the
American economy (Bennici, Mangum and Sum, 2000). At the same time, increased
competition stemming from globalization, or the transfer of goods and services across
countries, makes firms more vigilant about production costs, human capital and value
creation—all of which are important aspects of the economic development. Wage rates
for jobs requiring no education beyond high school are lower in underdeveloped
countries, contributing to firms increased outsourcing of goods and services and
decreased jobs in the United States (Bennici, Mangum and Sum, 2000). Job loss has
displaced a significant number of workers (Duderstadt, 2005), making job training
programs vital to workforce and economic development.

Research indicates that economic conditions will dictate that all Americans have
educational attainment beyond high school to have a middle-class life-style and any
semblance of a better quality of life (Holzer and Lerman, 2007). Numerous studies show
that increased educational attainment results in higher personal income, advanced skills
and a more adaptable workforce, improved health and personal finance, and fewer
demands on social services (National Center on Public Policy in Higher Education, 2004;

Baum and Payea, 2004). Moreover, an analysis of population data from the U.S. census
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bureau from 1959-1997 found that more than two-thirds of workers in growing, well-
paying occupations have at least some level of postsecondary education (Carneveale et
al., 2001).

The new global economy stresses speed, performance, flexibility and
collaboration (Atkinson and Court, 1998). If our nation is going to successfully compete
in the global marketplace, policymakers must go beyond a limited view of job training
and embrace a more holistic model of workforce development that feeds into economic
development. Collaboration and partnership between public and private entities are at the
center of those efforts. As noted, community colleges are central to efforts to educate and
increase the skill level of all populations, not just the disadvantaged.

Statement of the Problem

WIA is the major legislation resulting from welfare reform efforts and provides
the opportunity for community colleges and other educational institutions to play key
roles in economic and workforce development through workforce boards. Workforce
boards bring together business, government, educational institutions, community-based
organizations, and labor unions to determine policy and design a mix of education,
training, and placement strategies for job training programs in their locales. Though the
federal legislation specifically names community colleges as workforce board members,
there is no mandate for inclusion of community colleges if workforce boards were
grandfathered in from previous legislation.

With globalization, outsourcing and advanced technology as the prominent
features of the landscape of the current economy, there is a renewed emphasis on

community college partnering with employers and other sectors of the economy to
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develop programs and curricula that facilitate entry into the high-wage, highly-skilled
labor market, especially for under-skilled and disadvantaged populations. As the
knowledge-based economy continues to demand more advanced skills, partnerships and
collaborations between public and private entities are critical to formulating
comprehensive strategies that prepare welfare recipients, incumbent workers and other
job seekers with the skills they need to be financially self-sufficient (Melendez, 2004).
Strategies that integrate employer commitments for placement with education and
vocational training within career pathways arguably will yield the most effective
outcomes.

In some states, however, workforce boards have established policies that steer
disadvantaged populations away from postsecondary educational opportunities, by
imposing strict eligibility requirements for maintaining benefits and by disallowing long-
term education programs in lieu of work (Katsinas, Banachowski, Bliss and Short, 1999;
McCormick, 2004). Policies that restrict access to postsecondary education do little to
prepare disadvantaged workers for jobs demanding advanced skills and potentially limit
their ability to earn wages above the poverty level (Greenberg, Strawn and Plimpton,
2000; Melendez et al., 2000).

Research Question

The research question guiding this study is, “What is the effect of community
college involvement in workforce boards in Michigan?”

This research contributes to the workforce development literature by providing a
better understanding of the collaborative partnerships community colleges develop with

local workforce boards within the workforce development system in Michigan. Intended
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audiences for this work include state government entities and community college
administrators, scholars, workforce development professionals, and business and industry
leaders engaged in economic and workforce development efforts. The study will provide
a better understanding the role of partnership and collaboration in creating programs and
curricula that prepare and match people to jobs in existing and emerging industries in
local labor markets. This research also underscores the importance of cohesive
relationships and active involvement of community colleges in policy and governance
structures, such as workforce boards.
Significance of the Study

As the governing structures that oversee welfare reform implementation efforts,
workforce boards have a strong influence on community college involvement in
workforce development through state policy (Melendez et al., 2000). The literature on
welfare reform indicates that welfare program designs and policies are based on one of
several approaches: a work-first philosophy, sometimes referred to as a labor force
attachment (LFA) approach, which emphasizes job search and quick employment; or
what is known as a human capital development (HCD) approach, emphasizing longer
term skill building activities and include adult basic education (Greenberg, Strawn and
Plimpton, 2000). The terms work-first and LFA will be used interchangeably. The third
approach is a hybrid model that mixes elements of the two (Greenberg, Strawn and
Plimpton, 2000).

The work-first environments have reportedly been successful at reducing welfare
rolls in the short term, but unsuccessful at creating financial independence over the long-

term (Melendez et al., 2000; Greenberg, Strawn and Plimpton, 2000). Similarly, there is
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research to indicate that welfare models grounded in adult basic education programs do
not produce significant employment gains (Greenberg, Strawn and Plimpton, 2000;
NEWWS, 2000). Scholars and practitioners alike assert that work-first policy
environments are shortsighted and do little to ensure wage progression and self
sufficiency in the long-term because they limit access to postsecondary education (Grubb
et al. 1999; Imel, S., 2000; Gueron, J., Pauly, E., and Lougy, C., 1991; McCormick, 2003,
Fitzgerald, 2004).

Workforce boards that employ a work-first philosophy in employment and
training program design have reportedly created policy environments that have “a
chilling effect” on community college collaborations (McCormick, 2003; Melendez,
2004). In these environments, workforce boards implement policies which emphasize job
search and quick employment with no long-term focus on financial self-sufficiency.
Proponents of LFA programs argue that quick employment programs are more cost-
effective to implement and have the added benefit of moving people off welfare into
work within short time frames (Greenberg, Strawn and Plimpton, 2000; NEWWS, 2000).
They also argue against programs with a longer term focus that includes postsecondary
education and training, charging that doing so results in delayed entry into the labor
market “without guaranteeing that foregone earnings would be made up by better jobs
later” (Greenberg, Strawn and Plimpton, 2000). Thus, these environments limit
community college involvement in federal workforce programs (McCormick, 2004).

Environments with more flexible policies, i.e. where workforce development
programs combine postsecondary education, training, and job placement and may include

a lifelong learning component, have championed community colleges as integral to
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partnerships, programs, and collaborations that target the needs of disadvantaged workers
to move them from public assistance and into higher paying jobs that promote financial
independence. While general claims about workforce board policy designs and
implementation exist in the literature, there is little to no specific information about the
effect of community college involvement in local workforce boards. Community colleges
can contribute to economic and workforce development by developing programs and
curricula that serve academically under-prepared students, incumbent workers and socio-
economically disadvantaged populations through their participation in state workforce
development systems.
Summary

Community colleges contribute to economic and workforce development in three
important ways: as an access point for traditional and non-traditional students seeking
education and training, as partner and provider of customized training to business and
industry, and as service provider in job training programs. Under WIA legislation,
community colleges are prescribed as central to economic and workforce development
policy efforts that incorporate education, training and job placement strategies.

The next chapter provides a chronological overview of earlier strands of job

training programs in the U.S. Earlier iterations of workforce development efforts are

9 ¢ 9 ¢

noted in the literature as “job training,” “employment and training,” “social services,”
and “economic development,” programs that target disadvantaged and dislocated
populations (Melendez, 2004). The Review of Literature also explores the philosophies,

ideologies, and salient features of major legislation preceding WIA, and describes
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welfare reform efforts within the context of what is now known as a comprehensive

system of workforce development.
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CHAPTER TWO
Review of Literature

Community colleges have influenced workforce development throughout U.S.
history by providing education to adults and traditional-aged college students, by
expanding access to education, by serving low-income populations, and by providing
customized training to disadvantaged populations, and new and incumbent workers. This
chapter provides a synthesis of postwar job training policies in the U.S. from social
welfare legislation to the Workforce Investment Act (WIA). The chapter concludes with
a discussion of the community college role in repositioning job seekers in the knowledge-
based economy.
Overview

Historically, the federal government engaged in public-private partnerships to
help ameliorate social problems, to promote self-sufficiency and to stimulate the
economy. As early as the Morrill Act legislation in 1862, the federal government
influenced public policy and expanded educational opportunities to minorities and
women through partnering. Thelin writes “the [Morrill Act] established a complex
partnership in which the federal government provided incentives for each state to sell
distant western lands, with the states being obliged to use the proceeds to fund advanced
instructional programs”. Not only was this an innovation in federal support says Thelin
(2004); it serves as a model of federal and state cooperation in domestic programs.

This model of cooperation for the greater good was continuously replicated as
federal and state governments sought to alleviate poverty by expanding access to

education, job skills and employment through public job training programs. Since their

17



beginning, job training legislation and resulting programs have coincided with tough
economic times. Job training, as distinguished from general education, involves teaching
someone the skills required to do a job competently (O’leary, Straits, and Wandner,
2004). A distinction is also drawn from general education because of its exclusive focus
on preparation for employment and its shorter time frame (O’leary, Straits, and Wandner,
2004; Coven, n.d.).

Often advanced as a portion of economic stimulus packages, federal job training
programs were created, in most instances, to “give people a hand” or “help them get back
on their feet” during periods of high unemployment (Kremen, 1974, Brown, 2002). The
programs often targeted some combination of disadvantaged populations, including low-
income workers, welfare recipients, dislocated workers and disadvantaged youth, while
experimenting with different types of job training delivery methods with different foci.
As the needs of business and industry evolved, so did their need for workers with specific
skill-sets. Job training programs also took the form of customized training contracts
between businesses and educational institutions, to bolster the skills of the incumbent
workforce and to provide occupational skills for prospective workers. Educational
institutions, in particular community colleges, were looked upon to provide occupational
skill training, or training for in-demand occupations tailored to the needs of a specific
employer.

Over time community colleges grew to become the preferred provider of cost-
effective high quality training programs for business and industry and local and state
" governments wishing to increase the skill levels of disadvantaged populations (Bragg and

Jacobs, 1993). Firms continue to look to community colleges for contract training, and
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local governments perceive them as a valued community partner in providing
occupational training as well as a portal to higher education for disadvantaged
populations. Such partnerships yield significant benefits for firms and local workforce
development agencies by increasing the skill levels of workers, thereby adding value,
while community colleges benefit from increased revenues, the potential pipeline of new
students, and a favorable relationship with businesses. Similarly, local and state
economies benefit from increased revenues to the tax base and less demand on social
services resources (Baum and Payea, 2004). The next section provides an overview of
major postwar efforts and details the different types of job training programs and
corresponding targeted populations.

A History of Job Training Programs in the U.S.

Social Welfare Legislation (1930-1959). In the mid 1930s, workforce
development efforts took the form of public welfare when job training programs such as
the Works Progress Administration and the Civilian Conservation Corps were
implemented to improve the lives of the economically disadvantaged (Muhlhausen,
2002). At the outbreak of the Second World War, though unemployment dropped
significantly, President Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal programs created an
“Economic Bill of Rights”, which ensured “the right of every individual to a useful and
remunerative job in an atmosphere of economic security” (Kremen, 1974). The structure
of these programs enabled workers to receive up to one year of skill training, either in the
classroom or on the job. In addition, the creation of the Social Security Administration
and the U.S. Employment Service was said to have “reaffirmed the nation’s commitment

to full utilization of its material and human resources” (Kremen, 1974). The Vocational
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Rehabilitation Act of 1943 provided assistance to disabled veterans, thereby adding yet
another population to those served by the federal public assistance programs. As
economic hardships subsided and businesses began to prosper, the GI Bill of 1944 was
introduced by the government to stimulate the economy.

At a cost of fifteen billion dollars, the GI Bill was arguably the federal
government’s most costly education and training program of that era (Mangum, 2000).
The GI Bill accomplished several notable things. First, it is credited with expanding
access to higher education for varied socio-economic groups, including women and
minorities (Thelin, 2004). Second, the Bill increased the average educational attainment
of adults twenty-five years and older from 6.0 years in 1940, to 6.8 years in 1950 and also
shattered the idea that education was for the privileged elite (Mangum, 2000). Finally, the
GI Bill increased the supply of educated and trained workers by bolstering the number of
engineers and trained technicians available to meet the workforce needs in the local and
national economies (Lee, 2002; Mangum, 2000).

In response to a rise in demand for education and training, a range of public sector
training providers, also termed “intermediaries”, subcontracted with the federal
government to deliver classroom training. These providers were mostly public secondary
schools and what were then known as junior colleges. With increased investments in
workforce training, coupled with the growing demand for education beyond high school,
the number of junior colleges more than doubled, going from 207 in 1922 to 436
community colleges in 1948 (Cohen and Brawer, 2006). The proliferation of community
colleges can also be linked to the federal government’s decision to confine job training

activities to the public sector. Javar and Wandner (2004) note that after unsuccessfully
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experimenting with the private sector as a service delivery alternative in Employment
Service and Unemployment programs, the federal government ultimately turned to the
public sector for delivery of job training services (Javar and Wandner, 2004, p. 136).
Community-based organizations, secondary schools and community and technical
colleges provided the majority of job training until the 1960s, when private sector
training providers re-emerged as intermediaries (Javar and Wandner, 2004). The labor
market continued to demand more technologically advanced skills and student
enrollments in postsecondary education increased proportionately from 1.5 million in
1949-50 to 2.7 million in 1959-60 (Thelin, 2004).

Anti-Poverty (1960). The next wave of public job training efforts employed a mix
of education and employment strategies to combat poverty during the postwar welfare
efforts (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004). In 1960-61, America entered the Vietnam
War, and the federal government became involved in job training programs and
employed community colleges to play a significant role in workforce training. During
this time the number of community colleges in the U.S. exploded to 600, with more than
half providing new worker training and re-training to dislocated workers from the
railroad industry (Thelin, 2004; Cohen and Brawer, 2002). In 1964, President Lyndon B.
Johnson signed legislation declaring a "war on poverty", which was the first
comprehensive program designed “to tackle poverty at its roots, to offer more
opportunities to those starting out in life, to rehabilitate those who had fallen by the
wayside, and to make dependent people self-supporting” (Sowell, 2004). Sowell (2004)
contends that its intentions represented “the crowning triumph of the liberal vision of

society—and of government programs as the solution to social problems”, as Johnson
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promised “total victory over poverty for the millions who have not shared in the
abundance which has been granted to most of us, and on whom the gates of opportunity
have been closed.” The goal was “to give people a chance . . . to allow them to develop
and use their capacities, as we have been allowed to develop and use ours...” (Brown,
2002).

The anti-poverty programs offered a combination of remedial education,
vocational training, on-the-job training, subsidized work experience, basic life-skills
training, and job search assistance (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004; Levitan, 1964).
The thinking was that anti-poverty policies should promote employment and upward
mobility, and that economic development was facilitated by an educated workforce
(Sowell, 2004). These programs precipitated further expansion of welfare programs
during the 1960s and the combination of education, training, and work experience was
perceived as the most viable solution to end welfare (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner,
2004).

Job training programs were credited with helping increase the average years of
education for adults over 25 to an average of 8.0 years during the 1960s (Mangum, 2000).
Still, the deluge of social problems associated with poverty, including high
unemployment, underemployment, crime, and poor health was of great concern as
policymakers considered the next round of social programs (Kremen, 1974). There was
also the reality that “those [workers] without education, skill training, or substantial work
experience were increasingly disadvantaged in the job market” (Mangum, 2000), and as a

result, a system of public assistance entitlements emerged. The Manpower Development
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Training Act was the first of four post-war job training programs funded by the federal
government (see Table 1).

Manpower Development Training Act (1962). The Manpower Development and
Training Act (MDTA) of 1962 was originally intended to only re-train railroad workers
dislocated by technological advances, but was instead converted into a job training
program for economically disadvantaged persons (Friedlander and Greenberg, 1997,
Kremen 1974). MDTA was passed as part of the “Great Society” explosion of social
programs and provided formula grants to communities based on population size. The
federal government managed MDTA through twelve regional offices of the U.S.
Department of Labor and supervised activity in four to six states (O’Leary, Straits and
Wandner, 2004). MDTA employed a categorical and centralized approach to eradicating
poverty by targeting low-income and welfare populations, as well as workers dislocated
as a result of technological changes in business and industry. Community colleges took a
more visible role in economic development by providing job training and counseling for
unemployed workers and welfare recipients through MDTA (Dougherty, 1994).

Prior to the sunset of MDTA, the Economic Opportunity Act added programming
targeted specifically at disadvantaged youth. Job Corps was established to provide
remedial academic instruction, job training, and other support services. The literature
refers to Job Corps as one of the most successful job training policy efforts in U.S.
history and the program is still in existence today (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004).
Moreover, a major evaluation of the Job Corps program found that earnings gains,
educational progress, and other positive changes were realized across most groups of

participants and were expected to persist throughout adulthood (Burghardt et al., 2001).
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During the manpower era, the federal government partnered with business and
industry and state and local governments and committed “to [making] it possible for
everyone to find a job who wants to work and support their families” (Levitan, 1964;
Kremen, 1974). Community college involvement in economic and workforce
development took the form of customized job training programs subsidized by MDTA,
and these relationships laid the ground work for later training contracts with corporate
businesses (Dougherty and Bakia, 2000). MDTA ended in 1969 amid several
administrative problems, such as duplicative service delivery efforts and loosely
accountable administrative structures.

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (1970s). Another severe recession
in 1970-71 led President Nixon to sign the Emergency Employment Act of 1971, and in
1973 the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) was passed, which
consolidated the Manpower programs. CETA provided customized training for public
sector job opportunities, on-the-job training (OJT) and classroom training. The total of
federal expenditures for employment and training programs in FY 1973 were in excess of
$5 billion (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004). Greater concerns about cost-
containment and program effectiveness in the federal job training system sparked reform
efforts from policymakers at all levels. As the economic environment grew increasingly
competitive, an ideological shift occurred, from an understanding of welfare as an
entitlement to an idea that individuals should be willing to work in exchange for
government benefits that provided the opportunity to earn a sustainable wage and

improve self, family and living conditions.
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A noteworthy feature of CETA was that it subsidized employers by paying
program participants stipends equal to the minimum wage (Plimpton and Nightingale,
2000). In most states, CETA programs offered work to low-income and long-term
unemployed persons, as well as summer jobs to low-income high school students. Full-
time jobs were provided for a period of 12 to 24 four months in public agencies or private
not-for-profit organizations. The intent was to impart a marketable skill that would allow
participants to move to an unsubsidized job, an idea that originated with the Works
Progress Administration program in the 1930s.

CETA was the first legislation to decentralize control of federally controlled job
training programs, giving more power to state governments (O’Leary, Straits and
Wandner, 2004). The federal government relinquished some control over job training
programs by forming Private Industry Councils (PICs) as advisory and oversight boards
(O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004). In relinquishing control to state governments,
there was also an attempt to increase accountability for public welfare programs by
giving local administrative units authority to determine the types of training offered, the
groups of individuals served, and the institutions offering training and other employment
services (Grubb, 1996). PICs were responsible for administering programs, providing
services and also awarding competitive job training grants. The PIC role was prescribed
in the JTPA regulations and in some localities representation for education and labor
organizations was guaranteed (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004). Under CETA,
service providers were required to submit bids and compete for program funding, which
in turn increased competition among training vendors and service providers. The number

of training vendors and service providers increased by 70% as a result, with more than
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90% of funds being awarded to public educational institutions, namely community and
technical colleges (Javar and Wandner, 2004). Community colleges were successful in
winning numerous CETA contracts but were required to move away from traditional
classroom pedagogy and vary program content, class schedules, and delivery locations to
accommodate the needs of outside contractors (Dougherty and Bakia, 2000). Gueron et
al. (1986, 1990, 1991) indicate that job training programs promoting work experience
were more effective than conventional classroom training when it came to transitioning
disadvantaged populations to the labor market, but all programs were most effective
when a variety of support mechanism were available to program participants.

Unfortunately, CETA was not successful at cost-containment nor did it bring
about large-scale economic stability for U.S. workers. An experimental evaluation of
CETA programs in the late 1970’s found that there were little to no measurable
employment earnings for men; impacts for women, however, were positive and
significant (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004; King, 2004 ). Corruption,
mismanagement, and ineffective programming plagued CETA programs nationwide and
eventually led Congress to introduce yet another series of job training initiatives
(Gutierrez, 1997). Nine years after its inception, CETA was replaced by the Job Training
Partnership Act in 1982.

Job Training Partnership Act (1980s). In the 1980s, problems linked to slow
productivity growth, persistent poverty in inner cities, and a shortage of properly trained
skilled workers prompted policymakers to revamp the education and job training system
(Gutierrez, 1997). Callan and Finney (2003) assert that in order to participate fully in the

society and economy, most Americans require not just education credentials, but the
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specific knowledge and skill levels that the credentials imply. This idea was echoed when
classroom training, versus on the job training, was identified as a major weakness of
existing job training programs, because it was reportedly “not the kind of skill training
desired by local employers” (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004). JTPA expanded
eligibility for program benefits to include disadvantaged youth, dislocated workers, and
individuals facing other barriers to employment.

The Reagan administration provided grants to states to develop their own distinct
programs. In addition to increasing labor force attachment, a major objective during
Reagan-era programs was to create systems and programs that increased earnings and
decreased welfare dependency (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004). As part of the push
to further decentralize welfare programs, JTPA established and defined local service
delivery areas (SDAs), charged states with establishing job training priorities, and
increased accountability by migrating to a performance-based funding system (O’Leary,
Straights and Wandner, 2004). Carnevale, Gainer, and Villet (1990) advance that,
although state programs varied, most models provided assistance to job seekers applying
for short-term assignments or on-the-job training that counted as work experience. The
legislation endeavored to move individuals without jobs into permanent, self-sustaining
employment and attempted to facilitate wage progression through continuous vocational
training.

The legislation also sought to remedy the deficiencies and criticisms of past
models of job training programs by focusing on increased accountability and by matching
training opportunities to jobs available within local labor markets. The devolution of

federal control of job training programs to state governments that began with CETA
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continued and further encouraged the development of a more comprehensive workforce
development system. Employer-led PICs comprised of public organizations and
businesses were charged with oversight of employment and training programs. The
thinking was that since employers were intimately familiar with the skills needed and
jobs available in a designated service delivery area, they were best suited to lead the
policy development and program design efforts that determined which job training
programs would most effectively produce qualified workers, and thus the expectation was
that JTPA would improve overall program effectiveness. In addition to business leaders,
PIC members represented community-based organizations, government agencies, labor
unions, and educational institutions (Gutierrez, 1997), some of which also provided
training. Community college leaders often served on PICs and also received a large
proportion of funding to provide vocational skills training to new, incumbent, and
dislocated workers (Carnevale, Gainier and Villet, 1990). Carnevale, Gainier and Villet
(1990) advance that:
Although all the state programs varied, most relied heavily on job search
(short-term assistance in applying for work but no other training or support
services) and work experience or on-the-job training, both accomplished
through short-term placements. As much as 84 percent of the programs
offered vocational skills training and 72 percent provided post high school
education. In practice, only 2.3% of the welfare recipients participating in
these programs received any skill training, and only 1.6% enrolled in
postsecondary education.
The fact that community colleges served on PICs and could vote on the very contracts
they received is a notable conflict of interest and had implications for the next round of
job training legislation.

The trend of establishing job training programs through the welfare system

continued through the late 1980s with the Family Support Act of 1988, which created Job
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Opportunities for Basic Skills (JOBs) (Gutierrez, 1997). Subsequent legislation also gave
states the flexibility to provide a range of services from job search to work experience,
adding family support services such as child care and counseling. By 1990, there were
163 distinct programs receiving targeted funding. Funding streams were small, but
complexity of managing and monitoring made programs under JTPA an administrative
burden to PICs (O’Leary, Straits and Wandner, 2004).

A major national evaluation of JTPA reported that training to economically
disadvantaged adults resulted in 11 percent greater earnings for women and 6.7 percent
greater earnings for men (Orr et al., 1996). For both genders, however, the earnings gains
were not a result of higher wages, but mainly due to increases in the number of hours
worked. In the final stages of JTPA, the proliferation of programs, service redundancies,
and voluminous funding streams became an administrative debacle, rendering JTPA
ineffective. As time went on, PICs are noted to have become “passive bureaucratic-
administrative agents that were ineffective at bringing about large-scale success with job
training programs” (Borges-Mendez and Melendez, 2004). Partly in response to such
problems, the next round of legislation included a noticeable philosophical shift toward a
work-first, or welfare-to-work, environment and incorporated strict mandates to establish
it.

Welfare Reform (1996-present). By the late 1990s, economic conditions had
improved to the point that full employment existed in most states (O’Leary, Straits and
Wandner, 2004). Welfare Reform began when President Bill Clinton pledged to “end
welfare as we know it.” WIA was passed in 1998 and implemented in 2000; it was the

first of several sweeping overhauls to federal welfare programs. WIA marked the
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beginning of an infrastructure change to a comprehensive workforce development system
with a “one-stop model” of service delivery. D’ Amico et al. (2001) and Grubb et al.
(1999) advance that,

WIA builds on reforms of states and the federal government by improving

system integration and service coordination, providing universal access

while rationing services to promote efficiency, promoting customer choice

and system accountability, and bringing business to the fore as a key

customer of the workforce system.

Senator Tom Harkin also emphasized that, “the law was intended to ensure that
Americans have access to the information they need to qualify for good jobs and to
successfully manage their careers in the changing economy” (Neilson and Baird, 2003).
WIA also changed the philosophical underpinnings of the purpose of welfare with the
passing of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA). PRWORA emphasized personal responsibility for self sufficiency and
required welfare recipients to seek employment in order to be eligible for continued
benefits. This philosophy is termed “work first” and is used synonymously with “welfare
to work,” and is based on immediate labor force attachment after short term training.
Moreover, PRWORA placed a five-year time limit on all welfare benefits. After five
years of receiving benefits, either consecutive or non-consecutive, eligibility is
terminated, regardless of need or employment status (USGAO, 1995).

In addition to PRWORA, the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF)
Act was also passed to provide federal funding to states to consolidate cash assistance
programs for welfare recipients. The relevant guidelines of TANF placed restrictions on

the activities permitted in lieu of work for eligible recipients and also limited their

participation in vocational and postsecondary education activities to a maximum of

31



twelve months (Sparks, 2001). Under the work-first approach, educational programs were
a low priority, and states were directed to design programs that de-emphasized full-time
education and postsecondary degree attainment. Further, any employment-readiness
training had to be directly related to local employer requirements and jobs that utilized
this training had to be attainable after brief preparation (Martin & Fisher, 1998).

The work-first model consolidates numerous employment services and houses
them in a single “one-stop” service center. The one-stop concept was introduced
nationally in 1994 by the U.S. Department of Labor, in partnership with state and local
governments, to develop an integrated system of service delivery that facilitated ease of
access to workforce development resources (Guiterrez, 1997). The federal government
eventually mandated the one-stop service delivery approach, but introduced the idea by
initially awarding one-stop grants to 25 states in 1994 and by 1996, the majority of states
were in the planning stages of creating one-stop systems. The one-stop delivery system
design is ideally a collaboration of workforce development stakeholder partners co-
located in one facility, where the facility serves as a single point of access for individuals
seeking employment and employers seeking qualified candidates (Russman, n.d.). The
streamlined one-stop service structure enables disadvantaged youth and adults, dislocated
workers and job seekers to access a variety of services. With welfare recipients, the work-
first model has the goal of employment placement as rapidly as possible with the least
intensive form of intervention (AACC, 1998).

Nationally, the one-stop delivery approach coupled with the new legislation, was
reportedly effective in producing a sharp decline in dependence on federal support to

adults since its implementation in 1996 (Martin & Fisher, 1999, Melendez et al., 2000,
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- Greenberg, Strawn and Plimpton, 2000). From 1994 to January 2000, 5.7 million
individuals left welfare rolls, amounting to a 60% reduction in benefits nationwide (Ewalt
& Jennings, 2004). However, a report from the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities
(Coven, 2003) confirms that, while job training programs under work-first dramatically
improved case reductions in the short term, they did little to prepare participants
adequately for long-term self-sufficiency in the competitive labor market of the 21*
century (Ewalt & Jennings, 2004).

An additional feature embedded in the new workforce development framework is
the requirement for states and local governments to increase collaboration between
employers, educational institutions, community organizations and government agencies
through workforce boards (USGAO, 1995). Workforce boards replaced PICs and have a
primary role as policy and governance bodies that design programs under WIA (Borges-
Mendez and Melendez, 2004). Workforce boards also oversee the workforce
development infrastructure and make key decisions about the scope of one-stop center
services, education and training programs, job readiness skills and placement services
available to job seekers, disadvantaged populations and dislocated workers.

Workforce boards have notable distinctions from PICs. In contrast to PICs,
workforce boards have a policy function that is dis<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>