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ABSTRACT

Four years ago, the President of the United States
announced the introduction of the Planning Programming
Budgeting System (PPBS) budgeting to the entire Federal
Government. By using this method; the President hoped,
Federel administrators would be able to consider the costs,
impacts and benefits of alternative programs simultaneously,
and in doing so, make "more rational’ resource allocation.
This essay is a study of the application of the technique
to the operations of the Office of FEconomic Opportunity (OEO).

The study focuses on the operation of the 0RO
Mansgement Information System (MIS), a device used to re-
port the "results" of OEQ disbursements, for if one ls un-
able to determine what progress has been made in the
achievement of objectives, how can he plan intelligently?

» Evidence suggests that personnel skills and attitudes
combine to seriously hinder the application of MIS reporting
to CEQ opewrations. Moreover, the information produced by
MIS gives no indication of the achievement of the broad
economic gosls for which the agency was authorized by
Congress. Finally, there are "political’ pressures that
serve To make the develcopuent of a rational plan of ex-
renditure impossible. One could say that OEO planners make
plang, only to be forced to abandon them. :

The history of accomplishments of this agency, com-~
bined wilith evidence of the unsuccessful application of MIS
reporting techniques to its activities, suggests that the
chief value of applying PPB3 to this sort of operation is .
that it compels us to think ebout how best to accomplish the
objectives of a program that we, as citizens have authorized
and consider morally worthy of our best efforts.

vii
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A TOOK AT THE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM AT THE OrFpICE
OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY: THE PLANNING R
PROGRAMMING BUDGEDING SYSTEM AS IT
APPLIES TO A HUMAN RESOURCE
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM



FOREWORD

In early England, the word 'budget” was used to
denote the bag in which the Chancellor of the Iixchequer
carvied his proposgls for public expenditures to Parlia-
ment. It was a statement of public goals. Our modern
budget-formulation process has become a device for
specifying the products of public disbursements. This
implies that the government seeks to meet objectives, and
that it has a system with which it can measuvre its effec-
tiveness in attaining them. To relate spending to the
purposes for which our government exists is the task
gassignéd to the Planning Programming Budgeting System
(PPBS)O To study the feasibility of using this technique
for planning and evaluating expenditures is the purpose of
this essay.

In the past we have measured the results of govern-
ment spending in terms of the dollsr amounts of money ln-
vested in salaries, bulldings and fixtures, while wishing
that we could do more to specify the "end products' of
expenditures. This approach is grounied in the notion
that the sole way we have to limlit the size of government
is to limlt its resources, financial and physical.

Not until 1961, when PPBE3S was introduced at the



Department of Defense, was there concern with an analysis
of what our dollars had purchased, in thils case in terms
of a stable and effective naticnal security. Robert S
McNamers and his assisﬁants used PPBS techniques in de-
fense planning simple mathematical and economic theories
to national security questions. Moreover, they divided
the broad ares of '"national defense” into nine areas, such
as "continental air defense,” into which all of the serv-
ices would contribute men and material resources.,

Central to these efforts has been the computation
of what has become known as "cost-effectiveness." That is:
one asks whether the benefits of a particular venture out-
welgh 1ts costs, realizing of course that there are ele-
ments of every decision thalt cannot be quantified. In ex-
plaining this technique tc a group of navel officers,
Alain Enthoveln, a chief McNamara asslstant, referred to the
decision to make the alrcraft carrier US3 john F. Kennedy
fossil~fueled rather than nuclear-powered. He polnted out
thet naval officers would argue on largely instinctive
grounds that nuclear power'is far superior to conventional
power. The cost analyst endeavors, however, to ask the

questions essential to the proper decision: (1) how much

better and, (2) why?t

li1sin Enthovain, "Systems Analysis and the Navy,"
in Plannilog Programming Budgeting: A Systems Approach to




The cost analyst argues that in g world of limited
resources, 400 million dollars will buy one nuclear carrier
or one carrier and four destroyers conventlonally-fueled.
The public servaent is obligated by the enormity of the re-
sources involved to quantify, as far as he is able, the
grounds fbr his decision, and at the Department of Defense
cost effectiveness studles have been heavily relied upon
as bases for judgements on whether to engage in procurement
of many items.

The Federal Government, in 1964, made a commitment
in many respects as important as its obligation to defend |
the country from forelgn enemies: namely to eliminate
poverty in America. It did so by passage of the Economlce
Opportunity Act of 1964, which established the Offlce of
Economic Opportunity (OEO). This is a locally-based,
dargely federally-financed social service agency. It was
to act through a series of Community Action Agencies (CAAs),
each of which would have centers to which poor pecple could
take thelr problems for solution. These solutions could
vary from asking municipal agencies'for help to celling

upon Washingbon to establish pre-packaged programs 1n the

Manacement ed. by Fremont ILiyden and E. G. Miller (Chicago:
Markhsm Co., 1967), pp. 267-280. 'Therefore it is important
to know whether by 'mejor increase in effectiveness'! is
meant more than 33 percent, about 33 percent, or less than
%% percent. Because the Secretary of Defense must make the
declision in these terms, the statement 'major lncrease' 1is
not helpful."”




3
areas concerned. The dual articles of belief upon wnich
the program was based were that peopie5 given the opportu-
nity to do so, would "pitech in" to help their less fortu-
nate fellow citizens and that poor people could specify
their needs accurately. Thus, the CAA was to be a
"lightning rod" to which community problems and the re-
sources to resolve them would be simultaneously attracted.

Today, nearly four years after its founding, OEQO is
a center of controversy, even though it has used PPBS in
planning and executing the War on Poverty. We live in &
soclety that prides itself on the efficient and visibly
effective solution of its problems. But, in the war on
poverty, we have undertaken a program in wiich the needs of
the beneficleries are varied and the "results’ of our efforts
hard to demonstrate. OEQ has been re@uired to include
prospective veneficiaries in its programs, and thus has been
asslgned a task that is not only difficult to execute, but
one in which the virtues of "efficlency and honesty' arce
often, of necessity, lacking. |

OEO has tried to counter these problems by uéing a
management information system (MIS), a device developed
after the agency had been in existence nearly three years,
to detsrmine who is beiﬁg helped by its operaticns. MIS
requires that each CAA report quarteriy the number of its
participants, their ethnlc and income characteristics, and

to specifly the results of CAA operations. But it has been
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difficult to secure accurate data with MIS, both because
of the clerical inefficiency of the units reporting, and
‘becamse of the inherent difficulties in monitoring soclal
change. In the end, despite its reliance on cost-benefit
analysis end the management information system, the 0RO
budget has been an act of faith. This leads to the major
premise lmpllcit in this essay: that we must be willing
to eccept & less-rigorous proof of reéults, and at the
same time, continue to seek more effective ways to meet
the as yel unfulfilled challenge of the Economic Opportu-
nity Act of 1964,

The essay which follows rests on a survey of OEQ
management literature, numerous articles on public.budgetm
ing .and management, and interviews with men who work at

gll, levels of OEO-neighborhood center, local CAA, Regional

from the CAA established in Richmond, Virginia, in 1965,
RCAP. It proceeds in five sgections. Chapter One argues
that cltizens have in fact become more interested in the
end products of public disbursements, while Chapter Two
indicates that 0EO has adopted a systematic approach to
planning and evaluating 1ts sctivities. The MIS, supposed-
Ly & way of demonstrating the results of activities so that
future actlvities can be planned, is the subject of
Chapter Three, while in Chapter Four the operatiocnal

difficulties of OEO!'s MIS are spelled out. In Chapter Filve,



the nature cf the politicel milieu in which OEQ must seel

1ts funds and its effects on 0EO0's program budgeting is

o

iscussed at length.



CHAPTER T
FREDERAL BUDGETING--A QUICK OVERVIEW

In August, 1965, the President directed that the
Planning Progrsmming Budgeting System (PPBES) be instituted
throughout the Federal government.l He directed that the
installation be supervised by the Bureau of the Budget
(BOB). His turning to this system was the result of end-
less struggles during the budget formulation process. Whatl
are.we golng to do, how are we going to do it, how much of
it .are we going to do, and what will our efforts produce?
These are the perennial questions and the man who must
ﬁltﬁm&tely answer is the President. The function of PPBS
is o ald him dn making these decisions; with its ald,
Buregu leaders and Department heads can give the President
alternative courses of action for conslderation. With the
ald of this tool, they can focus their attention on the
country's goals and how to attain them most effectively

and efficiently.

1U.So, Congress, Senate, Subcommlttee on National
Security and International Operations of the Government
Cperations Commiittee, Planning Programmning Budseting,
In%%ial Memorandum, Committee Print, S0th Cong., lst sess.,
1907, p. 1.




What is PPRS? This is a question that has plagued
the citizen and caused concern within the Executive Branch
alt the operating level. On-the-site managers have conjureq
up sinister pictures of the Bureau leader who constructs
models, Tturns to a computer and works a mathematlcal
formula to determine how much aid a given program will re-
ceive in the forthcoming year. This skepticism has been
best characterized by the statements of Vice Admiral Hyman
Rickover, the father cf the atomic-powiered submarine.
Criticizing PPBS and the cost-effectiveness studles upon
which it is based, he declared,

. I have no more falth in the ability of social

Giahtjbt° to quantify militery effectiveness than I
o 1n the numerologlsts to calculate the future

Q0 e

So 1t goes. The operating managers accuse the Department
heads of lack of contact with their problems, and the
PPBSers reply that their‘system is meant to be an ald to
decision making, not a decision maker. PPBS stres 3865 four

eatures: (1) identification of governmental goals, (2)

*‘b

establishment of prlorities in meeting these goals, (3)
choice of goal-seeking behavior with the least cost in
future years in mind, and (4) measurement of goal-directed

performance, so that one gets the maximum yiseld for each

.

[}

“U.8., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on National
oecurity and Internatiocnal Operations of the Government
Operations Committee, Selected Comuent, Plananing Pro-
gramming Budgeting, Committee Print, S0th Cong., 1lst sess.,
1967, p. 5. |




aollar di;-';’Dmll*&;@él.:5 To see PPBS in its true perspective,
let us lock at the budget~making process gs 1t operated in
Washington not too many years ago.

The current budget formulation process, in which the
Executlve Branch takes the initiative in proposing and the
Legislative Branch in disposing, was developed as & result
of the enactment of the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921.
Prior to that time, there had been only sporadic interest
in executive budgeting. Alexander Hamllton, as President
Washington's first Secretary of the Treasury, had attempted
to institute "executive budgeting.” He did thils by pre-
paring a @etailed sumnary ol expenées and revenues and
presenting it to the Congress, until the developmeﬁt of
comnittees prevented this practice. A Presidentisl commis-
sion, appointed by Mr. Taft in 1910, recommended the sub-
mission of an ”execuﬁive” budget for fiscal year 1913.

Taft submitted'his budgef according vo the format of the
‘commission proposal, which consisted of having Department
heads submit to him detalled accounts of the obligations
they intended to incur for the pericd under consideration.
However, this plan was frustrated by the fact that Taft had
been defeated in the elections and was succeeded by7Woodrow

Wilson, who did not want to undertake budgetary reforms.4

2Ibid., p. 1.

I
"JTesse Burkhead, Governmental Budgeting (New York,
N.Y.: Wiley and Sons, 1962), pp. 9-18.
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These initial attempts to establish executive
responsibility for planning a program of work for the
government proved gbortive until 1921. TUntil that time,
an individual agency dealt with a friendly legislative
comulttee on Capitol Hill. The Treasury merely put to-
gether agency estimates in its annual "Book of Estimates.”

The Budget and Accounting Act of 1821 was explicit'
in the duties 1t set for each of the branches of gocvern-
ment. To the President went the regponsibility for sub-
mitting to Congress annually & statement of proposed
revenues and expenditures for the ensuing year. To s new
Bureau of the Budget (BOB), it assigned the task of
examining the agency requests for funding for the éoming
vesrs. The Bureau's recommendation on & particular fund-
ing level could be appealed only to the President. This
provision has partiaily served to reduce the dealings be-
tween the Department head and the Legislative Committees.
It has not been wholly successful because legislators often
can ask friendly questions of Bureau leaders wnho testify
in hearings in which appropriations are involved.

Placement and coverage of the Bureau of the Budget
‘at first proved troublesome. Until 1939, BOB was attached
to the Department of the Treasury. At that time, it was:
brought into the Executive Office'of the President, an
entity created by President Franklin Rocsevelt's Executive

Reorganizstion Act. This change was part of a new orlenta-
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tion to the President's duties that derived from the in-

a

creasing complexity of govermment and the burgeoning number
of" its programs.5

BOB's powers are great. No federal form reguesiing
information of any character for use in government opera-
tions may legally be used without its approval. All
government statistics collecting agencies have their
activities moniﬁored by the Bureau, while all-computer pro-
curament 1s handled by this agency. All legislation passed
by Congress is sent to BOB to determine whether or not it
is relevent to the President's program as expressed by the
executive budget. When the particulay appropriations
megsures are slgned intc law by the President, the Depart-
ment head must come to BOB for an apportionment in order to
spend. Even at this time, the President has, on BOB
recommendation, set up budgetary reserves in order to curb
agency spending.

The Budget and'Accounting Act of 1921, establishing
as it did mechanisms for making the budget-making process
an expression of the President's thoughts on what the work
program of the Federal Government should be, was an inaova-
tion. Legislators have grown sco accustomed to discussion
and alteration of this work agenda that they have complalned

when a President placed the responsibility for developing

|
“ibid., p. 239.



& program on them,6
There is tension between the Executive and the
Legislative Branches of the Federal Government, and we can
see it in the construction of the Federal Budget. In the
years immediately following the passage of the Budget and
Accounting Act of 1921, approprieticns for various ventures
were made by what has become known as the "line ltem"
method. That is, a project was funded in terms of x
number of typewriters or y number of automobiles, and
money could be expended only for the purposes set forth ian
the line item. This practice developed becsuse 1egislators4
felt that the only way to curb executive expendibures and
burgeoning programs was to establish & limit on the re-
.sources that could be deveted to a program.7 This methed
gives no consideration to what the‘basic goals'of
organized government are to be. The "line item" or "Dawes"
crientation (as it was named after the first BOB Director
Charles Dawes), prevailed until the eariy thifties, when
the filrst attempts at "performance’ budgeting were made.
“Performance” budgeting is a generic name given to
types of display of govermmental expenditure in which pro-

grams are described in terms of the goals to be attained by

6”Can The 1958 Federal Budget be Substantially
Reduggd?”, Congressional Digest, May, 1957, Vol. XXXVI,
p L4 l 3 ° °

?Burkhead, Budgeting, p. 140.
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the expenditure of resources. An early example of the
performance technigues is shown in the 1915 report of the
New York Bureau of Municipal Research. That group,
dividing public works functions, devised three classifica-
tlons of work: street cleaning, street maintenance, and
sewerage. They further divided these classifications into
"subfunctions” and as a final touch, developed "units of
work," such as "miles of streets flushed." Appropriations
were based on the number of these units of work, though
the system became so cumbersome that it had to be
abamdoned.8

The Taft Committee on Economy and Efficiency, in
its: 1912 report, stressed the lmportance of classifying
expenditures in terms of the class of work to be done.
Thig was the same report that convinced Mr. Taft that
Fresidential direction of the budget-making process was
required. Little was done to implement the performance
budget ccncept during the inter-war years. The only
Federal agencies developing performance schemes were the
Ternessee Valley Authority (TVA) and the Department of
Agriculture.

TVA was established to be a yardstick for the
'measurement of the cost of power production. It was orga-

nized as a government corporation and enjoyed considerable

®o1d., p. 135.
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autonomy in the development of 1ts management practices.

' Naviga-

Tts operations were divided into four 'programs:'
tion and IMlood Control, Fertillzer and Munitions, Resources
and Development; and General Services. Each of these
"programs" was further subdivided into sub-programs. For
éxampleﬁ Resource Development is divided into divisions
for the development of Agricultural, Forest, Watershed
resources and Topograephic Mapping. Though these sub-
programs are professionally organized, they participate in
each other's work when the‘programs overlap.

Departments of TVA are encouraged to think in terms of,

program end to participate jolntly in program formula-

tion. . .H,The approagh keeps management focussed on

TVA objectives. . . .72

Within each program, there may be a number of orga-
nizational entities to carry out the werk of the program.
fach has an account to which funds are devoted for operations.
TVA has emphasized the comparison of actual costs with the
money allocated for the operations of its divisions, though
in some cases 1t has measured the end products of its in-
vestment, as in fertilizer production.
lad 1t not been for the Second World wWar, there might

have been no Turther infterest in budgeting. However, it

demonstrated that the government had grown too large to be

operated under the "Dawes" orientation. The beginnings of

°Ibld., p. 160.
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change in the form and substance of budgeting may be ob-
served in the proposed expenditures submitted to Congress.
by the Navy in 1947 and 19O48.

These budgets display, among other things, the
amounts of money to be disbursed for the operation of the
United States Naval Academy. There 1s a detalled account
of the number and levél of instructors to be hired, in-
cluding the stricture that there shall be no more than
fourteen swordsmen for instructional purovoses on the staff

10

.

at Anngpolis. Following this detalled account, there is
a breakdown of how the $1,980,000 i1s to be distributed in |
terms of functional areas such as Seamanship and Ordnance,
gach of which has a vital role to play in the education of
capable Naval Officers. This sort of presentation repre-
sents a growing tendency to be concerned with "what" dis-
bursements have purcheased, while simultaneously showing the
need for specification of precisely what articles the
money has procured.

This interest in the end result of appropriastions
was felt beyond the Navy, and it influenced the Hoover
Commission, a group that had been convened to study the

operations of the Federal Government;ll 'his group met in

19y.5., Bureau of the Budget, The Budget, 1948

(waggLngton D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1947),
pa .
11

Burkhead, Budgeling, p. 134.
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a year in which the BOB and the Department of the Treasury
were engaged in the discussion of management Improvement.
In this context of change, the Hoover Commission re-
ported that,
The whole budgetary concept of the Federal Government
would be refashioned by the adoption of a budget based
on functions activities and prgjects: This we de-
signate a performance budget.l
The task force went on to say that the emphasis of govern-
ment should no longer be on '"things bought," but rather
that it should focus on "things done." This, too, was the
basic thrust of the National Security Act of 1949 Amend-
ments which stipulated -that, = - -
. . « suthorized programs shall be administered in such
a form as the Secretary of Defense may determine. . .
to report the %ost of readily identifiable functional
programs. . .1
The Budget and Accounting Act of 1950 carried the idea even
further, reguiring that the Budget set forth in such detall
as the President sees fit, the "functions and activities”
of governument.
The new emphasis on thinking about the Budget and

" or "functions' has,

its preparation in terms of "projects
in fact, continued and reached a high watermark under the
leadership of Robert S. McNamara, the Defense Secretary

appointed by President John F. Kennedy; He and hils Comp-

e1pid., p. 125.

PInig.
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troller, Charles J. Hitch, conceived of the problem of
"national security" in terms of nine areas: Strategic
Retallatory Forces, Continental Air and Missile Defense,
General Purpose Forces, Alrlift and Sealift Forces,
Reserve and National Guard Forces, Research and Develop-
ment, General Support, and Civil Defense and Military
Assistance. These areas are unique, since they do not
describe the defense Problem in termé of forces providing,
such as the Army or the Navy; they describe the defense in
terms of whst bas been provided (Table 1).1Y

TABLE 1
SHIFT IN MILITARY RESOURCE ALLOCATION®

G1l3 Budget System © New Flanning Budgeting System
Navy Strategic Forces

Polaris Polaris

Marine Corps ICRM's

Carrier task forces Long range bombers

ﬁi? Force General Purpose Forces
ICBMt s Marine Corps

Tactlical alrcrarflt Armored divisions

Alr Defense alrcraft Tactical aircraflt

Long range bombers Carrler task forces :
Army Continental Defense PForces
Alr defense missiles Alr defense aircraflt

Armored divisions Alr defense missiles

aExtr%cted from Murray L. Weidenbawum, "Applying Econo-
micLAnalyses in Planning Prograsmming Budgeting, ed. by Fre-
mont Lyden and E.G. Miller (Chicago: Markham, 1967), p. 168.

1

I . . .
, Alain C. Enthovain, "Economic Anslyses and Defense

Policy," in American Security Policy, ed. by Morton Berkowitz
and P.F'. Block (New York, N.Y.: Free Press, 1965),
rp. 130-3%2. -
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Bagic to this description is the program element, in which
the combination of men and materlal resources necessary 1o
carry out the goal of the progrem is set forth.

PPBS st Defense stresses the importance of using
mathematical and economic theories in the consideration of
nation&l.security'questionsg For example, assume that the
goal of & misslile defense system is to shoot down Q7 percent
of the 100 missiles launched at this country by an aggressor.
Let us also assume that the missile system under considera-
tion has a 50 percent chance of destroying the enemy's
missile on the first shot. Simple mathematics suggests that
200 missiles will be required to carry out the defensive
goal. The questlion then arises about the level of cost to
be lavolved in providing higher protection. How much, for
exanple, would it cost to provide a 99 percent destruction,
and would the cost be worth the destruction?l5 Estimgtes
of what it will cost to add the extra 2 perdent capablility
are presented so that a decislon-maker can reachi a norma-
tive judgment about whether the exira destruction justifies
the cost. Thus, there are two questlons in any defense
decision, the professional and the political. The pro-
fessional relates to the efficacy of the system under
consideration and the political to the level of funds which

can be devohted to it.
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PPBS approach ls based on an overall look at De-
fense Department requlrements rather than at the often
partisan wishes of one service. Moreover, the expanded
plenning perdiod of five years forces the planners to con-
sider the long-range cost implications of the decision.
In announcing the declsion not to purchase another wing
of B52 bombers, the Secretary of Defense reflected that the
procurenent cost of one-half billion dollars was only about
one-third of the cost of operating the aircraft over a
period of five years set forth in PPBS.16

PPBS has cut across service lines. In a program the
hévy and the Air Force may be required to contribute ele-
ments of men and material, and the civililan Seoretéfy of
Defense will make the decision about what proportion of
goods and services each will contribute.l7 In only one
progran element is any service not forced to work with the
others, and this is Anti-Submarine Warfare, contrclled
solely by the Navy.

There have been feults with the PPBS approach at
Defense, and these have occurred with relatively spectacular
procurement items, such as the TFX fighter plane and the

non-nuclear powered USS John F. Kennedy, thus making PPBS

16.@,&@ .

lZThere 1s controversy on this point. For example,
one year after declding that USS John F. Kennedy was to be
fomzsll fueled, the Defense Department went ahead with plans
for a nuclear powered USS Chester W. Nimitz.
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vulnerable to its critics. This raises the issue of un-
certainty and how one is to deal with it. At Defense,
stress has been placed on developing estimates of a situa-
tion that range from optimistic to discouraging. The
decision to make John F. Kennedy fossil-~fueled wss
partially based on a study that purported to show that
over the course of the attack carrier's mission, there
would be a speed advantage of only one knot. Moreover, the
Kennedy would still require rearming and replenishment.

Citation of these PPBS failures and successes serves
to show that use of this tool has put decision making
ciearly into the hands of the civilian Secretary of Defense.
Furthermore, it has served to reduce the competitive
interaction among the services as they address themselves
Lo the vital geal of national defense.

The critical difficulty with PPES at Defense is that
there is no way to test the results of how effective plan-
ning has been, short of war. This has led men like Admirsl
Rickover tc question the assumptions on which decision-
makers have made the gllocaticn of scarce resources. In
particular, the Admiral dquestions the assumption that our
s@urces of o0il willl always be secure, & critical premise in

18

the decision to builld ships conventicnally-fueled. His

skepticism becomes ilmportant when he, as America's foremost

18

oelected Comment, p. 37.
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expert on nuclear power, testifies against an adversary
like the Secretary of Defense.

The outline that has been given serves to show how
PPBS is used in an obvious governmental function, namely
defense, and implicltly points to some of the difficulties
encountered in the attempt to apply PPBS to natlonal
soclal resource development.

The OEO does operate on the premise That there 1ls &
planning cycle in whichfappropriate national and local
bodies can identify goals, establish prlorities among
those goals, devise programs to meet palpable needs; and
evaluate the success or fallure of ongoing programs to
determine whether a given venture should be continued or
abandoned. However, there are serious difficulties that
hinder the implementation of this innovative tool.

irst, there is the reguirement for highly educated
and dedicated indlviduals to operate the PPBS information
collection devices. This conflicts directly with the OEO
philosophy that there should be 'maximum feasible participa-
tion" by the poor. Furthermore, there is serious question
about how reliable the assessment of any humsn resource
development program can be, since at 0FQO, as in all pro-
grems, the results are "long run” in character. Moreover,
goals such ss "organization" of the poor are waolly unre-
lated to any bfoadveconomic goals. Finally, and pessibly

most important, OEO is a one billion dollar agency in a
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plethora of Departments and Agencies whose "poverty" budget
aggregates twenty-eight billion dollars, and as OEO
officilels are quick to admit, BOB has never given it the
authority to plan expendltures other then its own. These
are but the most pfominent of the issues that will be con-

sidered in the ensuing chapters of this discussion.



CHAPTER II1
0RO FUNCTIONS AND PPBS ORGANIZATION

Until about the middle of the decade of the sixtles,
relatively little had been dcone to plan a systematic attack
against poverty. By this, we should understand an effort
with well defined goals and toolg with which to measure

L The Johnson administration de-

progress in attalning them.
clered "war'" on poverty in the early Fall of 1964, shortly
before the introduction of the earlier mentloned PPBS budget-
ing techniques to the non-~defense, federal spendling agencles.
The.President declared that the agency to make enti-poverty
plans opersatbional would be the 0ffice of Economic Opportu-
nity, within the Executlve 0ffice of the President.

Prior to discussing the OEQ edaptation of PPBS to its
spending activities, one must consider the responsibilities
assigned to this agency, and the institutions that have been
developed for meeting its tasks. Essentielly, the O0ffice of:

Economlc Opportunity is a social-service organization created

1Ro?ert A. Levine, "Systems Anslysis in the War on
Poverty,

" (Unpublished speech to the 29th meeting of the
Operations Research Society of America, May 18, 1966),
P, 2-3.

25
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to implement locally-drawn plans of action in the War on
Poverty with a combination of Federal and 109&1 resources.g

The organization was conceived in this fashion for
& number of reasons. Some individuals felt that the exist-
ing welfare programs are designed to "buy off" the poor, and
over the course of the past feW'years'there has developed
the theory that those who live with the outward manifesta-
tions of poverty know how to combat it best. Finally,
critics have suggested that earlier programs discriminated
against the colored man.B

As mentioned earlier, the institutionsl form chosen
for .the execution of the war's operational plans was an
independent office in the Executive Office of the President.
Some have felt that this gives the poor a permanent agency
to make thelr concerns known at the national level in addi-~

tion. o meeting some of the criticisms made of earlier

“Institute of Government, University of Virginia,
Community Action Agenciles in Vlﬂwlnla (Charlottesville,
Virginia: December, 1968), p. 1. In this connection, one
must distinguish between cash and in-kind support. The
former is what its title suggests. The latter consists of
contributions of heat, light, etc. In the 31 cities for
which information is available, the non-Federal share of
support of Community Action Agencies was 26 million dollars
Of this total, local communities provided 3 million do]lars
. dn cash suonort& See. also U.S. Congress, House of Repre-
spnt~tlveu, Deparitment of -Lobor and Health Education and
Welfare Appropriations for 1969. Hearings before a Sub-
committee of the Housge AOQPODPiathHS Committee, House of
Representatives, 90th Cong., 2nd sess., 1968, p. 43.

Suichael HdPPLHQtOn, The Other Americs (Baltimore:
Penguln Books, 1963), p. 156.
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programs. The agency 1g composed of e Natlional Head-~
quarters and seven Reglonsl 0ffices, and it employs about
2800 civil-service employees at these levels. These
employees serve to perform the vital functilcns that are
designated National Advocacy and Local Oversight.

National Advocacy refers to the submisslon to
Congress of a National plan for fighting poverty. It 1s
presented to the Leglslatlve Branch in the form of the
Budget, for which enabling appropriations legislsation nust
be passed. The annual process is & two-stage endeavor.

- The Director of OEO0 must be able to tell the Burezu of the
Budget "why" a particulsr venture is cost effective, and
smoreover, he nust be able to respond to the often hostile
“guestions of Congressmen on the Appropriations Committee.
The agency must also provide supervision and "local
. oversight” to local CAAs. It needs detalled informetion
with which to make broad anti-poverty plans, and it must be
able to respond to reguests for detalled informaticn. To
illustrate the dusl nature of the OEO management problem,
one mlght refer to the hearings held concerning the Fiscal
1969 OEQ appropristions. There was considerable sttention
given to the Job Qorps proposals. Questlong focussed on
providing for the ultimate employment of these young men
and also on reguests for detailed information concerning

the costs involved in the operation of centers that had to



be closed after only short periods of operation.4

In essence, the O0EQ Director and his assistants
must be able to furnish two types of information, and thelr
ability to do this will have a good deal to do with the
level of appropriations in the coming year. In certain
cases, the querles leveled at him are openly hostlle and
reflect a thinly velled attempt to bring discredit on the
agency by showing that money has been disbursed foolishly
and perhaps even illegallyQB

Responding to BOB and Congressiocnal interrogation
proves a formidable undertaking for reasons that will be
outlined in more detail later. For now, it will suffice
to sey that in the proliferation of government agencles
that has taken place over the last few years, citizens auto-
matically make the asgsumption that anti-poverty efforts and

CEO.are inseparable, and misdeeds and errors of judgement

1

AU 5., Congress, House, Depariment of Lﬁbor and
Health Educstion and Welfare ADDrOerathﬂS for 1069,
Hearings before a subcommittee of the House Approprx%tians
Commvttee, Hoube of Representatives, 90th Cong., 2nd sess.,
1968, pp. 954

oy

)Ide , Pp. 41-2. In this instance Longvessman
Michel of Illinois asserted that through the good offices
of 0X0, the Wocdlawn Organization, an agency pdrbldlly
SuUpPpPOx ~ted by OHO grants, secured the release of four, "con-
victed murderers' in order that they might teach in a Wood-
Jawn program. Information subsequently furnished by OEO
for the record proved that OEQO had no connection with the
release of any felons in Illinois, if in fact such an act
had even transpired.
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6

hgve been incorrectly ascribed to that agency. There
have been a few spectacular errors, e.g. the Blackstone
Ranger flap, and from them citizens have been, pevhapm,
too guick In conjuring up an agency bullt on chlcanery.
The most staggering problem i1s that of supervision. A
typical Reglonal Office employs 175. civil service employees,
and an even smaller number of individualsg approve dis-
bursements that will be made to 170 CAAs, each employling
an average of forty workersa7 To understand the problem
of supervision, one must look at the Agency's structurse at
Naticnal, Regional and Local levels.

There are three levels of organization at OEO:
Netional Headquarters, The Reglonal Offices, and the local
Community Actlon Agency. Each has discrete responsibilities,
and each uses PPBS 1n a manner appropriate to its function
and level of skill.

The National Headguarters serves as the chief lislison
point between the localities and Congress. Its major

function is to present an integrated anti-poverty plan to

6Ib1q., pp. 40-1. Here an allegation wa.s made that
OEO had funded, or was contemplating funding a Ysocial
eating” venture. Here also OEO demonstrated that it had no .
connection with such a project, and that it had been con-
sidered under the rubric of the "Older Americans Act," and
would be supervised by the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare.

"Mr. Frenk Rupp, Mid Atlantic Region Director of
Menagement Information Systems, Interview held in Washington,
Dvc., ia November, 1968.
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the POB and Congress. Peripheral to this task is the job
of' approving a1l grants made to Migrant Worker, American
Indian and experimental projects. It acts as the national
advocate for the poor, and it is divided by’functional'
areas, such as Headstart and Job Corps.

At one time, all decisions to fund projects,
irrespective of the target group, were made at the Natlonal
Headquarters. Now, decision-making has been given to a
series of Regilonal Offices. The country has been divided
into seven regions, and the offices for each region has
offices for each state included within its borders, as well
as for the various programs that constitute the concerns of
OEOQ. |

E Finally, there is a series of Community Action
Agencies (CiAs) across the country. These entities are
meant to be the basié operational unit in Tthe War on
Poverty. Thsvlegal requirements for establishing such
agencies have expanded and contracted over the four yesars
that OEO has been in operation. One may state with confi-
dence that a CAA is a public or private non-profit agency,
designated by the regular organs of local government. Its
purpose is to mobilize the resources of the community in
the job of making poor people self-sufficient. Local govern-
ment, as well as designating the agency to be the officilal
anti-poverty agency for the community, may and often does

appolnt members to the agency's governing beard. The most
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‘controversial point to date has been the requirement that
one fhird of the board's members be from the target poor
to be served, and that these individuals be given the
opportunity to serve to The maximum extent feasible,8

The indlividual CAA operates on two levels. There
is a governing board. This body, operating through a series
of subcommittees, serves to devise a program for the
agency's activities during the program year. Typically,
the board has a program commitiee, on which a substantial
number of the members are from the poor community.
Figure 1 shows the pattern by which they should, ideally,
make plans for the CAA's program.

There 1s also an executive staff in the local agsncy.
It is composed of paid employees who supervise the dailly
operations of the agency. These individuals avre not civil-
service persomnel, and they administer the program along
broad guildelines set by the board. There may be some over-
‘lap, in that some of the board members may be community
organizers? and as such work under the supervision of the
executive staflf.

Finally, poor people are brought into the organiza-
tional cowplex in a number of variant ways. The Richmond

CAA, known as RCAP, has organized, for example, a series

BU,SQ, Congress, House, An Act to Provide an Tmproved
Economic Opportunity Act of 1067, Pub. L. 90-222, QO0th
Cong., 1lst sess., 1007, S.2388, p. 3i.

xSubsequent to my research dual membership of this type
was prohibited, by administrative regulation.
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of Neighborhood Advisory Councils in which the residents of
poor areas may come together to articulate their needs and
desires so that they can be taken to the governing board.
Moreover, there are a number of Community Action Neighbor-
hood Centers, in each of the poverty-stricken areas of
Riohmond° Each has a permanent staff, and community resi-
dents are encouraged to take thelr problems to the center
to seek assistance in meeting their needs. For instance,

a resident may complain of insufficilent street lighting.
The center worker will endeavor to gather other residents
of the same blook so that togsther they may solve the
problem. This may involve-wfiting a group letter to the
agency manager concerned with the problem cor visiting his
office, The use of such methods, it is hoped, will bring
about & sense of political efficacy. Additlonally, the
center worker hopes that this sort of reaction will en-
courage people to come to neighborhood ccuncil meetings.
Thus one can see that there is a vast stock of needs to be
met by such an agency.

The very ccmplexity of ORO foreshadows the difficulty
of realizing, in practice, the goals of planning, execution
and control. Nevertheless, an attempt has been made to
institutionalize PPBES at each level of 0EO.

The National Headquarters PPBRS is governed by the
budget submission process, and it is coordinated by the

Office of Research, Plans Programming and Evaluation. OO
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must submlt its budget proposals to BOB by October 15 of
the year preceding the fiscal year in which the obligatlons
will be made. The process consists of the submission of
a series of documents and narrative documentation: Pro-
gram Memoranda,vthe Pilan Financlsl Plan and Specilal
Analytical Studies. These serve to explain what the
agency‘will do and why.

The Plan Financial Plan that is submitted to the
BOB is the result of consultation of the National and
Regilonal officers. XKach Regional Director submits his
dollar requeét for operation of OEQ prcgrams within his
Region. He bases his wilishes on the demonstrated efficlency
of wvarious agencies in meeting past community prdbiems,
although he can have no specific idea sbout what local CAA
reguirement will be. As the observor descends the sd-
ministrative ladder,'he would discover that each super-
visor could be more specific about the needs of his
particular area. He can be mbre certain about the work
that has gone into assessing community problems and what
degree of urgency should be attached to a community's re-
quest for grant fundin@,9 He can form clearer judgements
abcut the efficlency of the CAA concerned. This pattern of
de~centralization is cne of the most disturbing features

of the entire OEO venture though, for it makes close super-

91nterview, Rupp.
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vision of spending virtually impossible° General Accounting
Office (GAQ) inspections reveal honest errors and the more
sinister chicanery only after the fact.lo

The inspectlon of CAA activities is done by means
of CEO gctivity inspections, GAO audits and Management
Information System (MIS) reports. The latter device re-
guires that each agency tebulate details of money dlsbursed
and the results gained, though it is of limited value for
reagsons that will be explained in detall later.

In summary, then, the OEO 1s an institution, the
goal of which is to eliminate the paradox of poverty in
this the richest nation on earth. It makes this goal opera-
tiocnal by the establishment of a series of largely federally~
Tinanced social service centers known as Comnunlty Action
Agencles. These organizations make plans tc fight poverty
in their localities Ey'a'combination of pre-packaged
federal progrems and a measure of local ingenuity. PPBS
hasg been adapted to OEO over the course of the last four
years, and its value as a tool in declsion-making will be

the concern of the balance of this essay.

. }OI use "chicanery" in its dictionary meaning of

deception by artful subterfuge." 1In the Norfolk Virglinian
Pilot of December 4, 1968, there is an article reporting
the conviction, on charges of embezzlement of COEO funds, of
the Rev. Terry Wingate, an official associated with the
Tidewater Virginia CAA, STOP (Southeastern Tidewater
Opportunity Program).



CHAPTER IIX
THE IDEA OF A MANAGEMENT INFORMATICN SYSTEM

In earlier sections, 1t was suggested that govern-
ment officials, confronted with the task of allocating
limited resources among competing projects, developed
PPBS & budget technique in which the costs and benefits
of alternstive public programs are simultaneously dis-
played. Use of this technique reguires the development
ar a, Management Information System (MIS), so that execu-
#ives can tell how well plans are being carried out and
to change ongoing programs, should this prove necessaryel
: An MI5, as has been indlcated earlier, is essentially

s 1

a way of obtaining information about a given venture and
putting it before a manager who must meke decisions based

on it. Though suthorities disagree gbout the specific

facts that should be presented, they concur in saying that
it should be more than simply a syétem of accounting reports.
It should, the experts concur52 transmit Information

necessary for the operation of a financiel system, such as

1. 1. Mertino, "The Development of a Total Manage-

ment System," in Management Systeums, ed. by Peter Schoder-
back (New York: Wiley and Sons, 1968), p. 121.

QLsonard Garrett and Milvton Silver, Production

3l
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the balance in an_expenditure account, as well as the orga-
nization's progress in meeting publicly-announced goals.
Moreover, one should be able to anticipste organizational
problems by using MIS dats. In doing these jobs, the

1

system should be able to transmit information about the
atmosphere in which the organization operates,3
OEO's MIS is, structurally a pre-printed form into
which CAA managérs place statistics, indicating for each
program account, money disbursed, the number, ethnic
characteristics and income level of those serving and
those served, as well as the "results'" obtained as the end
product of the disbursement. In a supplement to the
statistical summary of the report, the CAA Director comments
on the community atmosphere in the area in which the CAA 1is
located. He is requlred to explalin significant shortcomings
and strengths in the operations, and he 1s compelled to
comment on specific problem aress, such as the reCFuitment
of managerial persomnel. The narrative portion of the
report is thus the opportunlity for the Director to tell all

that will help the Regional Offices understand what his

Management Systems (New York: Harcourt, World Inc., 1966)

" p. 660 and Roland Daniel, '"Management Information Crisis,”
in Management Systems, ed. by Peter Schoderbeck (New York:
Wiley and Sons, 1963), pp. 53-57 and also James D.
Gallegher, Management Information Systems and the Computer
(New York: American Management Association, 1951), p. 63.

3Daniel, op. cit., p. 57,
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-particular problems are.

While this attempt to give the manager the cpportu-
nity to speak to the problems of hls area doss take away
from the ides that the report is a collection of numbers,
there is no doubt that it is meant to be an attempt to
make an agency manager organize his operation in a careful
and thorough manner. The manual governing the system's
use states that the only way for the agency to obtain the
date reguired by MIS is to develop "score cards,"” on which
the reguired information can be tabulated on & dailly basis.

JThus, there is a combination of evaluation in terms of
fhumbers that can be presented to Congress and evaluation in
“berms of subjective data that can be used to help local
and regional managers think about where thelr agencles are
Cpoing.

That this sytem 1ls clearly dntended to be evaluative
js indicated by the announcement which accompanied the
adcoption of MIS by the Office of Economic Opportunity.
Thecdore M. Berry, the Natlonal Community Action Program

irector declared that MIS was being inavgurated so that
henceforth gll levels of Conmunlity Action Program manage-

m@nt would be able Lo measure program progress, in terms

I
) ‘U. 5., Executive Office of the President, Office of
Economic Opportunity, Grantee Reporting Manual (Washxngtcn*
Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 1O.




27

of objectives. Moreover, the Grantee Reporting Manual holds

that,

The CAP progress-reporting system attempts to monitor

the progress of' poor peqple thrquh a ser;es of .5

process steps designed to take them out of poverty.

Thus, a few observatlons may be made by way of

summary.6 OEO managers may often be reticent, when asked
to specify exactly "how" their programs have helped the
communities in which CAAs are operating. Thils is for the
very good reason that the results of agency programs are
of'ten 1éng range. Moreover, as we shall see later, agency
managers have often encountered difficulties in obtaining
funds beceuse they have been unable to demonstrate the
effectlveness of their ventures, in meeting established

goals. MIS arose to meet this need for informafion, so that

directors could test the adeguacy of plans they had developed

=
“Ibid., p. 17.

6This discussion of MIS does not, by design, explain
the variant methods used to assess the efficliency and im-
pact of OBEO programs. This 1s because the "management audit"
and other in depth studies of programs and individual
agencies focug on the detection of defalcation and other
varieties of financlal misconduct, not program impact. Also
Hearings, Appropriations, p. 98. Frank Murphy, the Assistant
Director of Job Corps, when queried about GAO reports of its
~audits held, "what I mean is that the sort of reports they
produce Tor us are on an ad hoc hasis, are not really manage-

ment Instruments for us to use in making management declsions.’

Te the"same effect Bertrand Harding, Acting Director of OEQ,
held, "the sudlt activity is primarily a fiscal and financial
analysls of the Community Action Agency to evaluate the

accounting system they hsve and to detect fraud."

t
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for socligl resource development and so that they could ob-
tein money for further ventures. A survey of the efficacy

of OEO MIS will be the subject of the ensuing section.



CHAPTER IV
MIS AND ITS PITFALLS

MIS has been exceedingly difficult to apply to OEO
programs for reasons that will be explained in detall as
we proceed. To summarize, however, uneven personnel skill
has caused 'result" reporting that is inaccurate and tardy;
results” of OEO programs are hard toc specify énd even more
difficult to relate to the achievement of broad economic
goalg; and MIS cannot be reliably used as a planning tool.
This is not to say that OEO has not made tremendous efforts
to dnstitute an Integrated management system for its
activities. It has conslstently, under congressional
pressure, done this, but the fact remaing that glven the
speculative connection of OEO progrems with messurable
scoclal progress, there is inevitable vegueness in evaluation
that must attend this, or any other, social resource develop-
ment program. Let us now look at the reasons that MIS and
PPBS are hard to relate to OEO operations.

Any MIS, whether it serves in a government agency or
in a profit-making organization, has three distinct functions.
Lt first documents the action that is being carried on to

attain the ovjectives of the group it serves. It tells

29



"what is going on." Additlonally, it relates the affailrs
of each segment of the whole organization to the over-
riding purpose for which the organizetion is estabiished.
Finally, it serves as a planning"instrument, with which
executives in the organization can make future plans,l
There has been a good deal of controversy about what,
exactly, it was that OEO was established to do. To dispel
confusion, one might well read a few pertinent portions of
the legislation establishing the agency. The "Declaration
of Purpose” for the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as
amended, holds that,
. « o it is therefore the policy of the United
States to eliminate the paradox of poverty in the midst
of plenty. . . by opening to everyone the opportunity
for education. . . The opportunity to work gnd the
opportunity to live in decency and dignity.e
The Act, with its five titles, authorizes the carrying out
of this policy and declares that one way to do this is to
provide a Community Action Program (CAP) that will mobllize
the resources of the whole community--national, state, and

o)

local--to meke the poverty-stricken self sulilcient. Thus,

by loglcal extension, an MIS to be effective, must show how

lDaniel, "Management Information Crisis,” p. 54.

2U.S., Congress, AN Act _to Provide An Jumproved Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1967, Pub. L. 90-222, 90th Cong.,
1st sess., 1907, S.2388, p. 1.

>pid., p. 27.



the purposes for which this program was established are
being caryied out, and moreover, it should show how
chenge can be carrvied out, when earlier plans have not
worked well. Ideally, an examination of the facts should
show that the CAA Director, when he discovers that a need
and enthusiasm exlst for a program, he and the agency can
execute 1t.

How does the MIS function, aend what have its
problems been, as 1t has reported activities in the CAP?
When MIS was iantroduced, a series of administrative
memoranda declared thalt its purpose was to Lell who was
being helped by COEO p;t*og;t*antns.,)+ In providing the informa-
tilon, it would not only Gocument the efforts being made to

eliminate poverty, 1t would, 1its apologlists held, serve to

L

give the CAAs information indispensible for the planning of

future problens. Tarly memoranda predicted that it would

"take time' to make MIS operatlonsl, but that after a briefl

s

i

nitisl perlod, the CAAs would discover that they had a
splendid planning tool, well worth all the ef'fort that
would have to be made to lmplement itﬁ5

As has been indicated earlier, MIS requires that a

1 - . m . b
*U,Sﬁ, Executive Office of the President, Office of

Feconomlc Opportunity, Community Actilon Memoranda Series,
No. 71, p. 1.

5.
Economic Op
No. 67, p.

-«
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wortunity, Community Action Memoranda Series,

?

fond

., mxecutive Office of the Pregident, COffice of



L2
CAA report three categories of information: (1) the number
of partlcipants in its programs, (2) thelr ethnic and in-

"rosults" of dollar dis-

come characteristics, and (3) the
bursements. Thils regulires that the agency maintaln detailled
records of all its contacts, and it has led to problems
that are both clerical and conceptual in character, as we
can tell from looking briefly at the Richmond Community Actlon
Program,rRCAP.6>
The clerical problems are largely derived from the
fact that RCAP's activlities are carried out through the
agency of five nelghborhood centers, staffed largely by a
combingtion of professionals, VISTA personnel, and in-
digenous pcor. Moreover, established groups, such as the
Richmond Public Schools, conduct programs such as HEADSTART,
an§ groups such as the Virginia Unlon University and the
Richmond Chamber of Ccmmerce have conducted RCAP programs.
This hag led to a great disparity in the skilil lesvel of the
reporting agencies and has meait that RCAP's report has been

7

tardy and not wholly accurate.

6It could, of course, be that Richmond and RCAP are
not "typical," but I know of no evidsnce that leads me to
believe that they are unigue with regard to the problems
under discussion. = ;

J

7Mr. ¥rank Rupp, MIS Specialist Mid Atlantic Region
OEO, Interview held in Washington, D.C., September 1968. Mr.
Rupp indicated that RCAP's problems were typical of all
agencies in the region, in that they touched upon tardiness
and accuracy, but they were not of gresat proportions.



The important polnt to remember here is that this
tardiness is a normal condition of operation and unrelated
to any suggestion of misconduct. It is part of business
in a larger bureaucracy.

The initlal reaction to the MI3 at RCAP was that it
was, "just another Washington report!", lmposed by an
unsympathetic bureaucracy that was unaware of the demands
made on agency time, and the limited supply of top

& There wss, at first, talk that the

managerial talent.
agency would be compelled to close its doors for one day
s -month, in order to tabulate the data from all of the
nelighborhood centers.g Despite this initially unfavorable
reaction, agency officers went to Washington in May 1968,
for a series of MIS training sessions. These focused not
only on the rejuirements fof MIS reporting, bubt also on
techniques that would lead to more reliable planning, and
they were part of a reglonal masnagement Improvement pro-
gram.lo Equipped with this technical information, the maga-
gers returned to Richmond to educate thelr neighborhood

workers in MIS technigues.

The first tralning session for target-area poor

8thn Chiles, Assistant Director RCAP, Interview held
in Richmond, Virginia, October, 1968.
Ibid.

lOIntePView, Rupp. Management teams from companies
such as Arthur D. Little are in the process of vigiting
all CAAs In the Mid Atlantic region.
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people was held in June 1968. At this session, conducted
in RCAP!'s central offices, there was an alr of consterna-
tion and disgust. This was casused by the difficulties that
these individuals encountered in obtalning the information
regquired by MIS. For example, in compiling totals of
individuals "reached” by RCAP, many of the workers found
it difficult to distinguish between a person who had
"walked in' to a center and those who had been "outreached!
by the center's workers. Totals of persons reached by
variocus methods were often dnaccurate. In isolated cases,
persons who had left employment programs to accept jobs

nll  «in0e the

had besen listed erroneously as 'dropoutbs.
workers had epplled themselves to the task of gathering
information assiduously, there was discouragement and
questioning that ran te the general effect of, "just what
doesg all this mean anyhow?"

An assistant director of RCAP, addressing himsell
to the question of the substance of MIS reporting declared
that the execution of MIS reporting involves a '"numbers

game" of spectacular proportionsml2

To determine whether or
not thils charge is correct, one must consider the type of
information that is generated by a report and how it is used,

in documenting the coverage of programs, reporting the

11. . . -
“llnt@ereW5 Chiles.

121pi4.

o rn
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satlsfaction of rroad economic goals and planning for the
future. In making this examination, let us remember the
declared purpose of the Economlc Opportunlty Act: namely

to mobilize community resources to make poor individuals

gelf-sufficient. OFEQ measures self-sufficiency by whether

a man's income places him above or below s 'poverty line,"
currently defined as an annual income of %200 dollafs for
an urbvan femily of four.l3 As good a program as any to
examine 1s the Bichmond HEADSTART venture.

The Fall quarter, 1968, MIS report indicates that,
working through the Richmond Public School System, RCAP
sponsored a Full Year HEADSTART programﬁlk It served 104
participants, end in doing so, spent a total of 17,000
dollars. The vast majority of these youngsters were five
vears of age, Negro, and came from families whose income
placed them below the poverty line. Evidence indicates
that 38 children recelved medlcal care that continued on
intc the next quarter, and that nearly 10 percent were
mentally-retarded. It shows that six, or only four percent,
were from familles with incomes above the poverty line.

This latter fact is not too alarming, since HEADSTART

1 ) . ) :

*aUOS,, Executive O0ffice of the President, 0ffice of
Economic Opportunity, Community Action Memoranda Seriles,
No. 67-3, p. 1.

) ‘

4gcar Mis Report, dated October 18, 1968. Unless
otherwise clted all references to HEADSTART facts are
derived from this source.
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regulations stipulate that up to 10 percent of the program

{

participants may he drawn from the non-poor. Furthermore,
familles whose sole source of income 1s public assistance
may qgualify for the program, whatever thely income leve1.15
The report goes on to say that 17 children came from
families who recelved public asslstance, though there is
no way of telling what portion of their income was derived
from these payments. )

Thus, at the documentary level, the report functions
in an excellent manner. It demonstrates that, in the case

£ this particular venture, Richmond orgenizations -

affiliated with the public schools and the churches, did
comnit funds and resources to an activity, the benefits cf
which went to the intended beneficiaries. The RCAP assistant
director, though skeptical about the overall value of MIS,
did admit that in the sense thst it prevented the abuse of
a program meant for the poor cof Richmond, it had served &
useful function. In the past, he related, there had been
abuses of the HEADSTART program precilsely because such a

safeguard did not exist.l6 However, there are levels of

12y.8., Executive Office of the President, Office of
- Economic Opportunity, Headstart Child Development (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1967), p. &.

16Interview; Chiles. This is a hotly contested point.
At page 97 of hisg Review of Fconomic Opportunity Programs,
the Comptroller General of the United States holds that of
557 children enrolled in 11 centers, 22 percent were found
to have been from families above the poverty line. However,
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information that go well beyond documentation, and we would
do well to conslder them.

In offering the HEADSTART program as part of its
anti-poverty tools, OEO and RCAP have made the assumption
that poor children are peculiarly vulnerable to the prob-
lems of ill-health, under-education and general cultural
ennuil, and that it is the legitimate functlon of government
to attack these conditj.ons.l7 Moreover, it has assumed.
that there will be incremental change that can be measured

18 Itse most

to give some indication of program success.
important assumption is that, 1f one reads the language

of the Eccnomic Opportunity Act, that this venture will help
bring people out of poverty. It is here that MIS reporting
breaks down, and it does so for the reason that it is hard
tc measure, in the present, long-range potential social

change with the use of statistlics or any current indicators,

nd 1t is virtuslly impossible te relate incremental change

j43)

to dollar disbursements. Furthermore, the relationship be-

tween internal motivational change and economic development

in view of Mr. Chiles' candor it seems proper to accept his
characterization of the Richmend situation as correct.

177 .
“'Headstart, Child Development, p. 1.

) 8U=S., Congress, Senate, Criteria for Evelvation in
Plapning Staete and Local Programs, A study pursuant to
S. Res. bh, 90th Cong., lst sess., 1957, p. 9.




Is tenuous. Yhe narrative portlon of the report does
attempt to depict social change, but a skilifully written
report can give a false impression of progress. 19 Further-
more, no parent wants to use his child es part of a control
group to determine what the conseguences of neglect and the
benefits of attention are.

As they face this dilemma of lmmeasurability,
planners at all levels, are forced to ask, "how good is
HEADSTART, when compared with another program as a potential
claimant on funds in the federal budgst?" In other words,
how measurable and direct are the benefits of this or any °
other OEO program, as thej seek to achleve broad economlc
goals?

There is evidence suggesting that HEAbSTART does in-
deed increase the poor child's readiness to learn, ln the
conventlonal school settingozo However, this benefit 1s
related to anti-poverty efforts, only insofar as 1t prepares

the children to undertake employment or higher education,

L9Mr Iouls Bailey, Field Representative, Mid Atlantic
Region OEO, Interview held in Washington, D.C. September,
1963. Mr. BRailey indicated that well written reports can
sa* nothing and that he, as a trained social worker, must
isit the site of operations to tell what the quallby of a
pro""am is.
20This too, is an arguable point. In Review of
Heonomic Opportunity Drogrdm the Comptroller General ho1do,
"From the testing technigues as were made available to us at
the centers where we made examlnations, children who had
participated in HEADSTART, made modest gains in socisl,
motivational and educational skills.
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fifteen years later. The report, taken by ltself, does not
and cannot measure the quality oi' the program offered by
the indilvidual CAA. In effect MIS operates on the assump-
tion that HEADSTART is efficaclous and thet other pre-
packaged programs, designed to a great extent in Washington
are effective. By and large., funds are earmarked for use
in programs that have a large clientele and are popular
politically. That the funding questlon has been made
"political” is understandsble, but it means that the alloca-
tiocn of funds may have nothing to do with s program's pro-
fesaional merits,
The issue of oriteria, ox conditions of success,
becomes even more cruclal, In approaching program accounts
such as "Administration and Organization." The declared
purpose of, "conmunity orgahization," for example, ls to,
encourage antl-poverty program participation. It in-
cludes dinvolving residents of low-income nelghborhoods
in ﬁhe affalrs of their own community by encouraglng o1
people to organize and direct thelr own effTorts. . .

An indicator used to measure achievement of thils purpocse is

' and the,

the, "number of community meetings held,'
"attendance at those meetings." This is a very legitimate

ﬁay of gauging activity, but it really doesn't tell us very

] 2ly.s., Executive Office of the President, Office of
Economic Opportunity, Grantee Reporting Manual (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 102.
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much, since it dossn't tell us much about fthe number of
problems solved or attitudes changed,22

The plain fact is that the programs with which the
OE0 is assoclated, even the widely-acclaimed HEADSTART,
deal in "results! that cannot be quantified with precision.
We can be relatively certain that some good will come {rom
them, but the amount and duration of that good are specula-
tive. The only satilisfactory evaluations that have been
done wlth respect to OEO programs have been done in great
depth and have taken long periods cf time into consideration,
as in the Glen Caln study of the Job Corps and the General
'Agcounting Office study of the entire war on poverty.25

The former of these two reports was informative
exactly because it endeavored to relate dollars disbursed
To dmportant galns In educational abllity and earning capa-
city, the only sensible justification for conducting an anti-
poverty program. In dolng so, it made more detailed informa-
tion avalleble than could possibly be provided by an MIS

report. For example, by referring to it, the reader can

geThe report would say nothing of the hostilitles

generated by articulating needs, only to discover that
they could not be met, given the level or variety of re-
sources in the comaunity.

a)U,o., Congress, Joint Comnittee Report, Review of
Eccnomic Cpportunity Progreams, A Study pursuant to Title LI
1967 Amendments to the hconomic Opportunity Act of 1964,
9lst Cona.ﬂ 1st sess., 1969, p. 2. This document requi$ud
1L months to complete and was the result of "spot" examina-
tions of hundreds of files at CAAs across the country.
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discover that for each five months in & Job Corps camp, the
participant gains the benefits of nearly a year of formal
educaticn. This costs the taxpayers 3510 dollars and will
benefit the trainee in the amount of 3710 c;LoiLJ.aJ:»s.gl1L
Furthermore, the explanstory tables included in the body
of the report enable the reader to determine how much
benef'it the trainee would gain from different given perilods
of time in the Corps.(‘35 These benefits are measured in
terms of increase in earning power, and for a one year
period in the training progrem offered by Job Corps, the

enrollee will gain about 3% cents an hour in spending
K T

_ 20 . . . . s
power. © In presenting these figures, Cain makes the

jmportant point that;
No sllowance is made for any benefits that stem from
general improvement in civic behaviour, lower crime
.r@tp , more stable famlly relationships, better up-
bringing of children they will have or other such
hard to measure conseguences of a youth's experience
in the Corps.<ef
The COEQ MIS should relate to the broad purpose of
movement across the poverty line, but even in connection with

employment programs such as the 1968 RCAP/Chamber of Commerce

2l

U.S., Congress, House, Commuittee on Education and
- Labor, Economic Opportunity Act Amendments of 1967,
ﬂeariﬁc" bef'cre the Committee, House of Representatives on
H.R. b)ll Q0th Cong., 1lst sess., 1967, p. 2371.

“S1pid., p. 2370.
267p1d., p. 2382.
2T1pid., p. 2367.
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Sunmer work enterprlse, MIS data is unsatigfactory, if one
wants to determine how many individuals were raised in
economic status. 1Its enrollees had thelr incomes raised by
200 dollars per month for each of the two months that they
were enrolled in the program, and the information submitted
by MIS report shows that 51 of the 260 participants went on

to college in the Fall.28

This does not say, however, how
many people were raised above the poverty line, nor does
it say anything about the individual changes that students
mey have undergone. The narrative portion of the report
speaks of, "an attitude of understanding and development of
a sense of pride,"29 but then these sre standard phrases
in any report. The melancholy fact seems to be that there
1s no eccurate way to relate dollars disbursed to improve-
ment in the earning capacity of the beneficlary, his
chaences for a better life, or the soclal costs of crime,
juvenile delinguency or unemployment.

We indicated earlier that an MIS is supposed to
function as a planning device, but this is Jdifficult at OEO
because by requiring the MIS reports to be subtmitted every

quarter, little long-term planning is possible. The RCAP

agsistent director even maintains that this means that no

2SRCAP MIS Report dated October 18, 1968, pages
unnunbered.

291pid.

fossocbimiiurni e
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advanced planning can be done with MIS, since it gives no
indication or prediction of upswings in community interest
in RCAP or its individual programs.ao
Thus, at the local level, there has developed the
feeling tha .t the OEO MIS is a collection of numbers, and
nothing more, designed for the sole purpose of justifylng
a program to Congress. Its critics, in saying that it has
little or nothing to do with program variety or funding
levels, could well point to the testimony of CAP Director .
Theodore M. Berry. Speaking to Congressman Melvin Lalrd,
he declared that MIS was developed for the sole purpose of,
s presenting hard fact summerles to congressmen who sit on
EXv

31

ions Commlttees. There i1s thus consternation
on the part of local CAA managers, when confronted with the,
i you can't count it, 1t doesn't count” thinking made
plain by Berry's testimony. OEO has, however, in the past
year developed an "integrated management system" for its

own operstions Tthat has enabled it to counter the charges of

MI5 critics who suggested that the report was wholly

5Olnterview, Chiles.

Sliesrines, Appropristions, p. 224, "I am happy to
say that the management information system--which we desmgnmd'
and instructed the community action ageQCleo in its use--is
now beginning to produce the kind of data on which this type
of presentation is based. Much of the data presented here
is the result of the rmporthg system through our MIS. The
system provides Informaticn on the communlily action agenciles
programs, thelr costs, what participants are being served
and what is happening to then




mesnlingless.

Basically, "integrated management' refers to a view
of decision-~making in which an organization is viewed as
established to serve one overriding functlon or purpose.
Its divisions may be linked by electronic information
transfer devices, and each division's actions are anlmated
by the single purpose of the organization. The manager
mugt be able to bring the activities of one division into
harmony with those of the otﬁhers.32

The concept of integrated managément has been glven
legislative approval, since congressional criticisms of OB
have not centered so much on the worthiness of the goal
of conguering poverty as they have on the waste of funds
that has come about because of slipshod administrstion and

2 .
proven dishonestye)j Criticisms have taken legislative

form in the 1967 Amendments to the 1964 Beonomic Opportunity

-
22Martino, "The Development of A Total Msnagement

System,"” p. 123.

- .

224.s., Congress, Senate, Riots, Civil and Criminal
Digorders, Hegrings before the Permanent Subcomuittee on
Investigations of the Committee on Government Operations,
Senate, Pursuant to S.Res. 216, 90th Cong., 2nd sess., 1968,
D. 2740. Senator McClellen, in an investigation of OEO
Tinancing of an educational project in which functionally
“illiterate hoodlums were used as teachers, commented, "I
just can't understand that we could have a project financed
by the govermment with all those things going on. . . while
the head of an agency. . . dlligence was being exercised,
Just the normal diligence to see that the project was golng
right, and that money was properly spent?”
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Act.”?" he most importent stipulation for our purposes is
the section in which the Director of OEQ is prohibited from
granting funds to CAAs that have not adopted a "systematic"
gpproach to thelr use°35 This means that the individual CAA
nmust establish its goals, give them relative priority, and
periodically evaluste the executilon of programs designed to
carry out»goals,36

The Reglonal Office, in which the funding suthority
for most CAA programs is vested, has developed a hasically
six~pronged attack or approach,with which to carry out the
inspection and funding of a CAA (See Figure 2). A given
nunberr of days before the beginning of the new program year,
each CAA submlts documents establishing 1lts legal title to
be the anti-poverty agency for the comnunity, and prior to
the beginning of ﬁhe progrem year, 1t receives a Fleld Pre-
Review. After this fevieW5 it submits its funding request
for the cominé year.37
The significance of this new procedure is that 1t

pernits the funding authorities to inspect the operations of

,;2
-){An Act To Provide An Improved Bconomic Opportunity
Act, p. 1.

BDrpid., p. 6.
%6

Jbid.
_ QYU.S., Executive Office of the President, Office of
Beonomic Opportunity, Applying For A CAP Grant, ORO
Instruction Series, No. 6710-1, p. I-1.
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the agency, pridr to investing any money in its ventures.
During thlis meeting, program and funding levels are set, and
they are later confirmed by & "letter of understanding,”
jessued by therﬁegional office. At this meeting, in which
the CAA's board participate, the reglonal grantors tell

the local authorities of their general impression of the
CAA's management and coverall effectiveness. Methods of
.evaluating proposed programs are also discussed, and it may
be agreed that MIS reports will be the sole method of
evaluating many of the programs that will be established.
The "letter of understanding,"” which follows the meebting,

" and

ls explicit in telling the CAA, "how much it will get,’
the local and regional officlals are adement in holding
that the funding intentions made public at the meeting are
firn.38

Hardness cof budgetary commltments 1ls required by the
fact thalt at the same time that locel and regilonsl persomnnel
are negotiating, national personnel may be carrying out
their job of obtaining funds for the whole 0EO prograem from
Congress. CAA budget years and the federal fiscal year
overlap. For example, the RCAP budget year begins each

October 1, while the federal fiscal year begins on July 1.

'38Mr. Chiles said that he saw no virtue to a well-
written proposal, hecause he wondered 1f anyone really
read it. Mr. Bailey held that the best-written appeal
might be of no avail, if "there was just no money.'



58

OEO appropriations measures for the fiscal year 1960 were
not signed into law until the early part of October, and the
national offices operated under a 'continuing resolutiocn,'
which prohibited 1t from Incurring obligations in Fiscal
1969 at a rate hlgher than fiscal 1968,59 This meant that
by the end of the summer of 1968, RCAP's budget had to be
cub, as part of a general economy drive. Even without this
extracrdinary contingency, a CAA can increase its progra:
only by about 15 percent a year 1f that much!“o

Along with the general scarcity of funds Congress
has placed specific restriction on types of programs thsat
OO0 may conduct and the beneficiaries it may ald. ~ Con-
seguently, CEO officials have had to establish limits to
funds and types and levels of programs that are availlable
to the landividual agency. Funds are scarce, and the alloca-
tion once made (as pért of & shared process in which the
Pield Represehtative and the District Manager sit down to
"hash out" the CAA's level) is a fairly well-fixed figure.

Thus, MIS or any other form of analysis, no matter how

z0
° _““Mr. Paul Royston, Assistant Administrator for CAP,
Mid Atlantic Regilon, Interview held in Washington, D.C.,
Cctober, 1968.

L

401nterview; Royston. And also OEO responded to
GAO's report on its activities as follows, "for the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1867, 080 did not receive its
gpprepriatlion until January 1, 1968, after half of the
operating year had passed. Community Actilon Programs,
particularly, have suffered from these funding problems.”



favorably it depicts the activities of an individual CAA,
will not make much difference in its ultimate funding

level.



CHAPTER V

THE MAZE THAT IS ORO

Tous far, this essay has considered the "mechanics”

of how one of OEQ's mejor evaluative tools, MIS, operates.
Ve have also seen that the limited utility of MIS, and
thus PPBS, 1s in part related to the quality of information
it produces. There is, however, another limltstion: the
political milieu in which OEQO must operate. The milieu
which must be mastered if OEO i1s to gain the funds
necessary to stay alive on the Washington scene. Thus,
one can state that while PPBS does form & good way of pre-
senting a plan for the execution of any legitimate govern-
mentsal functlon, complete with supporting justifications
and explanations of costs and Impacts and beneflits, there
are some other questions that one must answer. Any cost-
beneflt analysls, however accurate it may be, must still
pass muster politically.

Aaron Wildavsky, in The Politics of the Budgetary

Process, does a good deal to destroy the myth that public
expendlture can be placed securely on a rational, non-
olitical base, such as that envisaged by those who are

contnltted to program hudgeting. Essentlally he holds that

60
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budgeting is a gem=s,” in which there are two fundamental

it

objectives, "defending the base,” and, "expanding the

base.”2

These two terms refer to the process of establish-
ing a firm level cof commitment and increasing thils base by
small yearly increments. Wildavsky maintains that an

agency leader who is successful in the struggle to accomplish
these ends relies on three tactics: (1) he must create and/
or mgintain a clientele of concerned citizens who heneflt
from the agency's work; (2) he must develop and uphold s
reputation for honesty and efficiency in the agency; and

(3) his group must produce a "useful product.” The pay-off--
one way or the other--will come in legisletlive and eppropria-
tions hearings. Without evidence of support, without |
reputation and demonstrated effectiveness, the Bureau

leader will find it difficult to "defend his base,” let
alone, "expsnd his base." How does OEQ meet these condi~

ti Roighs! for bureaucratic success in Washington? Let us con-

(i}

ider, in succession, each of the three point& just cited.
The poor are numerocus--estimate of their muber

ranglng from 25 to 50 million persons--and thus 020 has

. “Aaron Wildavsky, The Politics of ‘the Budg

cess (New York: Little Brown and Co., 1964}, p. 6.

N

Thid., p. 13.

2

“Ibid., pp. 63-91..
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.

large potential clientele. Moreover, there has been a

growing feeling thalt those who are poor are nol wicked and

0

depraved, but merely people who should be given help in
reaching the good life. In part this has been derived from
the fact that many poor people are Negroes, and thelr
situation is the result of the shocking long-term discriming-
tlon that has deprived them their rights as men and citlzens.
However many poor people there are, they are hard to
gather into a single organization so that an organlzation
like COEO can deal with their problems systematically or
effactively. The poor are diverse and thelr problems go
beyond the simple lack of money. Included in their ranks
are blacks, unemployed old pensiocners, dependent children,
tuberculous coal miners, school dropouts and migratory
workers., The poor are all arocund us, yet hard to locate
end harder still to organize. Pluralism is as true of the
poor as 1t is of the rest of America.
The poor are hindered by the very prcblems from
wnich they are trying to escape. They have a low sense of

efficacy. They lack the skill of assoclating for comnon

‘.-

A

Ha rrington, The Other Amer:ca, Pp-. l~)9 All other
references to the exact dimensions of poverty, such as they
are, are extvaoted from Harrington. Of MOSU(MWDOPt&H“P to
cur thenme, porhapu, 1s the statement that, thu poor are
ihVL&lblG " politicelly, for the reason thaf they do not
belong to’ traditional organizations with power such as

lebvor unions, because they are unemployed. Thus they have
no way of using the steady pressure that characterizes the
activlities of successful pressure groups in Washington.




purposes. Many are illlterate and thus unable to write to
thelr congressman. Thelr very illness, isolation, and
depression turns them away from politics as a means of
salvation. Thus OREOQ, or any other organization attempting
to help the poor (and there 1s seemingly no argument over
the moral worthiness of this goal) will have self-defeating
problems. Even though one can mobilize scme of the poor
by giving them a voice in local group discussion, the
actual base of support for OEO is small and relatively
ineffective.

The most visible demonstrations against poverty
have been inextricably connected with problems of racial
discrimination, as in the 1063 March on Washington and the
1968 Poor Peoples' Campaign. These demonstrations, have,
however, been sporadic, largely unrelated to OEO progrems,
and have carried with them the additional hszard of
creating & serious reaction to all antipoverty elforts.
The demonstrations have concenbrated on obtaining '"here
and now" benefits such as additional food and jobs for the
indigenﬁ. There has been violence, and the most recent
demonstrations, which have included demands for "repara-

t

tions" for abuses from established churches, have inspired

fear on the part of many citizens, who mighl otherwise be
in sympathy with the legitimate goals of poor people.
The fact that OBEC has been compelled to work with

such & clientele and to include them in 1ts operations has
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meant that it has not always been able © preseﬁt a model of
efficlent and honest edministration to Congress. This has
hurt it in dealing with legislators.,

As has been previously indicated,B OEQO's critics
have faulted it chiefly for its slipshod management

ractices., They point to duplication of effort that they

d

consider wasteful. For instance, Mrs. Edith Green, Congress~
woman from Oregon, pointed out that in Pittsburgh a year of
HEADSTART cost 580 dollars, while a year of a similar pro-
gram, funded under the rubrics of the Elementary Educatior
Act costs but 250 dollars,6 HEADSTART costs for the same |
type of program have been far {rom uniform. Other critics
have suggested that OEO was established for the sole purpose"
of gaining support in the 1964 elections,T The facts seem
Lo indicate that OEO was established to operate by delega~
tion and in doing so serve as a goad to other agenoieS.B
Nevertheless, there has been wlide dispersion of antipoverty
effort within the federal government, and it has not all

been desirsble.

“See agaln Chapter Four, note 33.

Qﬂeapings, Education and Labor, p. 2749.

-

7”CQngPess and The Johnson Antipoverty Program,"
Congressional Digest, March 1966, Vol. 45, p. 89. :

S%evine, "Program Budgeting For An InterAgency
Program," p. 4. And also Review of Economic Opportunity
Programs, p. 17. c




A great amount of this dispersion has been caused
by the fact that there has never been clear agreement aboutb
whethar =0 was to be an operating agency, with power to
fund programs directly or merely a coordinating agency with
slight fiscal power.9 In arriving at a structure for OFEO,
a compromlce was reached. The responsiblility for soume
programs was vested in old established agencies such as
the Department of Labor, with the expertise and personnel
to operate effectively in a given area. Other programs,
such as the more visible HEADSTART and JOB CORP3 were left
in OEO to give it financial leveragenlo

The dispersion of antipoverty efforts has been
accomplished in a number of ways. The original Econowic
Opportunity Act, for instance, called for OEO to operate
a Work/Study program so thalt needy college students could
continue their education. The 1965 Higher Education Act,
signed intc law shortly thereafter, transferred this
responsibility to the Office of Education in The Department
of Health, Fducation and Welfare.lt

A more common practice, however, has been to delegate

C . \
“Ben Seligman, "Poverty and Power," in Aspects of

Poverty ed. by Ben Seligman (New York: Crowell, 1G68),
D. 298. “

Ll;m, Act to Provide an Improved Economlc Onporturdty
ﬁl\,:,(}i(s'..” p° 20 £ 5
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the responsibility for program operation to other agenciesc
In this fashion, 0ZO, recognizing that it has nelther the
talent nor the personnel reguired to conduct & given pro-
grar, transfers the operational respconsibility for it to
a pre—~existing organ of national, state or local govern-
ment., This means that the delegate agency, such as the
Department of Iabor or the Richmond Public School System,
will conduct a program and meke evaluatlons Jointly with

mo .12

The agency willl receilve s transfer of funds from

OEQC and, as is the case with CEP, contract with a local

business man to operate the program. The CAA in the area
g

will usually establish a policy advisory group te maintsin

some contirol over the ventureelj

The evidence about the delegation cf‘programs for
fiscal 1968 indicates that a total of 1.77i.1 billion
dollars was appropriated to OBEQ, and that of thilsz, HBi5.6
millicn dollars was spent in programs outside 0EQ. Should
we assume that funding levels remain constant, the total
dollar amount to be administered by agencies outside O0EC
will increase by nearly 600 million dollars, vinhen HEADSTART
and JOB CORPS are transferred to The Department of Health,

Education and Welfare and the Department of Labor

12Eearings, Approprlations, p. 125.

lﬁIﬁterview, Chiles.
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respec*{;:Lve’_l.yolbr

At both the national and the local levels, the
‘dispersion of funding authority and opepational responsi-
bility has proven troublesome and fascinating. In certain
cases, administrators do not know the sourcé of' their
funding15 for ongoing programs. The local leader learns,
too, that there is more than one way to attain a desired
objective. The RCAP assigtant director observed that
during the 1969 Prefunding Review, the need and enthusiasm
for a legal serviees componient for RCAP was demonstrated.
The agency was told, however, that there was "no money"
for such a venture. However, several months later, after
a telephone call from Washington, the agency appliéd for
a CEP, a prominent feature of which will be a legal

16

services branch. What we confront is an agency that has
administratively been given the responsiblility for over-
coming a social problem of spectacular proportions, but hss
never been glven the power to carry out i1ts responsibllities.
CGlven the broad fragmentation of.funding suthority, one
might very well ask who is really in charge of OEOC
operations.

There is the closely related problem of honesty of

14

Review of Economic Opportunity Programs, p. 20.

Yyearinas, Appropriations, p. 143.
16

‘Interview, Chiles.




it

68
operations with which OEO must deal. There have been highly -
visible administrative "foul-ups"” that have involved
criminal acts, associated with OEO operaticns. The most
notorious has been the affalr in which the OEC funded an
experimental program in whilch "classes" were "taught' by
members of the Blackstone Rangers, a juvenile gang. How-
ever, these are isolated and OEQO leaders have been quick
to accept full responsibillty for them. They do not so
moch show the criminal element in OEO as they show the
problems of a group who must deal at "arms length'" with
local communities, on problems with a broadly-connectsed
theme, anti-poverty. Moreover, such an incident tells us
1ittle agbout the prbblem of demonstrating ordlnary

effectiveness of a governmental agency, the crucial

AN

oroblem under discussion here.

The most serious problem faced by OEO, or any other

1

sgency dealing with this problem, would be to document its

- .

usefulness, its raison d'etre on the Washington scene.

Here, ithe observor should consider scme of the reasons

commonly cited for the establishment of 0EQ. Here also

l’ﬁear*nﬂs, Appropriations, p. 38. Here the remarks

" oFf Congressman Natcher are Pertlnent He said to Acting

Dlwector Bertrsnd Harding, "As the HGW'DlPQCLOr of this
organization, if you will pull this program together, con-
vince the people_in this country that you are spenuing the
money right /SlC7 and producing regults, you will have no
trouble with ths comnittee and you will have no trouble
with congress.'
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cne must be exceedingly carveful. For citlzens can commonly
agree on the moral necessity for "doing something gbout the
poor," but they are not in agreement about "what" to do, how
it should be done, or what in fact has been<accomplished,

A common argument to support the forming of OEO is
that by establishing such a new agency, "fresh approaches”
to the operatlion of social resource developmnent programs
would develop. .§Q§gggig evidence to demonstrate that OEO
has met this goal is hard to establish. The Hesdmaster of
Mount Hermon School, where an 08B0 UPWARD BOUND program de-
slgned to prepare poor children for campus life was
established, was asked thils precise question, in Education
and Labor hearings. Could a child get more from UPWARD
BOUND ox from a similar progrem established by the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare? His answer was, "I don't

#18

think I should comment, because I don't know. At a later

]
fare

9

point, however, he complimented OEO on its "fresh approaches’
to soclal problems.

Another contention has been that older welfare programs
were not only inefficient, but that in doing & poor job they
tended to stlgmatize citizens as shiftless and no-good. CEO
programs, it was said, would give a hand up and not a hand
out, and in so doing would help people maintain their self-

respect. It is difficult to tell whether this end has come

LgHearings, Education and Labor, p. 1785.

lgHearings, Education and Labor, p. 1787.
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about in precisely the manner envisaged by OE0 planners. In
asking about the fiscal 196GQ appropriations for the Concen-
trated Employment Programs (CEPS), Representative Bob Casey
of Texas cited the experience of & woman in his district
who needed on-the-job training in order to get a job. BShe
fell outslide the "target area' of the CEP, and she was
rapidly losing hope. Who should he see, asked Casey, to

discover, "just what is going on in the Houston, Texas
20

area,"”

so that he could help this lady?
A final related problem with eaﬁlier programs 1is
that clients formerly felt that the soclal worker was in
her office just to see that forms were properly filled out,
and.that she had nothing to do with the level of ald given

~to the clientngl

Treatment of this sort is implicit in the
complaints of CAA officisls whose applications for programs
havé_been turned down. Prior to the use of the Grant
Appiilcaticn Process, no reasons were given. Today’s explana-
tion that there is no money does little to counter the effects
of hopes that have been needlessly raised.ge

Essentialily, there sre a number of reasons that PPBS

cannot be of more than limited utillty in helping the

20

ﬁearings,'Appropriationé, p. 146.

2lgoott Briar, "Race Poverty and the Law," in Aspects
of gogeﬁty ed. by Ben Seligman (New York: Crowell, 1968),
p. 228.

22 . . ; -
“Hearings, Education and Labor, p. 1699.
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OEQ Bureau leacder find his way in the maze of political
Gealings in which he is, of necesslity, placed. FIirst, there
is difficulty in obtaining trained cperating personnei, a
problem partially sclved by sending management teams
throughout the country in the manner earlier suggested.

A moreAimportant consideration, however, is the
emphasis on quantitative information end the small guidance
that it gives in such an area. RCAP's assistant director
confessed to wry relief when his MIS report for the pro-
gram year 1968 showed that 10,000 individuals had been con-
tacubedag3 But this showed little about how many people
had moved across the poverty line as the result of RCAP's
Work.

Thils is for the good reason that such information

does not, and cannot, exist. The County and City Dabta Book,

-

a supplement to the Census that is updated only every ten
years, shows that in 1960, 5156 families, or 24%.3 percent

of the total Richmond familiies had incomes of less than

2U

3000 dellars.”’ No further information is available, and

vr\’?

D
O

o

if 1t were, there would be no way to attribute moving

across the poverty line to the activities of any one

agency. Thus the Richmond News-ILeader could, as it did on .

2 tervi ew .
Interview, Chiles.

T U.3., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

County and Clty Data Book (Washington: Government Printing

Office, 1967)
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May 8, 196G, ask, "what has it accompllshed to date--reslly
accomplished?”25 This is a hard question to answer, and
this is confirmed by OEO officials, who in 1969 appropria-
tions hearings, asked for three million dollars to have

a "one-to-one' study of "what happens” to JOB CORPS
26

graduates. The General Accounting Office (GAO), in its

study of OEO operatlions, put the whole situgtion quite
well holding,

. . o the methods of evealuating soclal programs such as
these and the indicators of progress are not well-
developed or understood. . . as the scope of government
activity broadens and the complexity of programs in-
creases, the Congress is confronted with the necessity
of eppraising accomplishments that cannoct be measured
in terms of dollars ezxpended.e!

In making this statement, GAO clarifies the lssus To

et

are Lo engage in a social resourrce development program, We

must be more willing to accept the problems of cllentele,

efficiency and reputation with which 0EQO has been confronted.

ape,

In short, we must learn to "live with" the uncertainty in-
herent in the War on Poverty and, even 1f we were to dis-
cover that OEO operations were not "cost-effective,” it
would not detract from the moral neéessity for solufion of

this diverse and urgent social problem.

-
25Faitorial, The Richmond News-Lesder, May 8, 1960.

N,
“6Hearinqs, Appropriations, p. 167.

2" ¥ . - . .
Review of Iconomic Cpportunity Programs, p. 2.




CHAPTER VI
A FEW FINAL WORDS

Tnn this essay, the subject under discussion has been
the application of a "rational” resource allocation method
to the plénning and execution of & soclal resource
development agericy of the Federal Government.

Unfortunately, this type of budgeting, which many
have considered superior to either the line ltem approach
or the incremental approach, is not invulnerable. The
claim for its sccuracy in predicting benefits cannot be
sustained, because there are practical and theoretical
difficultles in determining the incidence of benefit, even
should we be able to agree on goals to be éought, This is
particularly true in an OEO program where the bensflts must
have some current relevancy, but are also to be consldered
in terms of long-range effects. Recent overruns in the
Defense Department procurement activitieas indicate that
difficulties with program budgeting are widespread.

The redeeming virtue of PPBS is not that it can
demonstrate results, but that it can help us to gain
clarity about the problems we face. With PPBS, the un-
certainty inherent in government programs will not go away,
but we are forced to consider the brcoad goals of given

>3
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policies and programs and to make relevant comparisons with
other possible courses of action. In the end, however, we
must realize, and accept, the fact that every budget is an
act of political faith. What we can ask is thét with The
antipoverty program, we accept the risks involved In this
unprecedented, unique and urgently required effort. This
will reguire an act of political faith on our part, for no
system of budgeting will be able to demonstrate conclusive
results in an area so complex and difficult as that involved

in the eliminatlion of poverty in America.
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INTERVIEWS

Mr. Louis Balley, Field Representative for Richmond, Virginia,
Office of Economic Opportunity, Interview held in
Washington, D.C., October, 1968.

Mr. John Chiles, Assistant Director for Supportlve Services,
Richmond Community Action Program, Interview held in
Richmond, Virginia, November and March, 1969.

My, Joe Fleming, Fulton Bottom Center Director, Richmond
Community Action Program, Interview held in Richmond,
Virginia, May, 19568.

Mr. Harwry J. Halley, Assistant Dirvector of Cffice of Economic
Opportunity Research, Plans, Programning and Evalua-
tion, Interview held in Washington, D.C., September
and October 1968.

Mr. John Howley, Deputy District Director, Mid Atlantic
. Region Office of Economic Opportunity, Interview
held in Washington, D.C., October, 1968.

Mr. Poul Royston, Assistant Administrator for Community
‘ Action Programs, Office of Econcmic Opportunity,
Interview held in Washington, D.C., Octocber, 1968,

Mr. Frank Rupp, Management Information Speclalist, Office of

Economic Opportunity, Intervliew held in Washington,
D.C., October, 1968.
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