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-ABSTRACT. '

: .. This report of the Naticnal Courcil cn Employment
‘Policy to the Department of labor 1dentif1es scee majcr themes and
analyzes the diverse experiencee occtrring ir ten case sttdies. The
-case studies examine a total of thirty-seven prime sgcnscrs (in
twelve states) charged with improving- jok cpportumities fcr youth..
*Summary, and. Recomrendations," the first cf the repcrt's three parts,.
draws some tentative conclusions about the effectiyemess c¢f prime
sponsors and the Department of lLabor in isplemerting the rew youth
programs and offers some- guidance for forthccuirg operation Part 2,
"T he National ‘Picture," presents the: national backdrcp tc the prime
sponsor experience. It anal yze5 national level conditicns and ’
national office policy's direct’ effects cr Erise sgcnsorx plans and

" experiences. The third part, "Experiences at the Local lLevel,® .
analyzes the case study. patterns with reference to. the ctjectives of
the Department of Labor's Office 'of Ycuth Prcgrams. In this major
portion of the report, there are reviews of knowledge develppment,

" work experience guality under the Youth Esplcysent and Desonstration
~ Projects Act, youth participation. tarceting, substituticn, -
coordinating services for youth, involvement of coml unity-rtased
orqanizations, and changes in instituticnal relaticnehip (CSS)
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: L The Youth Emponment and Demonstrét1on PPOJeCtS’ACt was s1gned -
into’ law August 5, 1977, marking the start of. an expanded attack ‘on ‘the

- problems of youth unemponment - The new law, which amends the.Comprehensive:

fhﬁEmponment apd Training Act (CETA) and, for the bulk of its ef#orts, Jooks

‘ -from other CETA planning. and 1mpIenentat1on processes- ! 1t stresses. more .
:.‘1nnovat1on and experimentation on the part .of prime: sponsors“than .CETA"

to the CETA Tocal government sponsor. systEm introduces several departures

_ does, but .a¥so prov1des for .several more specific procedpra] and eI1g1b111ty

. .requ1rements than is customary Lnder CETA. S ‘ :
Four programs are author:\Ed under YEDPA Threeihave been

g created under the - Youth Employment Demonstration Program, a'new -part added

to the existing Title II1 of 'the Comprehensive Employment and Tra Ln1ng Act.”

‘One. is authorized under a new CETA t1tIe The Young Adult Conservat1on :

‘Corpsw T1tIe VIII ' z ; ‘ .

The Youth Emponment‘Demonstrat19n Program creates 3 demonstrat1on

-programs for providing employment opportun1t1es and employment stpport = » /-
services, and for testing the relative efféctiveness of alternative. remed1es-,

to youth employment probIems The basic purpose of the Youth Incentive
Entitlement Pilot .Projects-is to ‘test whether guarantee1ng jobs for 16419
- year- old econom1caIIy disadvantaged youths will effect1ve1y encourage those

in 'school to stay, and those out of school, to return. ’,Sevep prime. qunsors

‘have been seIected by the Department of.. Labor to test th1s notion wit

saturation projects conducted under a- var1ety of conditiois, us1ng 2ferent~"

approaches Ten other prime sponsors: have been. selected to operate smaIIeﬁ
- projectd, Timited to testing specific ‘innovative ideas. The" Youth Community
Conservat1on and Improvement PrOJects (YCCIP) are being created: to provide

2\ job - opportunities for unemployed youths, 16-19 years.old, doing well- u JERE

supervised work with tangible outputs that are of benef1t°to the commun1ty
* Although these projecti are not reserved for economically d1sadvantaged
youth, “prime. sponsors re encouraged to g1ve them special emphasis in
selecting participants. "The Youth Employment and Training Program is g
designed to provide a full range of war EXper1ence and employability. _
developmeit services. for youths. They adre supposed to be targeted for e
..disadvantaged 16-21 year old youths, who are in school or are out of schgol |
.and unemployed or underempjoyed. Unden.certain provisions, some 14 “and 15 -
‘year old youths may participate, as weII as some non-disadvaritaged youth.

"~ Prime sponsor programs under this subpart are egpected to link up with.

. education agencies, so that the base of resources for youths can be bgfadened,.

and so, perhaps,~§ome of those resources can be better cogQrdinated. Zrungs -

. for efforts under both YCCIP and YETP are allocated by formula to all; CETA ' :
sponsors. " In_addition to the fiormula allocations, there are d1scret1onary _ ‘
monies. They constitute about 25 percent of the total funds available Under P
YCCIP and YETP, and are eannarked tor support research and special demonstrat1on S

projects. = . S o,

The Young AduIt Conservat1on Corps -has been,gstab11shed togg%: i{g;
N

/ JObS and séme.suppcrtive services to- unemplayed youth: who. ¢an be enga

- doing needed“conservat1on work. These act1v1tues are conductéd under t
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f-,authormty of a tri- part1te agreement among the Departments of Labor,
© Agriculture and Interior. I : . : -

YEDPA was- funded at a 1eve1 of gl b11110n for its f1rst yedr.

The Cbngress appropriated $223 million: for ‘the first year of the Young AdU]t

Conservation- Corps,, $115 million for the Yduth Incentive.Entitlement Pilot .

Projects, $115 million for the Yoyth Community ‘Conservation and: Improvement =
,Progects and $537 m11110n f0'

the \outh Emp]oyment and Tra1n1ng Program

1Y

In order to get an ondwing p1cﬁure of how 1mp1ementat1oh of )
YCCIP and YETP.prime sognsor activities is proceeding, the Department of |

, Labor selected the National Council on Employment Pclicy to do a .four-

part evaluation. In des1qn1ng its evaluation, the Council adopted a case
study approach. Ten case studies are being sprepared by know edgeab1e~

.observers: for each of the four reports.” Each case study examines three

>

to five prime sponsor areas. The evaluators are study1ng'a tetalﬁof«_m
37 prime sponsorships in:12 states. The samp]g was chosen, not as a random’

one, but to represent & cross-section-of 1mp01tant prime sponsor character1st1cs
The selection purposefully focuses on cnusterc of sponsors to permit ana]ys1s

of common patterns and variations among’tfiem. Those sponsors ‘included in
“the study-are receiving about a tenth of al? the’ a]]ocatlons made  under the.
" Youth Community Conservat10n and Improvement Projects and the Youth
Emp]oyment and Training Program. Two are receiving Youth Incentive -

| Ent1t1ement grants, for saturation projects, and one is receiving an

Ent1t1ement grant for a more 1imited test. The sample includes 4 balance.
of state pr1me sponsorsh1p Sy sevora1 tonsort1a, and rural, suburbaniand,
urban sponsors’, The prime sponsors reflect a mix of social and ecoriomic
conditions as well. Adult unemployment rates for the areas range from .
Tess than 4 percent to more than 12 percent. Youth rates range from about -
11 percent to more- than 60 percent ‘ R@c1a1 mix in the areas runs from-.

' 1ess than 3 percent. anor1ty oopu]at1on to more than 50 Derfent

' "Improv1na tob Opnortun1f1es For Youth" is an overview based on

" the 10 case studies that were. prepared’ for the Council's second repors to

the Department of labor., It° identTies some of the major themes runni
through the individual lase studies, and als presents an analysis of the
diversity of experiences reflected in then:. does not: pretend to*
capture the wealth of 1nfdrmat10n and deta11s in the individual case

"Improv1nq Job uppoztun1taes for Youth! is d1v1ded nuto three

' pripcipal parts The first, _"Summary and" Recommendat1ons,” draws some

tentative concﬁus1ons about tne .effectiveress of prime sponsors and the
Department of*{abor:in implementing the new ycuth programs, .and offers
some guydfdance for forthcoming operat1ou .. The second, ,"The National

 Pictur ," s an introduction that pres sents’ the national backdrdp to

the prime sponsor experienue. Conditions dat the nationul lbvel, vand
policy d1rect1ve ,‘rum rhe rnational office, naturally, have: wad an, effect,
shaping prime sponscr plans and influencing their experiences.  Thd second
part attempts. to analyse thc nature of ‘those iwmpacts. The third section, .
"Experience at .fhe Local' tevel;" analyzes: the patterns thas emerge from

- the case studies, with. reference ‘to the objectives that wére drt1tu1ated
by the Department qf labor s Gffice of Youth Programc

»

»

o . . - . .
Y T .
. . G . X .
N . . - . . .

-



n/Of Improv1ng Job! Opportun1t1es for Youth." The fo]]ow1ng
dwates prepared case stud1e5'cover1nq the pr1me sponsors that .
; Their work forms the basis for this ‘review. \The Field

n ate a]so prov1ded gu1dance in the course of 1ts preparat1on. .
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Rupert Evans, Marc1a Freedman, and Phy111s wa11ace members of
" the Youth Evaluation Project Committee of' the National Council on. Emp1oyment
Policy, 1ent§2 ir t1me and expert1se in comment1ng on early drafts. .
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Seymour Brandwe1n and Robert Taggart of ¥he U S. Department of Labor also-
provided. valuable comments. ‘Nancy, Kiefer helped edit and prepare the’

_manuscr1pt I am indebted to all these persons for their-assistance and _ ,
cooperation. in pFeparing "Improving Job Opportun1t1es for Youth." ' 1 PR
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O e .. Project Director _ - Co- o
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D 'Imprqvmg Job Oppox tum,tles ‘for Youth'™ is taken from The Unfolding’Youth
Inl‘tmtnves Prime Sponsor Experience in Jmplementing the Youth Brploymepnt and
Demonstration Projects-Act. Thal report consists of case studies, preparen by )
10 Field Associates under subcontract - to-the National Council - on BEmplgyment Pollc?(( e
and ‘an overview 'prepared Gregory Wurzburg, P!‘OJeCt D1rector for thg. evaluation. -

ational- Oounc11 on loyment Policy, under .confract with the Bnploy nt ahd Training
dnﬁmst‘rati& U-S parfment of TLabor. 'I)1e Field ‘Associates and Ject Director

ress their Judgments freely ,The observatifons 4%l analysis in .
that report a:re ‘the T .o . s . A ‘ < , .
) Prepamtlon and d1ssemnat10n of, "Improvmg Job Opport ies for \outh*j

was also sypported, in part, by @n’ ongoing -grant from “the F Founda,tion to the -

Natlonal Council on. Bnplbyment Policy. « <*The observations‘an ana1y51s while b'\se‘gk

§ The Unfolding Youth Initiatives is the ‘second ‘in 2 serxes epa.rgi for the

e

J

s For readers interebted in referrlng to the ‘individual case studles a limited .

nunber of copies of the fulls report is available from-the’ Office of Policy, Evaluation ~
and Research in the Employment .and 'n-aming Adm1n1strat10n U.S. Depzu'tment of Labor.
The report code” is MEL ;8-13
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- technica1 assistance, directly tompr1me sponsors, or ‘indirect]ys:
n-aTSO assure that -there s sbme minimum degree of agreement amohg 'the % ..
. is-altowable .in. the name of knowledge development. “Further;guidance on -

. Tabeled as "knowledge . deve1opment " and other evaluat1on/mon1tor1ng
act1v1t1es "fu,w v _ . .

- these factors.affect the impact of work experience, the neg youth programs Q&?~*'

A othen‘progr
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- -SUMMARY AND/RECDMMENDATIONS,U’ . '.\Tf\\\\\k.\,, U
= S ' - s A : . E
4. The pxper1ence 0 pr1me sponsbrs SO. far*suggests, on ba1ance a . T
significant-record of success™in implementing YEDPA and achieving its IS
godis., Local experiences a1sp‘suggest some measures- that might be pursued
at. the federa1 and 1oca1 Jevels “talorder to Jimprove  performance even more. }

N ~~.

; (1) Knov]edge Deve1qpment YEDPA\marked a new empha51s on’ pr1me
sponsor involvement in. eva1uation,,research, and démonstration \activities.
The,stre$s on ¢reating a new prime sponsor:role in. these areas naturally
brou ht4ith.it a need for a great deal, of. gu1dance It a]so brought with . ¢
it the realization that in “the first year, accomp]1shments would be 11m1ted U,
.On -the positive side, 1t appears that many prime:sponsors ‘did: 1nerease L
evaluation activities. #A minority. tried out hew approaches, directl
response -to thé call for know1edge development. A handful attempted.
structured local experiments. ‘It is almost certain that these types of .
aét1v1t1es were far more preva1ent than they would. have beenuin the- absence
of 4he emphasis on local. know1egge development. - These: developments may . . . -
-help prepare a base for absorbing the lessons of -nationally -directed- ~
d1scret1onary kirowledge deve1opment act1V1t1es They may also 1ead to
,-improvements 1ocaT1y . . _

N /. .
It is doubtfu] "however,. that 1oca1 know%edge*deve]opment“——““*‘”f‘f_“‘fféf
act1v1t1es will substant1a11y 1mprove overall: understand1ng of youth . :
“Jproblems and programs. . There is uneven‘tapac1ty among prime sponsors. to
undertake this:function; There continues to be a good deal of confusion ’
about. the substance ‘and’ form. that knowledgedeveldpment should. take.

B
K

"~ The Department of Labor provided tao little gu1dance about how prime

sSponsors; mlght approach knowledgé development.  In the face of- the

‘ amb1guous, ‘open-ended know'ledge deve’lopmentrreqmrements, many prime £
. . sponsors- le very. little, gr tried only to respond to what local. off1c1 alg:

" thought tha Xce'
“soph1st1cated research prOJects that, .by attempt1ng\to do too muchy .

t DOL 0ff1c1a1s wanted. Others attempted. to se

probabLy w11} accomp11sh very 11tt1e.}

The Department cou1d remedy this s1tuat1on by prov1d1ng_more

facilitating communication-among prime. sponsors. The Department shou1

regional offices; with .respect to what knowledge development i1$, and what -

knowledge deve1opment should -encourage a 1ink between what is being

ite reports sug&est that supery1s1gn and Job enr1chment
avy emphagis by CETA prime sponsors;:-to the extent that

have been ‘given

have produced. flajor: 1mprovements YCCIP, which was, desjg#ed as a Aell- ... -
supervised work experience with 11m1ted enr1chment has”been 11nked w1th
s to prov1de more ;han work exper1ence alone.
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* career exp]orat1on for -youth through actual work experience @nd fhrouqh more

- structured occUpat1ona1 information channéls.  The accent an placing’yputh -

the. common requ1rements of.all jobs.

in career-related “jobs is prov1ng to be impractical, - Some youths have not

thought about career: p]ans Others havé either, what m1ght be consideréd-

. ynrealistic plans; or plars.for jobs that“do not fit in with the youth

JObS that are ava1]ab1e The emphasis:on career re1ated JObS is also:

premature for many youths,. in the sense that they have "anly the- vaguest
jkhe world of ‘work. Before they can appreciate the .

differentiating details of" different. k1nds of JObS, they need.to understand

. On the other hand, vocat1ona] exp]orat1on c]asses and. counse]1ng
*seem“to be more effect1ve mechanisms for prov1d1ng exposure to different,
career options. - Jo the extent that® career exploration is° emphasized, primé

sponsors should be encourdged to_prOV1de it. through counseling and c]assroom.'

experience. - The highest priority.in any, ;ob development campaign should be '
on work exper1encé that teaches, at a minimum, bas1g,work habits; and the -

"-1mportance.of those habits. - - _ . : s

")/’.

o
e —

\\\\\zon1tored to see whether prime. sponsors continue to concentrate on

g

i

* Some degree of success.

-~

wh11e prime sponsors., have }ncreased emphasis ‘on pr1vate sector
]1nkages, and while their ‘efforts have had positive effects in few cases, ’
continued emphasis is needed. Prime sponsors :should be encouraged, more’
than they are already, to attempt:to.establish a strong bond with private"-

sector.interests. More practically, they should be. encouraged to- evaluate

job’slot deve]opmentgp]ans with reference to how much of what is ]earned

n a certa1n Job 1s transferrab]e to pr1vate sector employment

membersh1p on youth advisorw councils. However the advisory council

. appears to be.a poor vehicle for increasing youth participation in prim
'sponsor affairs.  The counc11s themselves are often mere figureheads, and .
youths. on the councils aré not’ part1c1pat1ng very much. Some sponsors are
exper1ment1ng with a1ternat1ve modes of part1c1pat1on, and are enJoyTng N

N L N /'

A1though Departmenta] gu1dance on 1ncrea51ng Xouth_part1c1pat1on

(3) Pr1me sponsors have fo]]owed the regu]at1ons requ1r1ng xguth

v

- 1s not Timited to-youth advisory councjls,. there should be more emphasis on

prime sponsors experimenting with other forms ofgpart1c1pat1on

: (4) - The- YEDPA 1eg1s]at1on prov1des pr1me -Sponsors. with a degree
of ldtitude in choosing. who to enroll .in youth programs . Hewever, the .
Employment and Training Adm1nlstrat1on has gone beyond the- legislation iR -
emphasizing targeting on youth most in need. - Prime sponsors have responded
positively,. by)cons1stent]y aiming services for economically d1sadvanta9éd
youths. There may be some force of 'habit in effect, but Tocal pressures:

for serving those most in need are ‘also persuasives Enrollments shou]d be ?

erving economically disadvantaged youth. If/when there is_a shift in
targesing, further monitoring should be undertaken to determine whether
there 1ﬁ\a\reasonab]e basis - for such shifts. e C o

»

T : Under YCCIP and YETP,\pr1me sponsors are g1v1ng much attention to »
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) Pr1me sponsoré are ser1ous1y underenro111ng fema]es in %CCIP
. -.prOJects It is not c]ear whether this.is due to relatively few females 1n'
-7+ _ the*YCCIP applicant pool or %o d1scr1m1nat1on in job placemenrts. .In either
.« case, prime sponsors should be. encouraged to undertake more outreach:
o act1v1ty, o) that fema]e enro]]ments 1n YCCIP\pan be ra1sed RN

L

SO . (5) 5ubst1tut1on of YEDPA resources for Title L resources is not
Oy prov1ng to be a serious problem.. In fact, there has been a remarkable degree
"~ of . utilization of other serwices and programs ta enrich the youth~1n1t1at1ves
-However, substitution 8f YEDPA resources. for.non-CETA resources, cou]d prove
. _to serqous1y diminish the 1mpact of thé new-funds. There is Tittle that
"~ can be done, 1ega11y, to control that kind of substitution. But where '
1ega1 recourse 1s T1m1ted mora] suas1on might be more effect1ve

v o One wqx;afilncrease the interests of Tocal. sponsors and non-CETA
“institutions in minimizing substitution is to give them a $t3ke in the -
- - .action. This, unfortunately, is easier said than ‘done..” SpoOnsors ‘are
+ . already being encouraged to build links with pther’ agenc1es and private .
sector interests. But.this should be p#8hed even more, on the-grounds
o that a broader Tocal base of participation will better assure a broader
constituency interested in stretching YEDPA-resources to the maximum. It
~ would be naive to gssume that a coherent sense of “purpose among many °
p1ayer§§cou1d .be developed, or that this- .alone w111 prevent substitution.
But since the substitution phenomenon is so nebuldus and difficult to
contro] at t1mes, more effect1ve solutions -may not be feas1b1e

~T

P

() Commun1ty based organ12at1ons are thoraughly. 1nvo1ved in the
. youth program delivery matrix. Although performance differentials are
hard to detect; the CBOs do broaden the base of 1pcal participation. The
o current‘brov1s1ons giving them special cons1derat%on in the selection of
* program de]1verxﬁagents, and including them .in tife planning process shou1d
be reta1ned A :

4

7

. ’ : (7) YEDPA shows prom1se for a1ter1ng %%st1tut1ona1 ro1es and .
o re]at1onsh1ps at the local level. The role of local schools is central :
r’f to this effort. In spite of the rushed 1mp1ementation, CETA-LEA agreements -

~ _ have been negotiated and programs are in place. -Even in areas with 1little

" history of CETA+LEA cooperation, the separate CETA and LEA communities are
talking with one another,-and joint efforts are underway. Nevertheless,
there are some obvious 11mTtat1ons on how much change the Department of
Labon can leverage in LEAs, by using prime sponsors. LEAs are npt
-accustomed. to rece1v1ng guidance from CETA'prime sponsors.  Under the

best of conditio prime sponsors can hope to affect local education

policy only margi ‘11y .In" some of the worst cases, LEAs and sponsors do
not speak at

5 gitzese reasons, the Department of Labor shquld explore
alternate” channe1s for affecting education decisionmaking at the Tocal
ik]eve] ‘Unti] ‘those other “channels for -communication are identified and
utilized, ma schools will fail to meet the needs of youtgs who could
otherw1se be served under cooperative arrangements with LEAs and prime -
sponsors, or even through tie LEAs alone.
13
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nificant. patterns that seems to be emerging is the

ETA—prﬁVate sector links exist. It is possible
e missing piece necessary to complete -productive
blic sector CETA agencies~@nd private sector

~ employers. The Department of Labor should examine. CETA activities that

dinvolve private sector ties, to see whether LEAs play an integral role.

The Department should al

so study some of its exemplary CETA-LEA projects

to evaluate their private sector Tinks where they.exist, and to estimatei

the feasibility of such
. ' :

T
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links where they do not exist.



Month (1978)| Jan,’ | Feb.’
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o . THE NATIONAL PICTURE . :

N .

The Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act was enacted

 to serve a number of ambitious goals, 1nc1ud1ng institutional change and

sound experimentation. But perhaps the most persuasive reason for passing
YEDPA was the interest in reducing unemployment.-among youth, among minority
youth in particular. Once YEDPA became law, there was a strong national
pressure for creating a great number of empKoymeﬁ% and training
opportun1t1es over a re]at1ve1y br1ef period of time.

. ‘Given the sca]e and comp]ex1ty of the new youth programs, the
pace of YEDPA implementation represents a major accomp|1shment Between

; December 1977 and June 1978, 225,000 employment and trairing positions
‘ have been-created for youth under YEDPA; 20,700 under’-the Young Adult

Conservation Corps, 19,200 under the Youth Incent1ve Entitlement Pilot
Projects, 163,900 under the Youth Employfient and "Training Programs' formula
funded efforts, 17,400 under Youth Conservation and Improvement Projects"
regular 'programs, and an estimated 4,000 with discretionary YETP and YCCIP
money. The job creation effort a1ready comes close to equalling in i
numbers, and will soon exceed the two. and one-half year build up of in-

" school and out-of- school Ne1ghb0rhood Youth Corps act1v1t1es in the

1960s.

This rapid expans1on was not achieved without a great dea] of
stress, particularly for pr1me sponsors ‘trying to complete the public
service employment expansion. The internal comp1ex1+y of YETP and YCCIP,
and the interfaces that. they mandate Between prime sponsors and other 10ca1
institutions, ekacerbated the inherent d1ff1cu1t1es of program implementation.
Prime sponsor$ experienced delays in getting Tocal pTans completed and- .

approved The process of negotiatjng agreements with-local education
- agenc1e< was frequent]y a qrotra'Aed one.

r

Tab]e 1. o
@
L d\of Month Enro]]ments for YEDPA™
(does not gclude enroliments in projects funded -
‘ with YC IP and YETP discretionary ﬁynds ~

® .
-

CApril | May

' March Jung
' s » N\ ) ] - b
YETP 18,917 | 50,014 | 88,771 | 122;928'| 154,635 | 163,900
yccIp 1,807 | 5,569 | 10,645 | 12,0737 '15,251 | 17,400
|viEPp "INA . INA - 8,712 | 15,566 | 22,000 | 19,200
YACC 8,159 | 9,598 | 11,409 ° | 12,851 |.16,540 | 20,700
|TOTAL ~INA INA | 119,537 | 163,418 | 208,426 | 221,200
Lo Wty ' 10 '
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N Some prime sponsors met the December start up date or1g1na11y
set by the Department-of Labor. But although overall program enro]]ment
has lagged by those early ambitious-standards, -enrollment shou]d .
considered good by any other standards. It might be considered ea], in
Tight of recent shifts in national ‘policy which deemphasize spend1ng on ”
emp]oyment and training programs for youth

Because many .prime sponsors d1d not begin 1mp1ementat1on until,
1ate winter, end of quarter enrollments recorded on March 31st were Tow, .
for YETP especially. .They were 69 percent of p1an for YCCIP and 53 percent
of plan for YETP. But the apparent poor showing is m1t1gated when the
bas1s for the planned enro]]ments,1s -considered.

YEDPA was authorized for one year when 1t was enacted in AuQust f
1977. It was funded initially for $1 billion, as part of President Carter's
economic stimulus package. A supplemental appropriation of $500 million '
was anticipated, and so enrollment projections were based on’ spending a
~ total.of $1.5 billion by the end.of fiscal 1978, wh1ch could then be '
ma1nta1ned in f1sca1 1979 , L

- However, in the face of national unemp]oyment edging downwards,
prime sponsor delays in implementing YEDPA, and the-almost certain extens1on

. of the youth programs beyond September the $500 million supplemental:
appropriation was never made.. But prime sponsors wele instructed to retain.,
their enrollment plans, us1ng money saved by slow’ imp]ementat1on to build .

.enro11ments in the 1atter part of the year. ‘ : ?®';e"

s

In the per1od from March 31st to April 30th, pr1me sponsors BN
continued their build-up., By the end of April, they were 71 percent of .
- plan for both YCCIP and YETP.raBut by then, many prime sponsors were
expressing concern over'fundingwbeyond September 30, -1978.

Late in the spr1ng,,the Departmentgef Labor react1ng to budget -

revisions for fiscal 1979, reversed ‘its emphas1s on- push1ng prime sponsors

"to spend all their funds in fiscal 1978. Since then, the Office of Youth
-Programs has advised the Department of Labor reglona] offices to revise .
downward overall prime sponsor 'spending-to 73 percent of the ffsca] 1978
allocations. _Enrollment targets reflecting this.recent development have not -
_ been formulated yet. But, a]though actual enrollments were far short of
planned enrollments, prime sponsors reacted quickly. .In June,’the YCCIP
and YETP enro11ment 1ncrea$es were 1ess than a f1fth of the May 1ncreaSes

"

.

4 Field work for thls interim report was cut off before prime
sponsors had reacted to the‘mandate for a lower spending level. Consequently,
the material that follows does not report on the adjustments . individual
sponsors made. It is “impossible-to say whether the sudden drop in
“enrollment growth is due to policy changes or to a natural leveling off
process- that *occurred as prime sponsors approached their: targets. ' In fact,
.. it appears that the impacts of this on- aga1n, offwaga1n approach were

: “*probab]y minimized because enrollments in most prime sponsor areas were,

. below plan. Early pressure was needed to get.them to the 73 percent spend1ng
1eve1 Certainly, however, the m1xed s1gna1s]hgye not contr1buted to

'
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order]y p]ann1ng The case studies do report on how particular prime
sponsors reacted to earlier DOL directives, and the ‘shape that local

act1v1t1es have» taken so far. ! . . ’
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A natural point of interest in evaluating the 1mp1ementat1on'of )
any decentralized program is the way in which national policy is filtered =
and interpretéd, and how it finally fleshes out at the local level. for® -
a program such as YEDPA, with complex prov181ons and d1verse obJect1Ves
th1s concern is a centra] one.

} . ,

Many observers at both the national and local level, argue that
YEDPA represents, in fact, a retrenchment from the or1g1na1 goal of ‘the
"CETA system: decentra11zed and decategorized policy formulation and .
program o211very “Critics #ee YEDPA as a,categorical, special pu;pose .

I3

program that preempts the prime sponsor d?b1s1onmak1ng role with respect
~to youth policy, and erodes thejr decisionmaking. author1ty w1th respect to’
local ‘manpower prqgrammmg 1fgenera1 8 L / S
The harshest cr1t1c1sm, notw1thstand1ng prﬁme sponsors can
still exercise a large degree of discretion,as they -implement- and operdte

7

~

“from the national Ieée] are quite specific, prime sponsors have a good \f!f

dea1 of 1at1tude in How they approach these” goa1s

Last August, the Department of Labor s Officeg f‘Youth:Programs?,
d1str1bu ed A P1ann1ng Charter for the Youth Employment a¥d Demonstration:

- EXPERIENCE'AT THE LOCAL LEVEL - = v(«’»/
’.. . B a , ' LIRYA #

B

the new youth initiatives. 'Although many of the YEDPA:goals promu1gated\ P

N slﬁ.".

Projects Act. In the charter, the Office laid out general principles. They~\~

are the goags and prioritjes that were intended to serve as a guide to
national and local policylakers with respons1b111t1es fbr 1mp emg t&gg ‘the
-new Act. kn . _ e \\\*/ .

The pr1nc1p1es present conven1ent reference po1nts for eva1uat1ng
pr1me sponsor progress. The case studies analyze prime. sponsor . experiernce
~in terms. of the primayry ‘areas of concern (some. principles were' conso11dated)

They are: knowledge development, the quality of workfexper1ence youth
" participation, targetiny, substitution, coordination of services, the ro1e
of .commuriity-based org 1zat1ons, and 1nst1tut1ona1 change

/ .
Ed ¢ - . . ‘» r . N

. L ; : " Knowledge Deve]opﬁeht/d ; SRS B .

One of the cential emphases of the Youth Emp1oyment “and i
Demonstration Projects Act is on learning: about the naturé of youth
" employment problems, and about the effect1veness of different strai-! {es-
.for dealing with those problems. The hope,is that a few ye 8% of
.well-documented exper1ments will prove a useful Jnvestment y1 )
effect1ve programs in the 1ong—run o / LT

"
. Lo~

There\ﬁs a dua1 focus to the’ 4EDPA learning exercise, or
"knowledge development:" a.national focus and a Tocal foous. At the
nat1ona1 Jevel, the.Office of Youth Rrograms in the Department of Labor,
@ support1ng a series of demonstratnon and research proJects funded w1th
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distretionary funds.. A few prime sponsors have been selected to operate high]ZaB//
/ - - structured pilot projects testing the effect of guaranteed jobs on drop-out
rafes and youth employment-behavior. Other demonstration projects are ‘ '
being funded to test the relative effectiveness of different program
deliverers, different ways of 1inking.primejgponsors_with local schools,
and with private sector employers. This is the moétlcomprehensivé array
of -striycturéd demonstration, evalyation and.research activities ever under- .-
taken: iy connection ‘with the developmient of employment, and training policy.
Lo The other aspgct of knowledge development activities, of particular
interest 'for the purposes of this:report, is.the evaluation, research and ')
demonstyation work all prime sponsors._are. expected”to- carry - on in. implementing
their youth programs. _dIt is hoped thdt -these initiatives.will provide CET&
operators with immedi$§;1y<ye1evant Tessons on how,'to dedl with yputh
‘ " employment problems in ‘their respective areas It"is alsd hopéd-that they
' will provide a base of ekperience and expertis - thalt will subseduently - .

#+  be helpful,in replicating and applying the lessons learned from-national . -
' experiments. . S ' . % o B
" . The first round of case studies looked at prime Sﬁbn§orlg£era ions .

~ -through early January. In that first round, it was evident that prime: | ~
v sponsors were confused by the knowledge development mandate since such -
» . activities had not been stressed under previous CETA programs. Prime
.=~ sponsors greeted it with a healthy degree of skepticism, attaching ) : £
. variety of definitions to. the cbncept, 'and pursuing it in a number of
ways. Some saw "knowledge development! as a new buzz word for describing
evaluation work they-had beep doing all along. Others saw it as dictating -
experimental programs featUr?ng rigorous research designs. A few prime . &
sponsors did>nothing. However, most accepted the call for knowledge ’
development, although somewhat tentatively, and attempted to do sqmeth"g“

I i,

. . S " ~Jj Experiepce Since January . A"_
\ . . ' N | ) _.‘}; ) *“ ‘. . . . . -
The uncertainty over knowledge. development and the shortage of . s

time for implementing knowledgg~development ‘plans, that the field evaluators
- found in the planning and ear] impiementatioq stage, has. carried through
~ into the early month$ of operdtion. A shortage of time forced prime v
y sponsors to give short shrift/to all but the most necessary ‘consjderations.
"~ The Tack of-guidgnce caused/bome local administrators to delay action even
more, as they trie t further c1arificati0n¢ﬁromwreg&ona] offices.‘”

As a result of all the start-up pressures and initial confusion, the’ . /’
prospects for getting useful intelligefice out of “this round'of;programin\' ' ‘
are. not very good. There are methodological inadequacies and, more - - -
importantly, competing-priorities thdt may limit th%%inv stment in knowledge
development projects and 1imit the impact of the.inPtiatives. '
- It appears that, at a minimum, prime sponsers welcome what they . ;

see to he a newemphasis’ on quality, and want to give more attention to .

the effect of'‘what they are doing.'”?he effort has increased attention . to
" -qualitative issues and shows signs of openirig the door to greater

. b - & ' .- . | \ i
. - _ . A‘ Q _ . e . - . '1,
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innovation. ' But there is stilT t paoverb1a1rguTQ‘between hopes and S
reality./ The dctual’'steps' that pssge sponsors are ing to implement :
.‘knowlgdde development,strategies are still uncertain.  Most have responded’ " -
- with sdme isolated plans; a few are 1mp]ement1 g comprehens1ve strateg1es;‘
- But the overall tendency has been to’ resgond to what local administrators. = - -
think DOL yants to hear. Prime sponsors have become accustomed to careful -~
“directions from Washington, and many did ot know how to handle the = | L
opportunity for.local creativity. Fe ans réflect p ‘real concern at. ’
the local level for looking at the 1mﬁ%ct of the programs because the
process of implementation’ has requ1red\too much attent1o§§§2 the front
“end. However, much more ig being done in the knowledge d 1op ent area,
than would have been done Tn the §bsence of the mandate. Many prime
SponsGrs appear Be-tloser to r cogrfizing the usefulness of knowledge, :-%g%. .
: deve]opment for théir own purpos Onceé that hurdle is crossed, there - \
‘may be ‘some substant1ve progress towards deve10p1ngf1oca1 research and
,..,'eva1uat1on capab111t1es ‘ : _— - Y U
Knowledge development act1v1t1es fall into three 1$sue[treas:
pregram management, program components, and program 1mpact + Two prime -
. Sponsors have knowledge development activities geared to improving program
‘.{~management Portland is introducing a. performarice contract1ng system. in
A Jwhich contractors must establish performance goals. This "is hoped to
W . improve the .prime sponsor's managerial control over contractors, and
B ~provide information that can be used in the planning process%, Chicago is
. expected to continue its -established practice of -feeding evatuation
jnformation on program performance into the planning process. It is not
© ¢lear in the case of-either Chicago {Or Portland that the net impact of
. »the YEDPA emphasis on. know]edge deveTopment is appreciable. Portland had
L a]ready g1ven‘h1gh Dr1or1ty to establishing accountability goals-before:
' YEDPA.” The youth Tegislation did, however, provide the nudge to.get th1ngs
. »-moving,~with, a mandate’ and money.  Chicago's process of feed1ng evaluation -
§ results inko [p]ann1ng is nothing new. But it does mean that where youth .
_‘research and evaluation work bears fruit, there will be a channe] ava11ab1e
for; 1ncorporat1ng those f1nd1ngs into po ey,
Ce Cy _
oo The ;}equent responSe to the know]edge deve]opment mandate has
been ‘to Took af a number of "process" issues. Prime sponsors are laying '
~out des1gnslfor examining the feasibility of several innovative program
components. - The Muskegon Opportunities Industrialization Center, a
Muskegon community-based organization,” is testing the abilities of enro]]ees
and attempting to place éexceptional youths d1rect1y in unsubsidized
emp]oyment instead of placing them in reqular program activities. Kitsap
County is hoping to assess the effect on work quality that individualized
~learning p]ans and closer cooperation with emp1oyers may. have.  The:
‘Muskegon prime sponsor is trying:to find out how well paraprofess1ona1s
can substitute for professionals as counse]o s and job coaches. DeKalb
‘County is trying to find ways of reduc1n %F-rates and improving .
_placements for a clerical training program The Connecticut Balance)of
State prime’ $ponsor tried to test a.cash 1ncent1ve system for reducipg
, absenteeism andl turnover among enrollees in one- program However, - the
DOL regional office rejected the idea. Now, the main thrust of the balance
of ‘their knowledge deve]opment work, like waterbury s, is to monitor
performance through the existing management 1nformat1on system
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' ‘“ 'é&: 4;$r1me spdhsors are aggress1ve1y push1ng fa1r1y soph1st1cated 1mpact
Studi

hey are attempting to utilize pre-program and posg-program
obser! ations of expérimental groups and. control groups, frequently re1y1ng
on eutside . nsultants to provide techn1eai assistancgé, or to-actua]]y
managﬁ these projects. In Lane County, the University of Oregon.is undéy -
contract tg run a prOJect pa1r1ng mentally retarded and’ non—retarded\youth
in a work e erience situation. = The Oregon Balarice of State prime. sponsor.
As conducting a m1xed‘1ncome test to-see whether income e11ggb e.and. income
non- e11g1b1é youth- (pénn1tted under the YETP ‘10 percent set-aside) benefit .

to differept degrees from the. same’program. *The &oasta] Bend Consortium =

~is .compartng the work performance ‘and academic ac ievements: of econom1ca11y

© d1sadvantaged youth to that of non- d1sadvantaged youth. SonOmaa sponsoring

_ one of the most soph1 ticated progects, is analyzing- f1ve local firms to .
'see what, overt1me wori
‘to assess the cost of that conversion.. If overtime work can be’ converted to
new jobs on a practical Bas1s,_an@ if 1oca1 workers can be persuaded &i
-forego some overtime, ‘the prime Zponsor hopes to. estab11sh a ‘job creation
program. underwr1t1ng conversion £osts to local firms. " Lansing wants to
' ana]yze the dxfference between the effectiveness of traditional work
experJence and_the YCCIP project approach.. Evaluatars-there want to
examine placements. 1nto unsubsidized. employmentg the kind of jobs youths
go into, retention in those jobs, wages, and the effect on in-school ‘
-attendarige. Under YETP. they are taking advantage of the mixed income
option. .o , o _ R
Rockfdrd has the: most cpmprehens1ve know]edge development
activity, cons1st1ng of a“research design that embraces all YEDPA activities
and participants. - To'plan for knowledge deve]opment adm1n1strators brought‘
in a planning team'and hired a consultant. ' Together they assembled a 'V
1}

. manual, describing-the sponsor 's knowledge development goals-in detail.

>

It is hsed for: 1nstruct1ng all prodram operators on how they are to
1ncorporate.the1r activities. into the overall scheme. ' The attitude of the

... youth program’director there is’ ‘not to set arbitrary performance targets,. -

but, rather, to. c]ose]y monitor performance and diagnose thé mechanics of
successes and failures. Al#%the programs are’ seen to be experimental.
 On a more modest Tevel, Rapids, Lansing and Muskegon will be . .
administering quest1onna1res as youths complete the programs. . The :
uest1onna1res are intended to measure att1tud1na1 and behav1ora1 changes

_+ in th@ program part1c1pants S : .

_-.‘ . - . o~ ‘ ‘-L

The w1despread interest 1n undertak1ng knowledge development
work belies the fault Ly des1gn assoc1ated with many of the. proaects, the
‘obstacles that prime Sponsors are encountering, ‘and the misgivings that
“many. have -abou e conaept of knowledge development. For instance, the .
Lane County prigzgt\ga1r1ng retarded ‘and non-retarded youth was or1g1na]]y-
desigied as an experiment that would include youths above the income
cut-off. But the reglional office rejected the ptoposa] because it did

/not meet DQL-established gu1de41nes The project is now of questionable
yalue because the prime sponsor cannot locate enough income eligible ‘
youths'who are retarded. The Oregon Balance of ‘State sponsor did manage .
to win approval for a mixed income project. However, prime sponsor

: adm1nistrators édm1t that whatever the findings are, they will be of only

o'

could. be converted to entry level stots for youth, and ;

1
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;1iﬂﬁted_uti1ity,-becau' the sponsor is testing variables over which RN
“administrators have™Jit}le controlx However, the project is expected to ’
be useful in testing th feasibility of performing impact studies in the
highly decentralized baflange of %tate operations.' - . - -

. aa  Many-local evaluators,/slavishly devoted-ta the -formalities of.
rigorous social expegimentation‘ are’ frequently testing, what may be ;
inappropriate hygptheses.  Wher, or if\@nswers‘ane'fbrthtoming, they may. -
not be.useable in qumulating olicy. Even if\they are useable, 1t i§,not‘“
clear that the answers are valfid and reljable. )Control grodps are frequently

. being set up with, ‘what appears to be’, tao 1itfle concern for comparability. =
;- Experlpental groups, especially fox the mixed- ihcome projects, are too X o
. - small*to yield statisticaily siignificant resuTts. ‘Frequently, the value '
- of using. pre-tesits and postitests, .is washed out when evaluators .gjve .
‘- too 1ittle attention to how tyustworthy instruments 1ike test. scores or
enrallee records Way. be:’ : ' : Bt E o
2 '

-
Prime sponsor-interest is necessary, but it is ¥ sufficient

for getting knowlédge deve]opéént.activities off the, ground. Local

evaluators have encountered obstacles blocking their way. " The most

" pervasive is simply a Tack of resources to devote to know]edgejdeve]qpment.
- Corifronted with the choice between.maximum services now,.or less service .

now in return for the presumably better ' service later,.the pressure of
- lTocal interest groups for maximun services.d4s nearly irrééistib]e. This

- Wwas well-documented in the planning phase, and is still in evidences,

- Other factors stand in the way, too. In Durham=0Orange, local administraton
7 were not abTe to implement a sophisticated experiment using a control ~
group and experinental group to test the effect of work _experience: on

. drop-out rates and school achievement. - Program operation has taken too
much time, and administrators decided ‘the design was, too sophisticated
for them. In Chicago, the manpower agency has .a cbmﬁuterized management

" information system which could be used for analyzing data that the prime/ -

.'sponsor ‘has been recording from past programs, andy/is -being used to record

~data from YEDPA.' But there is a -Great deal of uncéftainty now, apout
which variables ought -to be measured and recorded/* In spite of their
extensive racords and-in spite of the presence of an evaluation.office,
administrators still  feel the need for some-outside assistance on
evaluation design. In Atlanta, despite the ready availability of
emp]ﬁyment,service'records,and YCCIP and YETP data, little analysis -is
expected because of time pressures. The Grand Rapids Publir Schools, % :

o -

involved extensively with the consortium's efforts under YEDPA, will al

‘have extensive youth data in its'automated information system; but’ b
because of ‘higher priorities within the school systems, the data analysis
~ projects may be bumped. Early plans in Hartford called for using YCCIP |
allocations in a program to test the effectiveness of a labor intensive |~
project awarding academic credit in encouraging youtnd to return to

school. When school credit could not be arranged, the project was dropped-

- , ¢indly to know?éQge deve]opmentvwh_m ]
the .concept was first presented. Now that they are making an effort to do

.something with it, they scil] have misgivings. In San Francisco, evaluators
recalled the lessons of the earTy 1960s when they found how hard i$ was to

" Prime sponsors did not take K

Y
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link research and action programs. The youth d1rector in 0ak1and a for er
demonstration ‘project director, and the Marin County program adm1n1strator

_ both questioned the, wisdom of "us ng politically vulnerable CETA prime
~ sponsors as resedrch agents." (Johg Walsh, Page J-7). The ‘deputy direttor
<+ of .the Atlanta CETA office questioned whether the-counteryclical objectives
of YEDPA and. the know]edge development mandate were compatible. . He argued -
; that “fewer approaches "and greater investment per slot would have permitt
i - more informed knowledge deve]opment ...." (Gretchen Maclachlan, Page D-2) ib
L . ,But such a strategy would qnderm1ne the Job creation 1mpact of, the youth'
: _ 1n1t1at1ves s . . SR .
~ : T ¢ »l - .f
Know]edge deve]opment cont1nues to pose prob]ems for many prime
sponsors, and appapent]y for some regional .offjces.’ There has been ; L
~ - . confusion stemming, in part, from the lacK-of clear directions, but alse
¢« - from the non- traditional emphasis on local experimentation.and evaluation.
The 1ack of t1me has been a. cr1t1ca1 1mped1ment to careFu] p[ann1ng

L In most of. the pn1me SponsOrsths, however, the mandate is ,
5 ,_produc1ng s ome .sincere attempts at .discovering what rea]]y works in. serving 1
o -yqubhs.  There is & healthy diversity in the ;plans.” It-is apparent that -

most of -them -are not prepackaged exercises, and do reflect local 1n1t1at1ve
However:, because of thé difficulties assoc1ated with the.first year's
experience, many know]edge development. proaects/w111 fall short of achieving.
the- ambitious goals that certain sponsors have. sét. It will be important,.

~ therefore, to monitor the local response in the: ~second,.year of YEDPA, to -

~ see whether evaluators throw in the towel, or try to reshape their plans,
better adapt1ng them to serving their own needs and adopt1ng more rea11st1c

_goa S ' -

~ The Quality of Work Experien'cé“Und.er. YEOPA - R

. ' a One of the acknow]edged shortcom1ngs of p@st youth programs has

R been the low quality of work experience. Poor supervision, unstructured

work ‘assignments, and nonaccountab111ty have contributed to yputh jobs that:
have left program enrollees no more skilled, and no ‘wiser to the: world of
work than when they started. The ‘jobs were frequent]y noth1ng more than
make-work and income transfer programs . ' o Q.; Q%f

Sponsors of the Youth Emp]oyment and Demonstrat1on Proaects A t b

recogn1zed some of the shortcomings of earlier youth programs. The Act
puts-a strong accent on correcting past faults and’creat1ng emp]oyment and
training programs for young adults tkat contribute in-'significant and . .
positive ways to their development. The Act states specifically that its

purpose is "..: to provide youth ... with opportun1t1es to learn and earn
that w111 lead to emp]oyment opportun1t1es after they -completed’ the. program.'

S %/ The Department of Labor, in trying- to. carry through\\hgthat mand4te,
has P omulgated regulations and technical assistance documents to kteer .
prime sponsors towards providing adequate supevv1s1on, towards monitoring
program activities ang, worksites, and-towards makirng every effort to place g
‘«. * youths>in jobs related to the1r caree Jnterests. ‘ '

. . c. o - :
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, . As the pregrams have fleshed out, prime sponsors have debated the
issue of what makes a quality job,.or what makes a quality employment and .

_"training.experience.' Difﬁgrent‘fo#mu]as have'eyo]@ed'in,thevcourse'of these
debates. Some common ingFedients persist, though. They consisténtly come

up as considerations .in any judgments' abdut work values. One is the.attitude

~ that’ prime sponsors have towards job quality. Another is the nature of

auxillary services for work ‘experience enrollees. - R
_ o 4 - _ S . SN
¢ - ‘Rrime sponsors are.giving special attention to job quality, and

emphasis is-kept f0cqsed on it. ~ These include placing a greater stress on
providing adequate supervision, documenting competencies and providing .
~ ,academic credit. These approaches appear to be having ixed' impacts on the'
-Jops. Some ef them are &lso proving %o be difficult tactics to adopt.
ONSOrs are also making condistent efforts to provide career explorétion,
uidance, and other support services off the job sites. ' :

e
°

Sgﬁb‘ﬁﬁ in-analyzing job quality. Observations made from that' perspective
. i¥ndicate that some rethinking on this cricial matter may be in order, both
™ to redéfine what is meant by "quality" jobs, and- to reexplore approaches to

~.- .assuring quality jobs. ~ - ,
o v ¢ . ' "

R ' . NEN

The Prime:Sponsor Emphasis on-:Quality
~ - . ot
' The starting point in -impJementing a national jobs and trair<ng
That simple’stress appedrs to have been lacking before, or at least
. «. -suffered low priori treatment at-the prime: sponsor level. This ccaclusion
© . 7 1s based-on the.reception. given the ‘mandate for quality. Jone researcher
o ~noted "... that grime sponsors are-rot only aware that YEDPA emphasizes
<, » improvements ip/job quality, but -they are also highly suppgrtive of the
. focus .onvqualfty job creation." (Bonnie Snedeker, Page I-3). Another
evaluation identified the spirit of a "new effort" in the YEDPA programs.
/emphasis added/ (R. C. Smith, Page H-3). o B -

¢ T .+ Prime sponsors, adopting the .emphasis on-quality,.are transmitting
' the message in a variety of ways... -Many of.them have gotten the message
.. through to the contraCtors_thét'”YETP and YCCIP are programs intended to
" provide youth with work experience, where relevant to.program activities,
"with glorified income maintenance." .(Peter-Kobrak, Page C-12). The Ce
countercyclical goal of fast job creation has been sooner sacrificed, than-
the goal of ereating quality jobs.  Although it is difficult to define or
- measure the quality of the jobs which have resulted, there Has ‘been no lack .
., of effort in,improving ity. For-a YCCIP program in Hartford, CETA .
~, professionals are auditing worksites to see'.that training is being done.
~ Enrollees are being tested for skill development. The Greene County CETA -
* ‘staff visited the Employment Service to lgcate good supervisors; the’,: g
Employment Service, in a spirit of cooperation, is providing the supervisors

for the purpose of career development and enhancement rather than simp1y- , élk'

.

)program for youth, was to instill in prime "sponsors the: emphasis oh”qua]ity:;‘

i B P
are\trying.a;variety.of mechanisms for achieving it,: and assuring that an -

roe

In the final analysis, the youth participants are the key reference

r



NEE w1th tra1n1ng - Sonoma;’ santa C]ara, San Franc1sco Oakland, and Marin -~
) . County are all carefully mon1tor1ng works1tes, observ1ng work and A _
1ntery1ew1ng enrollées and ‘supervisors alike. - T S L El

-

L A constant eye over the sHoulder may guarantee that&there is a

-concefn for qua11ty, but it takes’ specific program features to translate-

- the' concern nto actual results. One of the tharacteristic approaches to
-achieving program qliality is by providing" comp]ete packages of services to
youths. , In a numbey of/prime Sponsorsh1ps, this héds been marked by a sh1ft
away from traditional work experience. ' In-scho \youth are rdceiving a I
broad range of career developmerit exper1ences that augment se1ected 'work:

- exper1ences :Both Lane County -and Portland's YETP programs have Tess than ;
© ™~ .15 percent. of their actual. enro11ments dn work experience. Portland puts "+ - 3
o . out-of-schoolers into work experience, but only as a provisional measure. S e
oo The principal emphas1s is on obtaining some kind of high school certification:
.- Continued work experience is cont1ngent upon enro]]ment and attendance 1n a
GED or"qu1va]ent program‘ . - , o

- .
L Pr1me spdnsors in M1ch1gan have shown a s1m11ar awareness of the .
larger purposes of work exper1ence in YETP and YCCIP Under YETP, local v
sponsors-are complementing -work expe31ence w1th job information, counse11ng
and p]acement serv1ces, to ease the youths trans1t1on to the workforce
e One of the more surprising deve]opments has been the w1despread
‘. m4supp1ementat1on of YCCIP jobs with a.variety of non-work: services.s Im -~
© . sptte of the small 5 percent limit on gverhead (that discouraged many
potent1a1 program deliverers from even app1y1ng for. rojects), work
experience -is being augmented with 'a variety of servlces. In Detroit,
Wayne Staté.University runs a YCCIP project iniwhich -it"is providing bas1c
training to raise sthe educat1ona1 level of program part1c1pants Ha]f the .
enro]]ees in a.YCCIP rehab111tat1oh project are-enrolled in a GED program ' -
- ", * or'continuing education program.’ AltHough they do not receive academic. I
~credit for work, they are be1ng pald wh1Te they attend c1ass

One, except1ona1 YCCIP prOJect 1n Sonoma has youths work1ng folr
days a week and attending class one day ‘a week. The work is described as-
-4 manual labor. The classes are in agriculture and maintenance work. - e
.o Edrollees are receiving three units of work experience and five units of

: academ1c credit from a local Jun1or co]]ege The project, originally - - S
,aiming. to p]ace ‘one-half its part1c1pants in unsubsidized employment by -
o September, has exceeded its. target. Fully 60 percent of the: original ..
,jpart1c1pants have left the1r m1n1mum wage s1ots and. found unsubs1d12ed JObS
Another yccip progect, a]so in Sonoma, places enrollees 1n a seven.
month program of work experience and education. Youths spend about 32 hours
a week caring for community gardens, pruning trees, dinstalling sprinkler®
~ systems, 1andscap1ng, setting flower beds, and dbing maintenance. The rest
: of the time is spent in- hort1cu1ture, gardening, and 1andscap1ng classes:

v sponsored by the County schools. Here too, the work pays minimum wage.  , -
Although. some enrollees have said they could find higher pay1ng ‘jobs
elsewhere, they are staying for the’ tra1n1ng and cert1f1ca¢e that w111 be
awarded -upon comp]et1on ‘ - 2 e
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oo, T Severa] M1ch1gan pr1me sponson’gare augment1ng YyCCIP exper1ence-
s v ~with ! emp]oyab111ty“ training and vocational training.. One of th Oregon

. , - Balance of State prQJects had YCCIP Supervisors tra1ned in counseling so S
P that they could provide more support to enrollees on the Joby as we11 as v
vt some sk111 tra1n1ng adapted to enrollet needs v oo s -

s -
ta

o A Boston YCCIP 1andscap1ng\pr03ect 1s offer1ng4a range ‘of support1ve
1 serv1ces that dgnter around bu11d1ng self- esteem and- 1mprov1ng att1tudes
-, Classroom training -is a]sg.prov1ded _Anothér -YCCIP praject .in WOrcester,‘
» enrolling drop ‘outs ‘with acute skil?l shortages and social adaustment
. problems, starts each day with classrogm” tra1n4ng in a local adult 1earn1ng
center. The cash income, for part1c1pat1ng in 'the YCCIP auxillary services™ .
is a feature however, that ‘may mask the true degree of interest that'youths o
W - havg in those-services. E1 Paso'runs.a YCCIP project far. .in- -school. youth ‘
f,;wj; only with classes. that’ ‘involve career exploration and self-awareness. ‘\,3_, e
: . ~Enrollees there are not paid for class time. 1In dts first month of
‘ operat1on, the E1 Paso pPOJE€t exper1enced a 10 percent dec11ne 1n enro]]ment
. The services and support ‘being proy1ded for YCCIP part1c1pants are
above and beyond the requirements of YEDPA. However, prime sponsors see an
_acute need for someth1ng more-than-work. -They see the legislation-as -being -
restrictive,: discouraging serV1ces to a class of part1e1pants -~ mostly.
economically. disadvantaged: school-Teaver's ‘%:whosqeed them the most. o
Virtually all of the prime spénsors are targeting most, if not all (see
Tablé 2, Page 27) their YCCIP slots’ ‘to- econom1ca11y disadvantaged. youths i
who are’ acute]y in need of more than just an” 1ncome arid work- that may hava\ o
some: transferrable skills to later employment. *Some" part1c1pants in a ~

”' maintenance prOJect for examp]e, :could-not read tape measures., High- "kx; G
qua11ty work exper1ence will not, benefit them if it is offered without some .._f,-

',.g"%j:opportun1ty for. bas1c educat1on . : L oo
- Fa f . ; ' :
o ‘ Many pr1me sponsors are offer1ng Yecip enro11ees the extra»tra1n1ng
ST or education opportunities -théy need to ensure that part1c1pat1on really
.. will improve 1ong term prospects for employment.’ But it is a constant .
- strugg]e requiring first of all, a will to do more than. the legislation
“requires, and a considerable amount of resource juggling:" In the words of .
o ~one counselor; "/w/e Jjust don't have the-flexibility or range of’ opt1ons with

) 3 the YCCIP projects that we do under YETP or Title I ... it's just a one-shot:,
. . ~deal. Sure we can give a dropout a job, but I'm not sure whether -thesé’ k1ds
" v are any better off when the prOJect s over." . (Bonnie Snedeker, Page I- 5)

‘l‘

The awarg of academic: cred1t for work exper1ence has been seen
ds:a mechan1sm swegtening. the incentivesfor participants to woik, -and
fqrc1ng educators ‘and manpower-administrators to pay more attent1on to job .

»quality. Where academ1c crédit is being. awarded, these two obJect1ves are -

. ‘being met with vary1ng degrees of success. Where academic credit. 1s not
be1ng awarded there "is *good evidence. of a need for more f]ex1b1e o
accomodat1on between the CGETA and LEA estab11shments R '

- Academic cred1t is be1ng awarded th1s schoo] year in both YCGIP

((\and YETP Ninety-five-in<school YETP: enro]]ees in Charlotte are part1c1pat1ng

ina vocat)ona1 tra1n1ng-work experience- academ1c enr1chment program that' 1s

.", e
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' granting one-ha]f &lective cred1t for the spr1ng semester ~ A full cred1t

-w111 be granted for a year's participation (13 credits are requ1red for™
- graduation). YETP in-school and out-of-schoGT participants in- Sondma , -
San Francisco, Mar1n, and Santa Clara are receiving academic credit for
4heir work exper1ence A YCCIP project run by pub11c'schools in, ‘the Lansing
Consortium is offering academic cred1t for work performed in conJunct1on

- with-a high scheol ecology course," Near]y all YETP enrollees in the
‘Washington-0Orégon case stydy'-are rece1V1ng academic- cred1t this year for
work experience. Next yéar, officials in some programs are ‘hoping to be .

1!! ab]e t6 petitioft successfu]]y for ‘credit 1n academ1c areas.

)_&y ' ' 'v Most program enrollees, however, are not yet rece1V1ng academ1c
SR cred1t for their work. The reasons vary. In some cases, programs started
. - too late for arrangements to be made. In North Carolina, state regulations
C c’govern1ng the award of academic cred1t are’ str1ngent Although it can be
A -done’, as the Charlotte prime sponsor demonstrated, arrang1ng credit for

work experience will take more time than sponsors had in the rush for
1mp1ementat1on .The .Springfield schools in Clark County are moving very
cautiously in award1ng academic credit for work. They want'to de it, but
. - they also want.to be sure that any-~arrangements will stand up to the E ”
"scrutiny of the board of 'education:, the state education department and
" regional accred1tat1on assoc1at1ons ~In Columbus, prime sponsor aﬁm1n1strators
are not sure who should arrange academic credit or how 1% should be done.
Greene” Cotinty, a. third prime sponsor in Ohio,"has" ‘actually-contacted state:.
-level-educators. ' As was the case with Clark County, program offictials
*“have received 1ittle useful gu1dance However,: Greene County observers.
"-1nfer that state educators view YEDPA and the manpower community with some
suspicion, and that gett1ng the bléssings of state educators from accred1ted
work -experience, will take more effort. A Connecticut Balance .of State
contractor serving ogt-of-school youth has not attempted to secure academic
B credit because’ there 15535 Tittle concern for it among the enrollees. The
Grand Rapids pr1me has not succeeded .in getting academic credit awarded
‘for this year's projects. But in mid-April, it -laid down a requ1rement
“that all YCCIP and YETP contractors develop a plan and’ schedu]e for
‘ reach1ng agreements w1th LEAs by dune. 30th : .

»

N
A

hAlthough 1nert1a, red tape, and t1m1ng problems have a11 _
undermined some of the efforts to get academic credjt for work experience
there is also affirmative resistance to the nottgn Some of the resistance
can be traced to skepticism about whether work éxperience can be treated
- " as-a legitimate learning experience. LEA officials in North Carolina
4. - have st1pu]ated that credit will be awarded only for strictly supervised -
o ' work experience that involves formal tra1n1ng, is related to a participant's
E vocational track) and permits academic supervision. ~In the Connecticut - .
' Balance of State prime sponsorship, academic credit is not being awarded
for some projects which provide tra1n1ng considered below the par of |
what-m1ght be expected as part of a high school course.

, Res1stance to award1ng academ1c credit is also based more on
‘what might, be described as matters of -principle. . In Grand Rapids a school
“official said that students already -receive academic. credit for such a
" great nUmber of act1V1t1es that educators have problems keep1ng them in

- . ﬁ:, - : . to.
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school long enough to meét their bas1c educat1ona1 needs L (Peter Kobrak
‘»-Page C~l7). Detroit school officials echoed the sentiments, stating in.
their YETR application that paid work experience wou¥d be incentive enough
for enrollee participation and success. A Durham-Qrange school principal -
suggested that the best way drop outs cou]d secure academ1c cred1t would |
'Abe by return1ng to school.- _ B ot

-

Sy The second year of operat1on.for the YETP and YCCIP act1v1t1es ,
-ought to see-more cases of academic credit being awarded for work experience, -
Prime sponsors and LEAs alike are pursuing the matter.  With the benefit of
‘more- plann1ng time; they should succeed. However, no matter how much time:
“there is for mak1ng arrangements, there will probably be some areas where
resi$tance does not break down. . It remains to be seen whether the absence .
of academic credit will be’ dec1s1ve in determining program success or '
failure in ‘those few.areas. It is clear, however, that, on the whole,
" .the emphasis on gaining academic, credit was taken ser1ous1y by prime ;
_sponsors. Arrangements for credit have been far more prevalent than under
earlier CETA activities, and some of them appear to be: sound models for
- future efforts , '

!

;Supervjsiqnhand work Qdality .

Many of the past youth programs have. been’ plagued with poor-
on-site supervision for young -workers» Supervisars have been’ inserisitive
. . to the needs -- and .ignorancge-- of young workers. making their first . .
. * contact with the world of woa' Supervisors were frequently 111-equ1pped
: to provide any. s1gn1f1cant skill training and, in some cases, supervisors
did not enforce even minimal rules—efwork_--- showing up at work on time,-
or working a full day, for example. The problems have been attributable to-
a number of factors Histgrically, supervision has been considered as an
- afterthought. " Little alloSance was made for the costs of prov1d1ng
- supervigion for extra youth workers added on to existing workforces. .
‘Little thought was given to the special demands of superv1s1ng yo ths, as
new entrants to the labor force. : ) o

Respond1ng to thece shortcom1ngs, YEDPA has bput,a prem1um on
vqua11ty supervision, and provided some resources to encourage ¥t As
is “the case of ‘the overall emphas1s on.quality, prime sponsors we]come
the accent, and have responded in many different ways.

: ’ AV

Pr1me sponsors are trying f1rst to find qua11f1ed superv1sors,
LOry, - 1ack1ng that, to train them. An Oregon Balance of State operator )
~delayed start up on a solar heating project until .some competent, income- -
“eligible Title VI supervisors could be found and trained in counseling -
_techniques. The Muskegon Consortium is requiring special training. for all
" youth supervisors next- -year.. A Kitsap County YCCIP project reduced youth

wgrk schedules to thirty hours per week-so that there would be enough
m ney to pay qua11f1ed superv1sors .
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o - Prime sponsors are also making an effort to maintain good supervisory
v - quality by monitoring worksites. In.Muskegon, the work experience contractors
& - are pPoviding on-site supervision. Each contractor is also providing a .
. - roving superviSor to tackle problems that on-site supervisors are not able
- to handle. Kitsap County is encouraging better supervision by using =~ "
- competency-based learning plans on the worksites. They have had the effect
-of forcing supervisors to pay fore attention to the work youths are ‘doing,
- and focusing job duties on training objectives. -The Kitsap prime sponsor.
‘staff also carries on.a rigorous monitokingﬁschedulgéand maintains close _
contact with supervisors.: T A
: . L . . [ - . i . it
_ : _ .- Supervisor loads vary to some extent, between YETP and YCCIP -
’ - .activities. Because of this, simple supervisor/worker ratios .do not reflect:
» - the real quality of supervision. YCCIP activities usually center around o
© . . vyprojects-that cannot be jntegrated with work already being done. Because =~ . .
y - tasks are usua]ly similar, if not identical, YCCIP sites frequently lend = . . '
_-themselves - to § team approach, utilizing somewhat lower supervisor/worker
" ratios, than YJTP projects. But these ratios have <in no way hindered the _
“"quality of work or the value of the experience for enrollees. .One yccip - oo
project in Charlotte consisted of a supervisor -and.team of nine youths working
. on housing rehabilitation. The supervisor, a construction engineer with: :
‘experience as a superintendent, was sensitive to the needs of the participants
and had developed an esprit de corps. Another.project that puts lower income i
youth with crimihal records to work weeding, eliminating fire hazards$, and
" cleaning ditches has two supervisors for a crew of fourteen enrollees.
The project has been extraordinarily successful. -Another project with a
supervisor for every four or six enrollees has not been nearly as successful
in retaining enrollees. The smaller teams in that project may mean less
peer interaction. . But the project also suffers from oversell. The jobs, -
although no more menial than other -YCCIP projects, were sold to the trainees ..
as being more glamorous than they really are. =~ . - Lo : -

- .

) "The YETP .programs pregent a different situation.. Youths are
frequently integrated with ongoing workforces. . While the number of YETP
. participants assigned a supervisor is frequently low. -- one to three -~ the
_quality of supervision does not appear to be as good. Existing staff with
“ 1ittle supervisor experience.is often used. Employers have occasionally -
assigned youths ‘to stpervisors who hHave been unwilling and sometimes

unqualified. Even’wheye the number of YETP participants added to a worksite ..

- 0

is small, the reported ratios do not reflect the real superyisory workload.

- Supervisors also are responsible for regular employees, diminishing the - -,
v attention availagble for a youth worker. _ o o ‘
Whatéver_the re1atjvé'édgé_vaYCCIP projég;‘subervisionEmay be .- D

over YETP supervision, supervision under both programs.seems to be good.
Some local observers think the supervision'in YEDPA.programs is superior -

_to earlier youth work experience projects. Youths have appreciated the
emphasis on, quality supervision, and supervisors.have found youths to -
adjust well to the demands of the job. T

. . ) Lo . ey . D . '
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_ ObstacTes.to Qua]ity,Jobs' i‘ L L

- In the1r attempts to deve]op qua]1ty JObS for youth prime sponsors
have found themselves stymied at times. The early rush to deveJop a large
quantity of slots made it difficult for local officials to develop quality
slots. A Grand Rapids administrator bemoaned the. federa]]y-1mposed . =
- quantitative and qualitative standards. A planner .in Lans1ng Consortium
complained- about the lack of detail that employing agencies provided in . .

- their position’ descr1pt1ons, and the plantation mentality. behind employing

.- agencies accepting work experience candidates without ever knowing prec1se1y

. where the youths coqu work best and ga1n the most o

*2 o The emphas1s on . ector and private non- prof1¥/rgctor
' emp]oyment is cited as anpther bair1er to creating "meaningful" jobs that
would Teave youths with genuwne]y marketable skills. -Sponsors. agree that
‘most empToyment opportunities- are in the private sector. ' The career 1nterests
of most youths center around the kinds of jobs found chiefly in the pr1vate'
sector “Xek. regu]at1ons and :the presumptive- role of government agenc1es _
and*community based organ1zat1ons serve to effect1ve1y restrict all but a.
few youth: jobs to pub11c service work exper1ence.- "The challenge ... has
been to find jobs in non-profit agenc1es suited to the vocational. :
‘ preferences of the participants -- 'it's not easy to find auto mechanic.
: JObS in the YMCA, one” counseTor noted." - (R. C. Sm1th Page H-6).

el

- The last criticism is_the most ser1ous It is one that. extra
“time will not eliminate. It is not clear.that prime sponsors would<have
the @ccess to private sector opportun1t1es, even, if YEDPA'permitted it; -
but the comments of program administrators seem to 1mp1y a w1111ngness to
‘ attempt some pr1vate sector job deveTopment ‘ _

-
r

| _ Career Aspirations_for Youth ' Co
- ». - E ‘ ‘ ’.' \ BN ) b .. . .

R

One of the mandates oF YEDPA -- stressed repeatedTy in the.
Teg1sTat1oh and by the Department of Labor -- is the importance of "mean1ngfu1"
- jobs. - One of the criteria of a "Mean1ngfu1" job has been the reTevance of
work exper1ence to the career. asp1rat1ons of youths _ N 1

The Teg1s]at1ve h1story of, YEDPA the law 1tse1f and promu]gat1ons
from the Department of Labor are sprinkled with references to the importance -
of linking the careér goals. of youths with their work experience under -
YEDPA. The rationale has been two- fo]d .give young adults a taste of the
¢ _career areds in which they. are 1nterested and provide them with job-

e spec1f1c exper1ence and sk1TTs they can take w1th them.

-

The emphas1s, wh11e .a logical and approp\mafe one in some cases\> '
“has-its drawbacks. It isThasedrsguarely on the -assumption that youths have
"a clear ‘idea of what their career goals are, and. that the-knowledge is a .
~ solid basys for action- in arra§g1ng -job-assignments. _ L

S e } : . o
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.- In fdct, many youths have not given grea%\dEa1 of thoughtfto .
what they want to do for a Tiving. YEDPA Jobé;ére the first jobs® ‘for an _3
enormous  number of enrollees. Many of those who are thinking ahéad, do not
‘have realistic expectations about what they would 1ike to do, and do not
have clear ideas of how they should go about doing what they‘want to do.
In these cases, some of the programs ‘are proang to be effective-eye - -
~ openers. ' But prime sponsors remain skeptical ‘as'to how realistic some
- of the more ambitiou$S goals may be. Counselors and CETA staff alike .
© indicate that many youths take the YCCIP and YETP jobs just for the money,..
_ and not because the jobs fit into career plans. For. the youths who do '
have career plans, many are plainiy unrea11st1c, or “the youths do not have
i a good sense for what is required to achieve them.  One-youth hop1ng to
- ' start college soon was reading at a second grade level. Another, a ,
. . sophomore working in an animal hospital, had no idea what he wanted to -,
~ - do. Many have separated the job at hand from career asp1rat1ons. One, ©
. aspiring trumpet player wanted more hours at his "janitor helper" job;
. - not because it was career relevant, but-because he needed money. “Another
seventeen year old employed . p]ck1ng up paper- and cleaning washrooms in
o a park wants to be a registered nurse or a model. She presumably. values
v the job for the.makey, and the money alone. As she put it, "I-think that-
if I had YETP program I would keep theory out because it don't make sense."
© (sic) (Myron Roomkin, Page G-11).v An’ eighteen year old who wants to be
ooy a basketball palyer works as a custod1an aid in parks. The-program does -
7 7 not do much for his basketball game, but he thinks it is great because '
it prov1des him w1th money , and keeps him off. the streét and*out of troub]e.v

Pal

- When some participants- in Georgia were questioned about future plans, they

.~ -were fairly vague, indicating where th@y wanted to 1live and whether they

,vwanted to go to college. Some indicated they wanted to take up, trades, but
they were not sure wh1ch ones.

’.\<\\\v > Some of the youths are ‘not so spec1f1c about their career plans.

, A]though many students going 1nto the programs do not have c1ear

S careeY plans, they do attach some value to the work experience. For the .-
* . few with Some specific ideas, the programs may be succeeding.in gelling _
',the1r th ughts ~For one student who had worked in several :jobs,- h?r YETP .

- work exXparience as a tutor has inspired her to become a: teacher.. fhe -

--young adults in a Sonoma landscaping project pass up the. opportun1t1es for

”h1gher paying jobs just so they can get certified.training and exper1ence
in their YCCIP prOJect

\ - Few peop]e seriously presume that a‘lé6 year o1d youth has mapped
out hard and fast career plans. For that reason, sepe prime sponsorsare
not giving a great deal of attention to matching jobs with the career
interests of enrollees. However, the changeability of career plans does’
encourage prime sponsors to give-considerable ‘attention to career .

" exploration activities so that-youths ave, in fact, exposed to valid.
~ information -and can formulate some realistig career goals. Although
part1c1pants may come into the programs w1& noth1ng more than an interest :
in money, sponsors are providing auxillary services to assure’ that they
leave with more than that. "The counselors see the1r JObS as he1p1ng to

o »
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. turn the k1ds away from an 1nmed1ate focus and on to career deve1opment wo
(Bonn1 Snedeker, Page H- 7)- T T :

'~ " There seems to be b w1despre&d fee11ng among pr1me sponsors that
'youths have not given much serious thought to-career p1ans. Because of :
~ that, many youths apparently‘are not attaching a great s1gn1f1cance to : AV
.their work. But, the strategy that is emerging, is one of using work
experience together with vocational exploration programs, as. a .vehicle for
starting youths in the process of thinking about long-term career p]ans
- The cases 1ike the DeKalb County girl who, before her job, "... didn't .
. ‘know account1ng could be sé muych: fyn," (Gretchen Maclachlan, "Page. D- 11),
_ but ‘has now “decided to take up™ account1ng in co11ege, are 1c1ng on .the cake.

e ®- / - Youth Participat-ion. - e

'l

o The Youth Emp1oyment and Demonstration ProJects Act tries to. _
carry national youth employment. and training policies one step further than .
in the past, by expand1ng the youth role beyond that of mere participant.
"The only binding requirements on ‘prime spensors “to .assure representat1on
of the youth perspective are a legislative requirement mandating the
establishment of youth' ‘councils and DOL regulations requiring youth membersh1p
~on-the councils. But in the vein of other federal efforts that now . *
_encourage tar§et group part1c1pat1on, 'YEDPA is encouraging direct youth ' '
1nvolvement 1n aspects of program operat1on and eva1uat1on
_j Pr1me sponsors have‘responded to the letter of the law. Of ..
course, it is too’early to make final Jjudgments about the effects of the
new youth role ~-- the adjustments require time for both the youths and the
adults on the counc¢ils. ‘But so far, the accomplishm its have been mixed.
: In a few cases, the effect of youth involvement on p1ann1ng councils has : :
- been significan; but usually, it is not. The youths’ themselves frequently §
' .“do not participate. Wﬁeée ‘they do, the participation is more form than’

- substance. ther ‘seripus 1mped1ment to :a. substantive youth rgle, is
the 1imi po11cy impact of the councils themselves.. They are freqUent1y
‘not the forums for rea1 po11cymak1ng decisions. - . -
. [ _ S
o In 1ight of the Timited utility of youth representat1on on. the o
o counc11, some pr.ime -sponsors,’ responding to the p1r1t ofy the law, are trying
"~ .alternative channels fdr bringing youth into the mainstream of decisionmaking.
~* Some of these alternative approaches to 'gaining youth input show 1ngenu1tys 3
- upand promise to enhance the(chance for substant1ve contr1but1ons

7 V\' ---f'\1 - P ."- .

Se1ectingiYouth‘as Members on the Youth'Advisory Councils .
. Prime sponsors are using one of twq methods for delecting youth
- members for their youth advisory councils. They either select youths who-
are.representat1ve_of the target population, or they select youths,d1sp1ay1ng




‘ v.members

- youth 1nvoivement to be an: important
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. 1eadersh1p quaiities that set them above the norm. In the latter case somé

primes choose only YETP or YCCIP participants while others are beihg 1ess/ '
restrictive ' -

"The method of selection seems to be a necessary, but’not suff1c1ent
condition for determining the roles that youths play. Where youths have ‘
‘been selected strictly because they are representative of program
participants, they are proving to be ineffective. Many of them. are: shy

. and W1thdrawn, intimidated by the adults and overwhelmed by’ the compiex1ty
. of matters before: the council. .If they are not uninterested, they.are .

typically passive: In Charlotte, youth members are ravely in attendance’

.and are having a difficult time communicating with the adult members of

the countil, most of whom are professionals. The San Francisco youth e

s

. council, which js.three-fourths youth (drawn from youth programs in the

area) has a difficult time assembiing a quorum for its. meetings because of
absenteeism 5 . f ,

. Random seiection of youth members has not achieved any degree of -

a usefuiwyouth 1nput Handpicking participants is' producing better resuits,_i

but is no .guarantee- that youth members will be‘active. Alamance Count{

t the youths all lost interest and either dropped out or 0 herw1se
became inacdive. On the second round, the prime sponsor decided to: elicit
wolunteers, The’ r;sponse was good and the prime sponsor picked those.

. CETA officégzs and. school administrators carefully selected the-youth

.appearing most capgble and .interested. Alamance Countybstands, now, as . one
:_fof the more succes ful examp]es of youth participation : :

Kitsap County. and Atianta haVk both found articulate and hard- o

iworking youth members ‘They are active in their own right, and the Kitsap

Counity standout;' although net a program enrollee, is actively encouraging

a 1arger v01ce for part1c1pants>nn finding out v$h1ch programs work and why. ‘

Chicago ‘Cook County and Rockford tried a variety of approaches
to pick outstanding program participants for council membership. .Although

-attendance ‘is good, norie is experiencing any notable success with its .

youth representatives. Kalamazoo extended invitations to youths wh0ﬂwere .
recommended by the main program contractor. Attendance is poor. Muskegon
based its.selection on recommendations from school principals, student =~ * ' -
governments, and council members. The .youth do make some corments, but
‘contributions are not consideréd to be appreciabie Lansing, on the other

- . hand, hav1ng‘se1ected one youth from each of its out-of-school and in-
« " schéol programs, is having some degree of suecess. . Attendance is good, but .
'1t 1s not cJear what substantive contributio are being made.

.Interest in Achievinvaenuine Youth Participation %

e . ‘r ‘ { - .
i

Virtuaiiy no prime sponsor considers the youth counc11s to be
the best way to achieve youth participation. But, the sponsors who consider
goai are 1nc11ned to explore a1ternat1ve

O I - . ( . ° .
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mohes of -inivolvemént, rather than spending much effort on improving council
- ldctivities. o S ' A o
o , In. the qutléhq prime sponsorship, where youth members of the
council are not attive, counselors and area managers are taking the time .
~to.talk with the participants. The views are then being channeled back
- .to programplanners who are ‘incorporating some of the ideas into the -
decisionmaking process. - o e T
-~ " . When the first crop of youth members stopped participating.in-the
: Alamance youth council, adiministrators tried a different selection process”
.+'~ -~ that produced a more interested group. But, the prime spqnsor is also °
- -allowing a broader kind of participation for youths. Instead of just
~ - reviewingiprogram plans, they are also involved in participant counseling
~ and problem-solving. « o . o o i

: -The. prime sponsprs in Michigan are,not&ble,for the consensus
evident there, -that youth:membership in advisory councils is not likely- to
have much impact on final decisions. "“None of the: prime sponsors are.” -
relying with any conviction on youth to play a major<role ...~as_envisioned. .

~ by.some of YEDPA's congressiopal sponsors. The knowledge required to - -
follow such policy discussions appears to be simply beyond the grasp-of
-these young people. reggrdless of their relationship to CETA and YEDPA. ¢ =
(Peter Kebrak, Page C-22)." The councils‘are seen as poor forums for youth
involyement: The prime sponsors there, however, are-exploring alternative

L approaches to.youth participation. The key. to-the a{ternative approaches’
v~ “to seeking the youth perspective "... is their emphas\s on obtaining: = _
feedback from youth rather than opinions on what the oyerall program should
or should not b&. The.latter assumes a policy orienta%ion and an.ability
to conceptualize abstractly that seem almost the antithesis of what one
could legitimately expect most youth -- no less disadvantaged youth -- to
bring to decision making sessions.” (Peter Kobrak, Page C-23). =

: Other important adaptations are being made outside the councils.
. The Grand Rapids public schools gre setting up grievanee commi ttees to

~ .~ hear participant complaints.- Thzgprime;sponsor will be questioning I
~ participants to get their views on program quality and impact. Contractors -
for.the other three prime sponsors ihtend to conduct similar surveys. A~ -
number of other agencies have already circulated questionnaires to survey
youth' responses so far and to record, their suggestions for program changes. .
N c The-L%nsing Consortiuqrhas'a1neady incorporated survey results into its

. 1979 planning process. o - } .

g . The feeling that the councils are of 1imited usefulness in getting
- youth views is widespread. "A spokesman for a Cook County LEA emphasized

“thht YETP kids are .distinguishable from their age cohort in ways likely
to reduce their council participation.” (Myron;Roomkin, Page G-14). -
Chicago and Rockford CETA staffers.survey yoyths¥or their viéWs\byi

pulling them out of the council setting.

. “Rrime $bonsors are.a1so_bkdédehihg'Qpportunitiesffofdyouth
involvement by putting them in integral program role&. Cook County has
put young adults to work as youth placement couqse]ors and job developers
L ’ ’ [ N ' o

i N +
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‘?i.'-Tn the (successful) Ch1cago ‘Heights Youth Emp]oyment Serv1ce Greene

County (0h1o) is thinking about hiring youthsqas pegr counselors. . A. '+
Connecticut Balance of State- YCCIP project employs a YETP part1c1pant as

a secretary, involved in day-to day adm1n1strat1on of the proJect '

S ‘- _ Skept1c15m notw1thstand1ng, Some of the pr1me sponsors are still.
trying to improve the quality ‘of youth. participation on the councils.
Muskegon is cons1der1ng a proposal to-have representatives from student
governmeénts in all the schools, join the council. ‘In Kalamazoo .the youth -

. council chairman and the CETA 'staff. director have taken steps to increase .
-the council's input for the FY 1979 youth plans.” In an ambitious ground-up .
‘program review planning process, the council succeeded in formulating .
strategies and sett1ng pr1or1t1es The f1na1 1mpact remains to be seen

. ] ' .

A Sh1ft 1n Emphas1s7

, \\\ As e the effect of youth part1c1pat1on on the. youth adv1sory
,counc1ls is 11m ed.  The' youth councils, Tike the full councils, are nét  « .

-~ 7 'particularly’effective in-their own right. Furthermore, youths do not seem

\ - inclined or. equ1pped to participate on-the -councils to any great extent.

Y - - But prime sponsars’are adopting other modes of inyolvement that seem-
~eminently more practical, and are geared to gett1ﬁ§ youth views on what
youths know best ~ the, programs that have been estab11shed for them.

. “There is no s1ng1e model for this improved involvemént. But the _
, var1ety of approaches all seem to be responses to "thé' mandate that prime -
. sponspors-encourage an active role for youths in he1p1ng to assess programs
and steer future ppl1cy . :

e - - ' : | Targeting “ o )
. . » . S
A YEDPA is a targeted effort. a1medsspec1f1ca11y at young adults.
-~ 'Within that broad target-group, .there are some spectfic sub- -targets '
- identified by congress1ona[)sponsors and the Department of Labor. YCCIP
is aimed at 16-19 year old youths who are out of 'work. "YETP is intended -
for unemployed and underempleyéd- youth;»frOm families whose current gross
family income is less than 85 percent “of the BLS Tlower living- standard.
- ~Up to 10 percent of YETP enrollees can be from families exceeding- the income
~threshold, if: they are part of an exper1menta1 mixed income .group.
*  Additionally, prime sponsors have been encouraged to identify s1gn1f1cant
- segments of the target population for spec1a1 attent1on
-~ The target1ng prov1s1ons leave - pr1me sponsors with a fair' amount
N of latitude in selecting youths to serve. The.flexibility is" intended to -
st~ permit prime spbnsors to better adapt youth programs to the participation
#  °  needs of each sponsor area. The hope at the mational level consistently
. has been, deever, that prime sponsors would serve those youths most in ,
\  need, that is, those youths w1th the 1easf chance-of f1nd1ng ass1stance .
\\\ - from other sources : —_— . : i

3
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. . - In cons1der1ng the “issue of how pr1me sponsors are target1ng the1r
' serv1ces, three topics are most important. (1) the actua1 breakdown of:’

" enrollments, (2) how prime sponsors 1dent1fy target groups, and - (3)- how
effect1ve the income cr1ter1a are. h‘% C .

— :fﬂt ) g N Enrollment Breakdowns . EE
*: . . - . . “ A L /

‘ Data on enro11ments are §t111 1ncomp1ete for YEDPA - The most

. ‘recent data available when the case studies ‘were prepared, were for the
quarter ending March 31, 1978. Unfortunately, many. prime sponsor’ activities:

' were 5%re1y off the groudé at that point,’ and most reflect only’ part1a1 >
,enro11ments. The data available are tabu1ated 1n Tab1es 2 and 3. L

» Two trends are ev1dent “from: data ava11ab1e so far. F1rst, pr1me
_Sponsors are concentrating on serv1ng economically disadvanted youths
* {youths from’ fam11ies whose income is 70 percent of the BLS lower 1iving
- _standard, or less). This: ho1ds for both YETP, with a 85 percent Tower” Tiving.
‘standard .threshold, and YCCIP, with no“income criteria. -The decision to -
concentrate on this group ref1ects deliberate decisions in almost all cases -
- to serve-youths most in need of the YEDPA services. Prime sponsors a1so v
recognize the political risks of w1den1ng the focus '
. \. hH "
However, two factors m111tate aga1nst pr1me sponsors focus1ng

-exc1us1ve1y on economically disadvantaged youth. ~There is.an interest in. _

=broaden1ng part1c1pat1on, so that youth programs are not- stigmatized as

a "poverty'program.” >In a few ‘areas, prime sponsors are also having | .
difficulty filling the1r slots with economically’ d1sadvantaged youth. In
areas such as Marin County, prime sPopsors claim that theré are few .

youths from economically disadvantaged families. However, the- 1nc1dence ; :

* of poverty is not necessar11y a reliable indicator of how much prime

sponsors target for -lower income groups. For éxample, Cobb County, with
_a lower incidence of poverty than- Atlanta, has a h1gher proport1on of
.vextreme1y poor youths enro11ed 1n its programs E

' ‘A second very pred1ctab1e target1ng pattern (not ‘reported in
. _the available deta) is. the emphasis: on serving in-school youths with YETP.~

. and out-of=school youth with YCCIP. There are deviations from this
pattern, however. They appear to be more a function of institutional
factors than economic factors (youth unemployment, for exampie). The ,
- -¥CCIP project in Albuquerque is'closely tied to the LEA. There, in-schoolers
outnumber. out-of-schoolers by a ratio of more than five to-one. A similar
s1tuat1on ex1sts 1n Lans1ng, although the 1mba1ance is not qu1te S0 acute

-

'Identifying Target Groups‘for Specia1 Attentionr;,

: There are few surpr1ses to the. outreach efforts that prime
sponsors make. The Employment Service and the schools are usudlly used for
1ocat1ng students and enroiling them As a rule, 1t appears as though

i
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"Table 2 B

Enrollments b}
Family Income T

California
Marin
Oakland
Santa CIara/San Jose
San Francisco

* Sonomh, ki Ty

';Connecticut : ’;,k S
BOS

Waterbury

Atlanta -
“Cobb County
DeKalb County

I1inois o
“ Chicago
. Cook' County
Rockford

‘4 Massachusetts
_ Boston
" Eastern Midd]esex
Norces ter

: M1ch19an
“ipatroit
f-Grand Rapids
K Kalamazeo County
."Lansing Tri- County
. Muskegon .

Mexico
“Albuquerque

“North’ Carolina ‘
- -BOS . o N
“ Alamance County -
“Charlotte :
4 Durham-Orange County
Ohio . - !
Clark County.¢ . - =
Columbus- Frank]in '
Greene County

'Oregon :

-

Lane County
~ Portland
‘Texas -~ = .
Coastal Bend

_E1 Paso

- HaShlngton LA

Kitsap County

(a) At or below the®8s5% lTevel. ' .
No further breakdown ava11ab1e

\\ .- . Y

Hartford Consortium

-

%8s .. | v,‘j k

: Yér r\ Wooeerp L

Income. as a % of BLS ./ Income‘as a % of BLS

. Lower Living Standard Lower Liying Standard -
 =<70% . -| 70-85% L <70%. . 70-85%

- B g ;, D g .

' | B /:\\\\ SR ;

“a | sgy | sy
NAY NA < N - | NA

w0 | oz - | . 1003
90% 10% - e - NA
76% 268 - 615" - 39%
84% . 16% 765 . 7%
75% - 25% - NA | . NA

008 0% IR B
7% | 2%

60% as . - e’ 13%.

100% - 0% R R
93r | _'7% , 94% - . 6%

93y % . 93g” | 7%

g9y | ag, ©o8s%. .| w158

g6y .| 187 6% . | - 0%
84% |\ 9% 68% > NA
" | : Y -

R | e ) o oo A
100% 0% . 100% - - . -

ey 125, 648 . | . 36%.

88y, 12% - Ceer - | e

* 85% 15% . 94% 6%,
%% - | 4% 90% 10% -

B 100%(3)' ; ozl
93% 83% - 17%

1001(3) 0% 100%(2)
. &~ .

. 68% 23%' : wos | . o%
86% 143 NA . NA
91% 1 oz 85% - 15%

sy b 7w L. NA
78% 22% 100%- 0%
1008 ,' cof" NA NA

9 j” ) .

S LI

o T .



_ t. YETP
Enro]]ments Sf Sex g
E . - Male Female, -Total -Male Female | Tu§a1
Ca]ifornia j = —— ' —
Marin ‘ o -
~Oakland ’
Santa Clara/San Jose : R
San Franc1sco R b
noma - - . .} .
Connect1tut o . - L o S
: BOS 154 148 «302. 0 98 f 42 i d- . 140
-Hartford Consort1um . NA CNA o NASs I N NA L “NA
_, Waterbur‘y 64 69 - 13?2 ' - 10 10 90
Georgia- S DN £ o o o
- BOS . 144 'z 155 29% . 9 .18, 27
Atlanta e 319 467" | 786. .| .70 | "38 1108
Cobb County - 36 34 | 70, 26 - | %14 - 40
DeKailb: County - 38 - 62 - 15T Y
IT11no1s T o ' S N . _ |
Chicago S (47%) (53%) “fa) (61%) 1-(39%) . (a)
Cook--County - ¢ | (51%) | (49%) (a) [ (90%) | {10%) {a)
Rockford: - (52%) ~ | (48%) -| (a) (98%) [ 22) (a)-
~Massachusetts T ' - : K
Boston " -
Eastern Middlesex - . '
. WOrcester .
Michigan N . - . : .
Detroit. . -. o L : 5 S P x
Grand .Rapids. 386 355 741 .21 6, 27
© Kalamazoo. County . 58. .1 43 101~ 3 -3 6
Lansing Tri-County . |° 330”' 315 . 645, 40 7 47
Muskegon . N S - B T .
New Mexico - U T . BRCER o
' Albuquerque , 39 52 91 - 42 .54
~North Carqlina . R L ' kK o
BOS -, ' L] .37897. 21| 7001 186’-; 222
Alamance County 78 . 9™ 169-~ - fj=* 11 .18
- Charlotte L . .86 _ 164 : 250 P VA 18
Durham- ~Orange Eounty . 66 81 \3 147 8. - 21 -
_‘J ‘1 « . ' . _,__‘-:. .
0h1o ) v L. ‘ .
- Clark- County - - 108 ., 72 1 180 . 22 29
Columbus- Franklin 214 227 441 88 1 . 99
. Greene County 2 . 11 13 5. ). 5 .
“ QOregon’ ‘ ' : ' - S
res Bos . L6 | 119 265 VO R R .
" lLare County * 17 -+ 109 126 - 180 4 2,
hﬂrt1éndf_y ) 84 129 | 213 S 13
Texas . SR . - L :
“Coastal Benid 91 | ‘108 199 L NA
? ElPaso 166 | 214 . 380 35 0 35
Wash1ngton E - T ’
(a) Numerical breakdowns not ) '
ava11ab]e . . o
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B members of fam111es rece1v1ng AFDC

community based organ1zations enJoy 11tt1e dlscern1b1e edge over, the more '
‘traditional olitreach and enro]lment serv1ces, 1n~penetrat1ng part1cu1ar ‘

populat1on subgroups e _nf . "

The extent to which pr}me sponsors zero in oq S1gn1f1cant segments
of the youth population varies. (Some are not identifying any. groups fon
spec1a1 attention. Others have cOme up with specific numerical. targets..
‘Hartford is reserving 5@ percent:of its YETP slots for women, 7 percent for
- handicapped, and 15 percent for- persons w1th 11m1ted speaking ability.

Clark County. is reserving 90 percent of the slots in one particular project
for youth offenders. These programs are still getting underway, so those.
“figurées may represent just gqod intentions. But some prime sponsors have
actually succeéded:in- enrol1ing youths who have been underrepresented 4n .
the past. Four percent of the Lansing YETP enro]lees are handicapped. ‘In
:Lane County the. figure is 3.3 percent. In Kitsap it is nearly 9 ‘percent:

Youth offenders comprise 7' percent of:the YETP enrollments. in Lans1ng, : L
and near]y 25 percent in. Lane Count ty. . . _ , _ _ Y T

Gt
X

‘ o . . ‘.
: Youths from AFDC families are a]sot;}eduent targets for specia]
emphas1s ~In some areas, they cemprise more:tian half, the YETP and YCCIP
enrollees. In Grand Rap1ds, near]y two out of three of YETP enro]]ees are:

3¢,mq"v Fema]es are still be1ng given short shrTft 1n some’ areas A]though
they are well" represented in most. YETP programs, they are a]most un1versa11y

' underrepresented in YCCIP.. Where sex breakdowns were comp]ete, YCCIP

?;emain untested

proaects were typically enro111ng fewer- than 1 female -for every 3 males.
Some areas have especially poor records, ‘with females outnumbered more than
‘5 to 1. The pattern reflects the high 1nc1dence of manual labof jobs;
Jjobs which have traditionally excluded women. - The .high ratio of males to.
femalescalso reflects the fact that.YCCIP is concentrating, on the high -

- school dropout-population --*a male- dominated group:. Breakdownsg@f the
YCCIP applicant pool are not ava11ab1e however, SO this presum%

-

,Veri'fyingE'i,igjibi-]ity. |

B S

A1though pr1me sponsors "do havegsome maneuver1ng room W1th .
respect to income eligibility, they are.of .course’ required to check certa1n

" minimal requirements. and make some effort at validating e]1g1b111ty data. -

Eal

In fact there are no uniform.procedures.for doing this. Some prime

sponsors re]y almost exc]us1ve1y on the income data provided by the youths
themselves. ~-In‘Atlanta; the income data th%t youths report. directly to-
‘intake specialists are. accepted without further examination. Cobb County
takes a s1m11ar approach, corroborat1ng e11g1b{11ty only -for AFDC rec1p1ents

' In Ch1cago and Cook. County, contractors operate their oWn. intake

oo serv1ces; so control is d1fose and- somet1mes nonex1stent Representat1ves

of the Chicago Board of Education did not .redlize:; they were supposed to
verify.income e11g1b11?ty The1r att1tud’jwas‘that 1t was- not the1r ol !
prob]em . R ) R

< N : o ; . . . . -

4. .
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T ;‘1.[Pn¢somenaréas,;great;paing;are.béing,iﬁken\to_use“reliﬁble*datal;7<3‘
.- and to certify it as being valid -data.--.Rockford:verifies data with W-2 forms ,
. -“..check stubs ard public'assistance caseload information. . Prime sgonsors in ' .
~ California check school records aﬁd\recofdsfqn”fjle-With-aéenciéS[Such.as 2
~local employment off§ces and wejfare offices. ' Grand Rapids uses'data such -
R _-‘as£wleare records, ‘@nd occasienally. resorts.to asking?pérentszfdr'tax.j.',ng,rﬁ
._j‘ w re.urns: " ‘ );’]?{Lhi${.;.?;;1§m3.f - P I L -  ;

Y.
o

: ~ With even1thefﬁﬁgﬁté$tuscreening>prOCedures,'thoUgh,_ihelﬁgibles‘,
can get through if ‘they ‘try ‘hard 'enough’. As one CBO staffer explained;; . - -

- : '"E}?s amazing;how‘manyfkids'haye family incomes.that are five dollars ﬁk}gwh'
"y - the ‘income ceiling." (Peter Koprak, Page C-32). This is’'why some primé’ =~
.. . sponsors -are inclined to place a heavy reliance of schools. for doing =~ - -

- screening; expecially in small towns. "As an intake agent, the LEA
probably offers the best control on eligibility-compliance, since teachers
-.and counselors are generally aware of students’ financial circumstances.":
" (Myron-Roomkin, Page G-18)." . ULl Lnon ST

.

sometimes questioned:.

gt ~"Bu§¢;ﬁeunecessity.d% thé'ihdbméié&itéﬁibh;isf ome’ J
o+ as;welkfas the validity. -As one CBO Planner Said: - "What parents make is. <t°
w¥7 no longer determining what happens to the:kids;‘drugs,'cﬁimE;ﬁélébholism‘;and\f~r

R - laek.of character are increasingly-crossing class.Tines." “(Peter Kobrak,. .
’ Page C-33).:; A .counséldr noted .. that' the /program emphasis on training,:
career’ development, and.self-help.is not exactly geared to_the needs of - v
oomi dd]ec] ass kids ],OOki ng‘ for easy. ways toget extra Spending money-. nwoo- s -
. (Bonnie-Snedeker, Page 1-11). The implication is that there is a degree - -
of:se1fgscreening'thaﬁ goes on. B L

.

o] R B EERT A o a -

. T A Y < o : . : b . ; :

- s Just as important as ‘the questionable need -for strict eligibility "

.. -~ determination, is.the questionable validity of the data that is co1$hcted. 5
: . It is"difficult, expensive-and time consuming to verify data. There js -

2" e+ . alsO uncertainty about how to ‘handle youths who live alone; head'a’house-

' - ./ 'hold, are not claimed as dependents.by parents or move front oné guardian, - .-

.« “<foster parent, or family to énother;ggu” T T A

o e E ) S T ISR ) TR

, ‘. - 'The income eligibility gujdelines can present bothersome hitches .. ..~

“ . in the intake process in some balance of state operations or the\sprawling“ ,
T, . consortia that straddle metropolitan and- nonmetropolitan -areas.. Coastal. ' -

Bend ericompasses the city of :Corpus Christi and twelve rural counties in

Texas: . Under YETP youths are eligible to participate if they -are unemployed. .

-or underemployed, or come, from a Tow income family.. In determining whether - .- -

youths are underemployed; intake .specialists, use the poverty level "~ - . ..

, éniteriod”es;ab]izheqkby ‘the Office of Management and Budget. In-determining . -

~ whether youths aré from 1ow income families, the 85 percent of “the-lower, = -

- Tiving standard.criterion,ﬁdeve]oped by. the Bureau of Labor Statistics, is ...

~ * used. . The two standards vary uneveh]y,~making.different‘adjustments for

- ‘metropolitan: {or nonfarm) and nonmetropolitan (farm)-areas:.. The BLS © , .

"~ standard makes some adjustments -for regional variations; whila ithe OMB: - . Ve

-:standard does not. If the criteria are -taken seriously, the administrative =

"ﬂﬁfff¢yltigs can be cumbersome.' One adminiStrator complained that -"it is’ e
-very difficutt to juggle a]l*bf;thqse;vari%bTES -- especially out ih the - - ¢

field."  (VernonBriggs, Page B=15).- e e L . ST
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-Substitution °

v . o A

YEDPA has important value aé_a.demonstration'effort and.as a
tool for accomplishing some institutional change. The hope:is that an

-investment now will yield future payoffs in more productive programs. But
the programmatic emphasis on creating jobs and training opportunities for

youth now, cannot be overstated.- YEDPA is an employment program that was

- passed partly in response to higher Youth unemployment rates in general’,

\

N

and the alarming Jobless rates for nonwhite youths, especially.

e . " As ambitious as>YEDPAiis, it is small relative to the scale of

.  the youth poputation and unemptoyment problems, There are more than

18 million youths in the 16-24 age bracket, and more than two and a half

million’ of them are unemployed. The rest are working or cut of the labor
force. YEDPA is expected to serve about 300,000 youths in its first year.
Because of the Timited impact it could have under the.best of conditions,

- Congress and the Department of Labor have taken steps to focus programs

where they will have the greatest net -effects.. Targeting by employment
status and income offers some. assurances that YEDPA services and jobs™ -
will go to those more in need-and to those less likely to have alternative

“sources of assistance.

o But targeting-alone does not maximize.impact. There is also a

. concern that the.YEDPA resources should add on to the institutional

provisions already benefiting youth, and not simply substitute for what
is already being provided, To ‘the extent that YEDPA resources replace

.CETA Title I money that sponsors ‘would have earmarked for youth, or replace

LEA resources that are already available, the net addition to youth -
resources is negligible. For these reasons, there are legislative

provisions and departmental regulations and directives that limit prime

sponsors if they try to cut back on Title 1 servicgs already being provided
to youth, and backfilling with YEDPA resources, YEDPA states that yccre

~and YETP are intended to be Ysupplementary to but not replacirg

opportunities available unde¥ Title I of this act." (Sections 331 and

341 of-YEDPA). Regulations, and directives spell out in Ffurther detail.

the level of effort that sponsors must maintain in»serving yvouth under

-other parts of CETA. '

Prime sponsors are also being encouraged to maximize the impact

" of the limited YCCIP and YETP resources by piggybacking the extra

administrative chores on agents already in place, by coupting the YCCIP |
and YETP support network with support networks available under other CETA
activities and through local government agencies, and by tapping non-CETA
resources wherever they are available. .

" Factors Diminishing the®Impact oerEDPA

.The original design-for this interim report included a focus on’

Tearning about whether prime sponsors are "substituting" YEDPA resources for.

PR
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Titie T resources that had previousty been‘supporting youth activities.’

The methodoTogy consisted of determining whether prime sponsors were v
maintaining tgz\SQge,]eVe1 and the same mix of'Title I services to youth
‘between January 1 and March 31, 1978, as they had in the same period during
1977 (the interval established by the Department of Labor as the base ‘
period). For prime sponsors whose . Title I funding decreased, the "same .
level of services" constituted éﬁ equal -proportion of youth being sérved.
For those whose funding remaine the'iame or increased, the "same level
.Jgjfservices“ meant an equal mumber of" youth being served.

. Problems were encountered and issues emerged, however, that ¢

undercut. the validity of that crude methodology, and refocused attention

on some Other areas” where substitution was emerging in differerdt guises.,

_ -Based on the sketchy data that were available for analysisy, sprime
sponsors are not. using the newly available youth resources. to substfﬁﬁfe.
for ‘services they were previously providing to youth under Titlel. ' In
some areas like Oregon Balance of State, Portland, and Boston, the number

. of youth served under Title I dropped, but the” proportion of Title I youth
recipients did not. This was due "to reductions in Title I allocations.
Boston expérienced an especially sharp reduction -in its Title I allocation.
To fi1l the void left by the cut, the regional office granted permission

- to switch over much of Boston'g Title I services that had been going to
youth,' to funding under, YETP. Consequently, the only identifiable impact
attributable to YETP has been the centralized intake office (still to be
established) and the LEA activities that were newly established. Charlotte

. was another prime experiencing a Title I allocation reduction. But there

:*the number and: proportjon of youth in Title I activities actually increased.

N . Most sponsors, however, have not experiericed such cuts in Tifle I
funding and have maintained service to youth -under other titles. In fact,
in some cases, the introduction of YEDPA has had an effect opposite to
that which the Department of Labor feared. Albuquerque, Coastal.Bend
and E] Paso are three.sponsorships where planners felt youth were bein —
squeezed out of CETA. The interest there is on increasing youth enna]?ments

j in other CETA titles. Albuquerque, with its Youth-Incentive Entitlement
. Pilot Project, its.in-school Title I program, YCCIP and YETP, now is o
Do serving more youth than non-youth. With the flow.of vast resourcesxéit"

is turning the problems of youth into a new and significant priority on-
v its manpower agenda. Santa Clara is 'experiencing a similar effect. Since
-YEDPA, the prime sponsor has established a Youth Division. In addition. to
running the YETP and YCCIP programs for youth, the division may be able to
increase Title I programming for youth as well, - A '

L 'No matter what methodology may be adopted\?or gauging the extent
e of ‘substitution, important qualifications should be attached to the findings,
for two reasons. First, CETA enroldment data‘are set up in such a way as
to create considerable distortion inTthe picture of the actual number of
persons served. This questioh of data validity is important, but is not = -
taken up here. Another reason for proceeding very carefully in analyzing
substitution findings is that the ‘regulations restricting prime sponsor -
discretidn in changing service levels and program mix for different client




S . data adequate for describing changes in:]dca],cgnditions,
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~ groups, may ﬁbt\be ébpropriate. As the regulations stand now;f"SSQnificaht
change in 1gcal conditions” is the only criterion for change accepted by
~ the Department of Labor. The problem js that, frequently, there is no

: First, accurate data for describing local ‘conditions. -~ and the . .
changes "that-might justify program shifts -- are rarely available. As the
first interim report amply demonstrated, prime.sponsors simply cannot get
accurate estimates for ‘the current universe of need, or for services already
available. For example, Chicago, while increasing the youth share of’ .
-Title I services, was. reducing the number:of youths served.because of too
«Jittle.change in adult unemployment. Planners there were hinging Title I
services for adults on the adult upemployment rate, and the persistence of"
“the adult unemployment rate. Chicago's policy is . ¢learly in accordance with
the letter of the substitution directives ‘because it does not reduce the
. youth share of Title I services. But, the reasoning used would not hold up
to 'DOL scrutiny if Chicago were "substituting" as DOL defines_it.:

>

Data on the prime sponsor universe of need and local condition
-is of questionable accuracy and validity. This alone undercuts the '
appropriateness of the DOL policy to prevent substitution. But there are
other variables at work influencing the prime sponsor decision to change
program servite and delivery patterns. Drop-out rates, wage.rates for
youth, contractér performance, and simply increased prime sponsor uUnder-
‘standing of local conditions can all dictate change. In Cobb County, a
Title I. Nurses' Assistant Trainimg class may be absorbed in the local
school system,. Teaving -more than 200 Title I slots open. There s no
guaranteeé that CETA administrators will be able to contract for youth .
services on such a large scale, with any other local organization. / In .
‘Northeast Georgia, 'the new, efficiently-run YETP program is makingfan -
established Title I in-school program look so bad by .comparison, that
there is a danger the Title I program may be eliminated. Again, it is not"
clear that the CETA prime sponsor may not find itself in technical violation
of the 'substitution guidelines. :

No one can argue with the Congress and Department of Labor's

goal to maximize the impact of YEDPA by reducing substituion. But what

is at question is the way in which DOL is enforcing the non-substitution
mandate. Unless the Department of Labor can .devise an all encompassing
test capturing the effect of all the local variables that may be influential
in shaping client mix, perhaps there_should be greater reliance on prime
sponsor discretion. This vote of confidence might be especially desirable
.because it appears that there are other forms of substitution whose effects
may be swamping any YEDPA-for-Title I substitution, and which cannot be
controlled effectively from the nationat level. A. vote of confidence in
Prime sponsors may give them more of a vested interest in controlling these
other variations of substitution. »



. ' & The T1t1e 1 subst1tut1on that DOL is hoping to d1scourage is
‘ neg11gib1e It is not-clear whether that is due to the efforts .of DOL to
N\ - discourage -substitution, or is more akin-to the effect of the New Yorker
' .who snapped his fingers to keep wild e1ephants from attacking him -- which,
indeed, they. did not do. * Regardless .of what is at work, there .are some
other, "subst1tut1on“ effects which bear closer scrut1ny, becaUse they too
are d1mtg1sh1ng the effects of YEDPA

: Other fbrmS’of Substitution

“In Char]otte, an emp1oyment service recruiter poted that she was
having greater difficulty developigg slots for the summer program, because
potential employers had already devgloped slots for PA youth. It ‘
remains to be seen whether the employment service will be able to develop
enough jobs to take up all the Stots available. There is also some concern :

~ about whether in-school vocational educatien program slots will displace
cooperat1ve education slots deve]oped before, for wh1ch emp]oyers pa1d

, ‘In Hartford project areas that had been receiving commun1ty
"development block grants are now receiving YCCIP money as well. There is
speculation now that the community development block grant money may be
. shut off because of the influx of YCCIP funds. When eommunity deve]opment
v .~ money. ran down for another program sponsored by the Hartford Board 6f
- Educq$1on, YETP was used- to sustain services. . There is good reason to. - .
believe that the:locally controlled block grant money was shut off in
anticipation of the YETP money. 'In botn cases,. if YEDPA money.simply
replaces block grant money, there will be little net increase in resources
for youth unless the suspended bldck grant funds go to support youth
activities somewhere e]se )
There is a1so evidence that YEDPA funds that are go1ng to schools
. are sometimes being substituted for funds a1ready available. - But frequently
there are qualitativechanges in the services provided. In Boston, a.
‘previously existing schopl program for retarded youths “is having -its hour
extended and-its superv1gory staff augmented. "Albuquerque schools are s
extending their summer-only 1nternsh1ps for post-secondary students, to
- year-round. But in some cases, minor changes may be just a cover for
substitution. A LEA in Cook Lounty, for example, is sh1ft1ng some students
currently enrolled. in vocational education programs, into YETP. In-other
areas, schools are extending counse11ng services to students who have not
trad1t1ona11y benefited from them, but by right, have been entitled to them
all along.,. However, even_ in the cases where there may be YEDPA dollars _' /Jkﬁ
- going to support school services already available, qualitative changes in
the servicés that schools provide, and the students to whom they provide
them, may have long-term effects that offset the subst1tut1on of federal
‘ do]]ars for 1oca1 dollars. _

n

Behav1or that diminishes the apparent impact of YEDPA is not
‘solely an institutional phenomenon. Youths themselves play a role.  They.
are able to influence client mix by their service seeking strategies.
Staffers at the Ch1cago Board of Educat1on, for instance, are concerned

o ' : ' ' ' 44>
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fthat youths may shun,I]t1e 4 for 1ts shorter hours, and seek out T1t1e III
jobs,instead. . The effect ‘that YEDPA is having on labor force participation
may be much more s1gn1f1cant and could seriously mask the effects of YEDPA . °

< on aggregate yputh employment figures. The data available so .far indicate

.~ ‘that YEDPA is having the effect of increasing-labor force participation .
: among e11glb1e youths 2This is showing up when prime sponsors enrol]

~* youth who, are: ng1ther unemp]oyed nor underemployed. This pattern is not

- definite. Data from prime sponsors is not comp]ete (See Table 4). The .~
variability .in the data from prime sponsor to prime sponsor also suggests. oy
that there might be.different definitions being .applied. But.if the ava11ab1e
data are- accurate enough'for indicating .rough orders of magn1tude, 7t might
be \nferred that’ an enormous proportion of, YEDPA resources are going to -,
youths who would not otherwise be working or -be looking for .work. This, by
itself, is not»necessar11y an undesirable effect. - Labor force participation:
rates among many youth.subgroups are disturbingly low and dropping. amdng
economically ‘disadvantaged. minority.youth especially. Any program that has
‘the effect of ra]S1ng Tabor force participation among these groups is clearly
desirable. What. 1S not clear yet, however, is whether the increase in
participation rates is greatest among those who have recent]y been .
part1c1pat1ng the 1eastzl ‘ :

If,>indeed, YEDPA is 1ncreas<n; 1abor force part1c1pat1on among

some segments of the target group, two implications are worth.noting.

First, the effect of YCCIP and YETP on reducing youth unemployment rates
may be even less than the programs' scale or1g1na11y suggested This %
would indicate that poligymakers should be very circumspect in-the way. . =
that they look for the effect of YEDPA in reported unemployment. A .
second -implication is that Department of Labor youth policy can have a

uick and drastic effect on labor force behavior of youth. This would
jmply that such questions as, for example, the effect of YCCIP jobs on
drop-out rates, are of much more than Jgst academic interest. It would
also dictate a great deal of caution in balancing.in-school and out- of—

school services so that students are not encouraged to quit school.

~ . Ve

- Coordinating Services for Youth -

: SubstJZit1on can be seen, in loose terms, as anyth1ng that :
diminishes thelpotential impact of YEDPA by using YEDPA to provide something -
- that would have been provided otherwise. The-other side of the coin is the
~coordination of services for youth that stretches the impact of YEDPA by.
tak1ng advantage of resources a1ready available. The coordination of
services for youth resolves arqund. two areas of concern. The first is the
institutional linkages tying YEDPA activities to those of other agencies --
CETA and non-CETA alike. The second is the programmatic 1inkages between
YEDPA activities and the Summer Program for Economically Disadvantaged-

Youth (SPEDY). Both topics are considered here, although the second will

be eva]uated in‘more detail: in the third interim report. g :

_ . The Congress and the Department of Labor see YEDPA as mark1ng
S N on1y a 11m1ted increase in resources, and as a prov1s1ona1 measure.




‘Table 4 o - UYETP S © yeere
Labor Force Status of - g :
Participants at time - " ond "
. of Enroliment 1 _ ‘Under- |~ . . nder- :
- Unemployed | employed | Other Unemployed | -employed Other
_California < ~ ~
' . Marin " " P
Oakland - - T . N
Santa Clara/San Jose :
San Francisco ' » _
.~ Sonoma . 'i : 3
Connecticut . TOE IR T
BOS . . .| 250 24 28 |- 83, 1 | 56
.. Hartford Consogfjum ‘ NA ,NA NA NA 7 NA NA
¥ Waterbury B .88 o | 45 15 -1 a 5
Georgia. : o - -
BOS - - 0 0 299 NA NA NA
Atlanta . = - 1 786 .- ~ 0 0 108 0 0
- Cobb County_ - 49 0 | 21 37 0 4 °
Ve DeKalb o ’ NA "~ NA NA NA - NA "~ NA
" I1linois ) I . . o T : -
~Chicago \ = - {532 27 | 1851 159 |- 1 73
Cook County - - 206 2 . 0-f - 651 .0 0
~ Rockford _ 62 .2 1. 410 - 28 -0 3
~Massachusetts , '
Boston _ ‘
s : Eastern Middlesex
Morcestgr
* Michigan . o - _
" Detroit . : _ . ° ' :
Grand Rapids ' 18 0 723 27 .0 0
- Kalamazoo County 99 2 o | . 6 0, 0
v Lansing Tri-County 70 6 869 - 28 4 10 9
.F‘ Muskegon : i
' New Mexico ‘ .
. Albuquerque 0 , 0 91 . 0 ¥, 3 51
‘North'Carelina - I _ } . . -
- BOS ' - 3416 420 3165 222 0 - 0
Alamance County . 167 o2, 0, 18 0 8
Charlotte : 250 J - 0 0 . 18 » '0 )
_ Durham-Orange County 66 8 ’ - 45 n}7 0
+  Ohio ' : '
: -Clark County 112 1 - 67 15 8 18
Columbus-Franklin 440 1 0 99 0 0
Greene County. = .| 2 ¢ 0. 11- . | 1- . .
0 ) . DR ;
regogOS 215 - 9 : 4;-' r13(1) % 8
Lane County 49 6 125 ‘
Portland ¢ . 156 . 13 _44 13 OL | .0
‘ Texas . o - : e e
-Coastal Bend 61 .} C 137 NA ) Ng‘ 35
El Paso . 188 3o w0 A
Washington o o . v : »
Kitsap County [ 80 6 1 11, - 0
. , X
_
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Accord1ng]y, they have- 1ntended for the new youth programs  to build on other

~ .services as much as possible. -This was seen as. aiway to stretch YEDPA

dollars and also as a way to fac111tate future adaptations as youth ' -
strategies are modified. /However, the coordination of CETA ervices with
non-CETA services. is not a novel idea. It has been encouraged since the

“advent of CETA and even before CETA.. Unfortunately, it has previously met

with only limited success..

Youth Inventories

3 T ' - > S
As one way to. improve the chances of success for ‘the YEDPA

-coordination measures, the Department of Labor requ1red prime sponsors to

develop an inventory of available youth services. ' -The. inventory.was
intended to identify both local’ government agencies as*well as organizations
outside the public sector. Regulations also required each prime sponsor e
to specify the nature of its 11nkages w1th these other organ1zat1ons in

-~
o

t prime sponsors du]y assemb]ed their youth services 1nventor1es.

‘ But in most ases, the exercise was a pro forma.and perfunctory one. Time

did not permit careful research, and consequently many of them are on1y
Tistings of okganizations with whom everyone was familiar. The formats of
many of the in ntories are‘éuff1c1ent to satisfy the Department of Labor,
but are not, suited as a too®for program. planning, or as a reference '

“catalogue for referring youths to serv1ces : _ )

vfor most now. ®

‘youth inventory

K Most prime sponsors cons1dered compiling the inventories. to be
a’'waste of time. But many fe]t that way because they had already deve1oped

extensive 11st1ngs of local Service deTiverers. A California youth . ‘gf

"~ director found-the ex1st1ng listings: far superior to anything that could

In Rockford, the dearth of private agencies made the development of a
simple, but largely unnecessary, task. There were a _

few cases), however, where persons found the inventories useful. One prime
sponsor in'North Carolina claimed that the inventory provided information
that wou1d not have otherwise been available. A’ program operator elsewhere -

have been put toz?ther in the brief time before the youth programs started

saw tRe inventory as being useful for identifying services that could be

tied to CETA. The Tatter case involved a person who was new to CETA
act1v1t1es :

: The inventories were prepared by most sponsors after the f1sca1 .
1“78 plans were prepared. Consequently, use€ of the inyentories was limited.
If the present inventories have much ‘use, it will be in connection with°the
1979 programs. However, local e?per1ence suggests that most prime sponsors
have already established fairly extensive linkages with local organizations,
capable of serving youth. ' Although organized 11st1ngs may be lacking; the
players are aware of one another. Most of -the prime sponsors have a wea]th_
of 16cal éxperience on which to draw. “While the youth service inventories
may have been uskful earlier in the course of prime sponsor deve1opment -
indeed, many . deVe]oped Just such a 11st1ng some time ago -- they are redundant
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Coordinating Services * .
. ‘ . .

_ One of the-effects of YEDPA has been to prod somé prime sponsers
into creating separate youth offices. Among other- things, they seem to
promise more coordination with non-CETA deliverers, although it is not
always true that they encourage coordination within the CETA offices. .The
Connecticut Balange of State prime spohsor created a new unit to handle
administrative affairs pertaining to YEDPA. . However, , youth program =~ . >

‘.operationS'cpntinueuto'be run alongside other CETA operations. Other
prime sponsors opted for more change. San Francisco and Oakland heth
- established a cegfralized intake for youth enrolling in YETP. Three other
~Catifornia spo S -- Marin, Sonoma and Santa Clara -- went so far as to oy
. ~establish separate youth divisions. : ' :

-

\.. Albuquerque set up a novel one-stop office that assumes’ o

- responSibility for handling all youth services directly,.making referrals
to other-service deliverers. The youth office is attempting to streamline
delivery of services while humanizing the process by assigning a.counselor

~ to handle all mattérs for each youth. Boston has plans for a similar

» comprehensive service intake office. It probably will not be opexational,

{hough, until next year. ' Atlanta established_a-yeuth intake and referral

~®office in addition to a Jitle IIT office ‘that -is coordinating and o

administering YETP; YCCIP. and SPEDY. : '

- Other prime sponsors are.choosing an incremental approach,
integrating the activities of YEDPA with their ongoing operations.- In
Washington and Oregon, prime sponsors ‘are modifying their organizations just
to meet: new needs, such as 1inking up with local schools. The balance of
the services is provided within'the framework -of their existing structures.
Prime sponsors in Michigan are adopting a similar posture.. There is an.

- "extended range of cooperation ... rather than the development of new
administrative and programmatic linkages, that typifies relations among ceer
prime sponsors and -contractors." (Peter Kobrak, Page C-55). . -~ :

' Regardless of the administrative approach prime sponsors have -
. taken .in response to YEDPA, fairly extensive cosrdination with outsidg
: agenciés seems to be the rule. Both the Connecticut Balance of State and.
the Waterbury prime sponsors rely fully on the Employment Service to
handle all their certification duties. Some of the. CBOs under contract
with those sponsors have worked wut informal service arrangements with a "1
number of state agencies, for suzh services as vocational rehabilitation.

- Sponsors. in Washington.and Oregon arrnage services on the ba%is of informal .
“Ggreements and ongoing working relationships, with a myriad of organizations. --
They - include ‘community colleges, residential, facilities for youth, alcohol
and drug rehabilitation programs, welfare and children's service agencies, L
vocational rehabilitation divisions, public health agencies, V.D. and
family plannihg clinics, food stamp offices, legal service agencies, and )
the employment service. . In Rockford, the EmpToyment Sexvice handTes some ,
of the intake paperwork in exchange for CETA employees. \€hicago receives g
Employment Service assistance for eligibility verificatidn. In Cook County!l! —_—
the Employment Service_hejps absorb the overflow for contractors unable to SO

Y

i
:
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generate sufficient placement slots. The Greene County prime sponsor hgs
arranged non-financial agreements with. th Employment Service, the joint
vocational school, the community action aSEncy, a local college and. other
organizations. Muskegon gets assistance’ from the local Urban League in
writfing 0JT contracts for one of the major YEDPA contractors. Muskegon
.also, received assistance:from the local-Hartman Institute in developing ' -
and administering tests as part of the intake process Kalamazoo succeeded,
~in establishing 1inkages between the state soc1a1 serv1ce agency and school’
counselors. o - _

. -

- There -are* "compromise” approaches to coord1nat1on that prime
sponsors have adopted. Cobb County and Northeast Geergia, sponsors have
~ favored a single agent for handling YETP, in the interest of preventing ‘\
fragmentat1on of services. This was done because the lack -of time worked
“against-prime sponsors doing much -coordination and because re1at1ve1y _ :
_ smad ] nUmbers of youth were 1nvo1ved : _ : -

¢ -

- °" ‘Tying SPEDY in with YCCIP and YETP -

! . Generally prime sponsors are trying to connect SPEDY to their
Title I youth activities, ‘YETP, and to a limited extent, YCCIP. Linkages
will be mairked more by adm1n1strat1ve shifts in funding sources for jobs,
than by changes in program components -~ But one change noticeable -to ‘

_ youths in SPEDY will be an increase 1n suppOrt1ve services over those"

provided in previous SPEDY programs. "In Lansing, the emphasis will be on
keeping Title I, YCCIP and YETP youths in the same jobs ahd support1ye :
activities. C1ark County is taking a similar -approach. It is trying to~
mesh year-round activities with SPEDY, providing .summer youth with YETP
‘services. . In Cook’ County1 YETP and YCCIP enrollees will have their work
“week extended.and be given. opportunities for vocational exploration. :
- Atlanta will be bringing in some of its new YETP contractors to run theiy
. summer programs. In-school youth on YETP,and YCCIP will have their hours
extended.- Al1l SREDY enrollees w111 be ef1t from a greater emphasis on

X

Ohe of the most amb1t1ous p]ans for 11nk1ng SPEDY with ‘year-

- ‘rourdl activities, can be foynd in Grand Rapids.. There, planners are-hard )
at work on next year's SPEDY program, because they are trying to‘consolidate
“YETP and YCCIP into a coordinated, twelve-month program. Already they -are .
prepar1ng a consolidated. Request for Proposa1s that covers the- three
programs : . g -

One except1on to the way . prime sponsors are try1ng to unify -

:'¢ " YEDPA and-SPEDY, is ‘found-in Greene County, Ohio. There, planpers are try1ng

to use SPEDY as a complement to ‘the year-round programs. Since YCCIP and

YETP - serve on1y youths 16 and over, SPEDY will concentrate on- enrolling
14 and 15 year-olds. Since YCCIP and YETP in Greene County -emphasize

- service to $chool- 1eavers, SPEDY is being aimed at in-schoolers, who plan

‘to return to school-in 'the fall: The Greene County pattern is probably -

not seen elsewhere for two reasons. First, other sponsors are p1acing less

49
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f3emphasis.on,serving 14-15 year olds..

: ) Second, other sponsors have more of a
balance -between those in" school ‘and th

se oyt-of-school, in their year-rcund

°

. programs, : -
- . , _ s -
g ’ The general interest among prime sponsors is to run YETP (and '
.. sometimes YCCIP) into SPEDY, possibly increasing ‘hours:; but hopefully -7

ﬁmaintaining,theksame job-sites.. There are some obstacles! however. One
“is the differingreligibility»criteria..,YCCIP and YETP enrollees wngmare\\ S
above the income cut-off for SPEDY eligibility, will not be able to'wove ;
into SPEDY funded jobs (or .have their job extended with SPEDY money).-
However, this is not expected to‘present serious difficulties since prime

~ Sponsdrs have: been concentrating on enrolling economically. disadvantaged,
-and since delays in"implementation of YEDPA are leaving.prime sponsors with

" some ,lag funds. - ‘ : L L -

_ TN , v : v

S A more sérious obstacle to merging YEDPA and SPEDY jobs is the

differences® in wages under the d%fferent programs.. SPEDY jobs are

YN
l{;\‘

I

_,h\\}AA

occasionally paying more. Where\they do, prime sponsors expect to be ! ..

fating situations where YCCIP and) YETP youth will be trying to quit.their
" Jjobs. to get ‘more money with SPEDY.~ Whether sponsors. ‘can adjust wages

adequately or devise administrative %Ehanisms:to prevent participant

i . program-hopping, remains to be seen.

- . .- Prime sponsors are making an effort to make connections  between -
SPEDY and YEDPA. In Qge-caseS'where the connection is not being made, the
+failure seems to’be a Wunction of pressing circumstances. . Columbus, for B Yo
. example, has barely moved in its implementa ion of YEDPA, so coordination - :
with/SPEDY i§ a moot point.-gDetroit, still./struggling with its massive ¥>"‘,
entitliement project, has had’no time to think about 1inKing ‘SPEDY with
YEDPA.- For ‘the moment,.it is concentrating simply on implementing SPEDY
as a separate program and tha entitlement project. But even in these cases,
' it does not appear as though the lack of-Tinkages is going “to leave any - "
YEDPA youth jobless during'ugisummer; L e R
s . ~ Holding Down Overhead on thefﬂ%u

th Pr:bgr‘f-am_s'_ )

; . .
& S

: . - The tight 1imits on administrative costs maké\it all the more

" -, necessary for prime sponsorg to coordinate services and try other mechanisms
' for cutting overhead. - If YCCIP and YETP were establishe independent of- -~

YETP activities have-

S~YCCIP activities -

In fact, many prime

or YCCIP projects in* -

other CETA-operations, they would atfract few takers.
a fairly tight 20 percent- 1imit on administrative c
have a stingy 5 percent 1id .on administrative costs.

* sponsors had a great deal of difficulty contracting’
the fall and winter. ) o

L Prime sponéors were encdﬂfaged to reduce,overhead'cosxs by - ‘
begging, Borrowing, or stealing whatever facilittes, services, money Or - -
supplips they could.’ Virtually-all of them have succeeded to some extent.
Some have- had extraordinary success. - e S

R L L.




&

_~ sponsors and de11yery agents.
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YETP programs almost everywhere a‘p enjoying the benef1ts of at
least some free space, telephone sérvice, and administrative support - from

schools, and CBOs, as well as other CETA programs.. PubTic service- emp]oyees .
' are frequently used as supervisors.:’ The empﬂoyment service offices have . .

* been especially cooperat1ve in prov1d1ng outreach, screening, and eligibility
~determmination services. - They have provided free testing, and in some cases
are conducting job deve]opment -and p]acement programs. Much of(the outs1de

- suUpport has been absolutely essential. ' It is hard to imagine many of the:-
YETP programs, functioning at .any level of effectmveness without that support
This 1eve1 of cooperat1on is noteworthy :

o - The extent of , cooperat1on for YCCIP pro}Ects has ‘been espec1a11y
“impressive in_a few cases. It ref]ects a great dea] of grouhd work by\pr1me

v TS
A YCCIP bu11d1ng renovat1on project in Hartford joined an ongo1ng
community effort. It is working on one_ building that had been scheduled for
demolition, but was sold, instead, to-a' league of. community organ1zat1ons€
. With the: he1p of local® banks, the Public Housing Corporat1on in Hartford -

: mortgaged the bu11d1ng -- at below markét interest rates -~ to he1p pay for

a

renovation supplies.- The YCCIP project is work1ng 'on another building that

is be1ng Teased for below market rates.
J

. 'In Rockford, the sponggr and the CBO in charge of a ‘stadium
renovat1on project, have * amassing .an estimated $100,000 worth
of cash contributions, donate es, and donated supplies. That doesy
not include, the stadium and property. In another exemplary joint effort,.
the Greene™County. (0h1oﬂ§pr1me sponsor is sponsoring an $18, 000 YCCIP -
winiterization project. ‘A county h1gh school and the local v111age are

match1ng that $18 000 w1thy$§6 000 in- superv1sory costs and mater1a1s

-

I

Prime sponsors are also tapping federa1~resources available through

other programs. In the Connect1cut Balance of State, CBOs are purchasing

_supplies with cash contributions. ‘Transportation services are provided at”’
‘ng cost ‘through a regiogal minibus demonstration project funded by. the
U.S.» Department of- Trasgportat1on In several areas where YCCIP weather-
proof1ng projects are underway, .the Community Services Adm1n1strat1on is
extens1ve1y 1nvo]ved, supp1y1ng techn1ca1 ass1stance and supp11es

/

4

Attempts to reduce overhead and stretch YEDPA resources are pay1ng
off -- handsomely -in- some cases’. - Aside From Teveraging the:YEDPA resources
into some well-supported activities, the efforts are also succeeding in
broadening the base of community support of the proaects In Rockford dnd
‘Gregne County, for example,.much more is at stake than some federal dollars.
Local, non-CETA actors have a stake in the action. It is on1y a short: step’
from there to the understanding that they. have a stake in the. future of - =

" the youth from the1r communities. S B
. . 2

e gt
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;Ihvo]vement of tCommunity Based Orgahizgiions;v _ :

- © 4 Under CETA,sthe selection of program ‘agents’ can-assume-an igfportance
- rivaling-the selection of target groups. CETA funds, ‘of course, represent '
~-valuable dollar resources. The choice of who gets, those dollar resources. to
.. run programs.is\an important matter of economic efficiency. . But.CETA dollars
SN atso stand- for political resources. The:shift- from categorical programs of -
~the 1960s to CETA, shifted resources and: power towards state and local -
governments, awdy from many community_based’groups~repszenting?minority -
groups, impoverfshed, and disenfranchised persons who had little effective-
access tq tragMtional political power structures.. Hence; ‘the advent of CETA’
marked,, in‘many minds, the potential for a'significant shift in the balance -
. of power -- economic as well as political power -- away from the disenfranchised.
.- To keep ‘this from happening, CETA legislation included provisions requiring -
~ prime sponsors to give.CBOs "dueconsideration," when selecting service
. delivery agent3. VYEDPA has strengthened the language, requiring prime
..~ .Sponsors to give CBOs’"special consideration" in involying ‘them in program
- - planning and'servise deTivery. S 5 : I

- . N

: -~ The first-report of local YEDPA experience documents"the nature of .
the "special consideration" prime sponsors gave CBOs, and. the effect “it-has -
had on involving them in'delivering youth services. This report begins the =

. Process of assessing the differential impact CBOs can have as service = . . v
deliverers. o ?ﬂ ST ‘ v C N

e

. : _— C \ " Do"CBOs Have an Edge?
o e T ' 3

- Given the attention focused on CBOs and what appears to-be a.
noticeahle increase in their participation, an inevitable question is: .
‘What difference does their participation make?|.Do they, in ‘fact, represent
a different point of view? Do they}yin~fact, reach persons who would. not ,
otherwise be serveQ?_ Do they provide different services, or c¢an they provide
‘better services? E - L ‘ C
: - The evidence collected in the course of. observations made during
the spring is certainly not definitive. However, _.it seems to support the -
conclusion that- there is very little to distinguish.CBOs from other service:
deliverers with respect to cost, .target group?penetratiqn, or effectiveness
as program deliverers. - There appears to be a full range of variations _
-between CBOs, and hardly any systematic variations between CBOs .as a group '
and other service deliverers. -~ : P ' '
" Cost comparisong between CBOs and -non-CB0s are inconclusive. The
."special considération” proyision im YEDPA raised the ire of some prime
sponsor officials who claimed the clause would raise -their costs. But when
..prime sponsors were pressed for hard evidence, none wa¥ forthcoming. The
only valid observation is that, to the-extent CBOs are frequently small
organizations unable :to athievngcOﬁomtes*of'sCa]e(aprogrﬁh costs are -
" higher. = But, since CBOs vary in size and .include some of the largest program

o
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“delivery agents- under YEDPA, that criticism does not hold across the Bdand, |
*. .One presumed advantage of governmental service.deliverers isvthe,cppprtuniéy
7" they present-for. piggybacking. CETA activity on-Other 'agency work;.at-little
cost to CETA. Yet many CBOs, enjoying a.broad base of financial support

.. for delivering a range of services, can frequently achieve the same 4
economies. . - . , S -

“

L Under YEDPA there is a mixed verdict on the differential

- effectiveness of CBOs in penetrating particular target groups and serving.
them. Where‘CBOS do their. own outreach and intake, ‘they .do not appear -:
necessarily to have an edge over other outreach/intake arrangements. - In-

‘ some cases this might be attributable %o them'haviﬁg become as-much a part

“ii .. [of the local establishment as any government agency.. But it usually appears

to be because youth learn quickly about program opportunity, and the outreach/

intake function does not prove to be a critical component. . There is some "
speculation. that schools, because of their proximity to the' in-school youth
population, are relatively better adapted ‘to performing outreach/intake

4for in-school programs. But that advantage, if it exists, is offset.by
~thetsuccess that CBOs have in identifying and enrolling out-of-school

youth. ‘ : o N o

‘ ) .. The question of whether CBOs -are morg ‘effective dr-less effective
" than others in reaching youth in need is: proving to.be. a moot point in many
Prime :sponsorships under YEDPA. Sponsors are shifting to centralized intake
L - and-assessment centers, and .CBOs and other program agents do not pick up
,/'»~. ~the action uhti]‘youthS‘are‘reﬁgrred to them. T

© Withyregards to their effectiveness as -py gram operators,;it-is. e
again impracticql to attempt to classify CBOs as & group. -There are too . /(ﬁﬁ
many varjatiogs among them.. One serious charge 'made against them is that :
their work experience and too much of ‘theix training capacity-is geared
tq public sector .work.- But the same ho1ds;for the governmental, deliverers.. -

_ " Dne’sign of enhanced CBO effectiveness is their progressive o
‘integration with the local service network. . There appears to be a greater
. Wwkllingness ‘to refer CBO enrollees to other institutions, most notably,
Tocal schools. The -major LEA role under YEDPA has contributed to this. . ..
But, it appears that there has also been some lessening of tensioh that
arose from past criticism of the job -schools were doing in-serving disadVantageq\.
wyouth. = . - - _ . j . ‘ .

‘ In short, under YEDPA, the CBO role is hardly distinguishable as - =
such. CBOs appear to be very much a part of the local service delivery’ K
¢ - .. ma‘instream. But this argues in favor of. continued preferential treatment.
.. Indeed, past preferential treatment seems to have been instrumental in
moving CBOs.to the position they are in now. _ The lack of distinguishing
- CBO traits'might be seen as indicating some sort of equilibrium, :

_ \ L “_ Changes in Institutional Relationships -

: The -4501ation themen1sipérSiSféntf1n_e]ementsloﬁ}ypugb~egz}0ymeht
* .. problems¥ isolation of schools from employers, isolation of"youth rom

\)4 . ‘-'V . ', :_ j 4 ”_ ) ':j‘l v ’."’ ' S e 53‘ “ - b ': ; | |
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" faulty perceptions about what éach” othar does, and have unrea11st1c
‘expectations about what each other mkgﬁt do for students. Youths ‘too

hschoo], 1so1at1on of the CETA system from sohoo]s, and 1so1at1on of youths -

from work. The to11 of this isolation is high. Schoals and’ emp1oyers have

%

frequently have- unrealistic career goaﬁs, have*few ideas about how to fulfill
the realistic ones, ‘and have distorted views 'of employment and the world

.. ~"of work. Econom1ca11y disadvantaged youth suffer thé effects of 1so1at1on

Ty

' employment an

__and 1@p]ement1ng thei L

" 'question.marks about;] g
re1at1onsh1p between@ocal CETA agents and the LEAs, a1th~; h
first steﬁg have been

even more; Frequent]y concentrated in substandard schools and in ‘labor
sg]us areas, an eduéation . Teaves: them w1th‘noth1ng more than-a- d1p1oma,
11tt1e prespects for decent empToyment ? - - :

. e

The. isolation theme is sTgan1cant for what it 1mp11es about the

real impact: that .Schools, employers.¢and youth themselves can have on-thé
_problems of yduth emptoyment, when they act-alone: Singly,:they'¢an do
-very Tittle. CETA_€an have‘:little luck with:-job: deve]opment and placement .

I

programs for persons who cannot read.. The most civic minded emp1oyer

“will go bankrupt hiring unskilled and’ uneducated workers for jobs demanding

persons..skilled in crafts: The most advanced high “school is bound to

- perform poor1y in p1ac1ng youths in jobs 1f it does not heed the needs of

»

employers,

Recogn1z1ng the gu1? separat1ng 1mportant p1ayers w1th a ro1e in

r-so1v1ng youth employment prob]ems, the Congress and the Department of Labor

have fashioned YEDPA -as a too] - “for “institutional change. Provisions in
YETP and YCCIP were des1gned, not just to- 1mprove the capabilities of schools

"and. the -CETA establishment -to prov1de more support within their systems,

facilitate thd transition for youth between educatiopal institutions and
tra1n1ng establishments, and employers and the world. of
work. Furthermore, prime sponsors are encouraged to establish linkages -
with unions_and’ private businesses for providing services and for providing

but to. encoun§§e ‘the k1nds of institutional interaction necessary to

. jobs.- Plans for these 11nkages are’ supposed ‘to be 1nc1uded in pr1me sponsor
_ youth p]ans :

: The biggest empha51s on institutional 11nkages, though, is between :
1oca1 education ‘agencies (LEAs) and CETA prime sponsors. Although YEDPA

'sponsors "did not presume a" total -absence of CETA-LEA cooperat1onx thay did
'presume/that in most areas, Tinkages wexe incomplete. To foster :

§§1tut1ona1 ties, a minimum.of 22 percent of each sponsor's YETP
cation.is reserved for programs operated under the author1ty of

vagreements between prime sponsors and LEAs.. Sponsoys are add1t1ona11y
“encouraged to gain cooperat1on of LEAs in arranging for académ1c cred1t
for YETP and YCCIP work_ exper1ence " P :

" In the f1rst report on YEDPA qxper1ence at the 1oca1 1eve1, prime

-sponsors, almost universally, were found to be interested 1n, and in the .
-process of arranging CETA-LEA agreements. - By mid= spr1ng,ﬁ

dotails of most
of the agreements had been resolved, programs were in plafl and they were .
operating. However, ag; has not been smooth, sa111ng fromighere Developing
oS
e

agreements has raised many: problgms. There are -
H0lly’ product1ve

year. ' Much stands in the.way o4 -§
Bome significant

ade _ , o f'a;_
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i Making théRConnéction Between CETA 3nd Local Schools
_ o Cooperat1on between pr1me sponsors and local schoo]s is not an
untr1ed concept. - In many areas, there is a history of joint efforts that
pre-dates CETA. CETA sponsors in Chicago and Cook County have been talking
and -working with ‘educators-there for years. The school system in both areas

~-has ‘acted ‘as program agent many times. The same is true in Atlanta,

“Marin County, San Francisco and Oakland to name a few. Some schools are as
"tuned into CETA as the.prime sponsorS. In Detroit, one CETA official noted
"/t/he Board .of Education knew how much YEDPA money we were gett1ng before

we d1d " (Peter Kobrak Page C- 40) .

‘ Most prime sBonsors, however, started with no establ)shed 11nks
They and their respective local schools had operated in relative isolation,
. in spite of their supposed common interest: preparing youths for adulthood.
A few primes: started with strikes against them: a h1story of bad feelings -
~ between prime sponsors and LEAs. School districts in Sonoma have been .
~'hostile towards CETA for years and have shown little inciination to serve .
. some of the prime YEDPA targets: dropouts, potential dropouts, and other
-prob]em youths. There were bad feelings between LEAs and the: CETA:office .
in Charlotte ar1s1ng/from a scanda] over. the misuse by a few 1nd1v1dua1s :
of CETA summer funds . : , A

A

In cases where there have been few precedents for CETA-LEA e § .

_ cooperat1on, the substance of the agreements .is still at a very tentativé

. stage. Policy seems to'have taken a backseat for the moment, to more.
pressing operational matters of hammering out the framework for LEA
“agreements, appointing persons to administer programs and identifying

* and enrolling program participants. 'As the programs encompassed by the

- agreements are established, there is certain to be mo‘e attent¥on to the - .

is not to say that

~joint CETA-LEA activities are, devoid of substance Some have been
carefu11y considered. But some of the policy issues behind the interest

in institutional change have not been very.well articulated by local
p1anners, and change appears to be to some extent, the product of chancepv

f
In a few areas, off1c1a1s seem to have a grasp for the s1gn1f1cance\

- of strong links between the manpower establishment and the education~’

establishment. In North Carolina, the full State Board of Education and
‘the’North Carolina Employment and Training Council sat down {ogpther for
the first time ever. Governor James Hunt took part in .the _meeting, urding
cooperation "to he]p coordinate a state-w1de effort to forge an unbroken
link for youths between school and work." "{R. C. Smith, Page H-19).

Schools in North Carolina Ba]ancevof State are receiving approx1mate]y

60 percent of the sponsorship's YETP allocation. The Balance of State
prime sponsor is also closely mon1tor1ng 'LEA activities and is pushing -
joint program act1v1t1es and. services tied to other CETA programs.. The
state has also gone-so far as to include a provision exp11c1t1y proh1b1t1ng
LEAs from supp]ant1ng YEDPA funds for state or local funds ‘ :
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.« Sensitivity to the need or to the potential for closer CETA-LEA
.ties is not universal, however. The first reaction of the Oregon State” -

Department of Educdtion to one county's proposal for augmenting its CETA-
, LEA_projectawasAdiscguraging. The State Department of Education objected
. to a proposal for a career exploration and experience component. As a
departmental committee put it, the objection was based "... not so much
on the .proposal itself as on the involvement :of CETA in the project.".
The feeling was that such a.connection "endangered the possibility of
~, program success, and greatly limited its tranportability." (Bonnie Snedeker,
/f Page 1-18). After some strong reaction to the committee report, a new.. .
letter ‘was issued,. retracting the earlier statement and. affirming the : -
belief of the department and the compittee that "such linkages to various
segments of the community are vital to vocational education in the state." - . :
(Bonnie Snedeker, Page 1-18). S b N
, For the most part, there was an absence of a persuasive state role
_ ) either encqpraging or hindering LEA ¢onnections with CETA. The forum for o

oo establishing the CETA-LEA contact was usually_at the local level, or between. - .

. Tocal (or county schools) and balance of state CETA offices. : ) :

, Keeping in mind jthe usual cautions against generalizing about -
~anything as. decentgalized\and decategorized as CETA and the educational
system, some patterns do.emerge from the CETA-LEA experience so far.
CETA-LEA agreements. fall inta two general groups. Those that set up -

LEAs as relatively autonomous program agents, and. those that set up the
. .- LEAs as integral cogs in a coordinated system attempting to ease the .
- transition of youths from schdol to work.' The implications for institutioral
change vary between the two groups. _ - o :

;. One characteristic of the autonomous LEA program agents:, is the
lack of iconcern for dropouts or graduates who lack even basic reading and.
. math skills. Many of- these persons find themselves getting little out of
CETA job training, because of their poor education history. A hope of i+~ ° i
YEDPA sponsors was that CETA-LEA agreements would be'-instrumental in _ !
providing this population with a 'second shot at. basic education opportunities.

. Frequently, this is npt happening within the independent LEA programs..
They -are ‘1imited ta_ekpanding services or-providing new services to students
dlready within the school system. Marin County schools, receiving 40 percent
of the county's YEDPA allocation, is focusing entirely on students, because

_ both. the LEA and CETA officials feel in—schoq; youth have been shortchanged.

~ Part of the rationale, however, in concentrattng on in-schoolers is to- 4

-prevent ‘dropouts. . Schools in the Grand Rapids consortium, receiving. nearly
half of the YETP allocation, are serving -only current students. Dropouts o
go through a different channel and are-'served by community based organizations.
A similar approach is followed in Kalamazoo. The comments of one Kalamazoo
CBO staffer imply that the schools will continue the pattern:  "Once he's .
“out of the system, the schools feel that he's not their problem anymore." -\ -
(Peter Kobrak, Page C-46). . - . I L Do

o By concentrating on students still in the system, it is not clear -
- that the LEAs running autonomous programs,are<contrjbutiqg in any substantial
v . - o )

-

R
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way to- ach1ev1ng the broad goa1 of encourag1ng change in 1nst1tut1ona1

“relationships, or the move specific objective of bringing youth back to-

s

school. They do not. appear to be doing much to change the nature of the
_institutional 1linkage -between schools and’ emp1oyers, nor are they systemat1¢a11y
comp1ement1ng the service capab111ty of prime . sponsors :

However, even ‘where’ schoo1s are. runn1ng re1at1ve1y auton and

' 1solated programs, there is solid evidence that there is at least one -

L]

internal institutional Change:, the emphasis on br1ng1ng econom1ca11y
disadvantaged students into the mainstream of ongoing. programs: 'The YETP-~
targeted youths are being included in career exploration, vocational
training, and cooperative/distributive education programs in which they
had not been participating befere. The danger -- and this will bear
watching -- .is that schools will'just go through the motions of enrolling
them without taking the effort to provide the extra services these youths.

‘may need. - If the.schools have the capability and the interest in prov1d1ng .

extra support the newly enrolted youths may succeed.. Some schools do -
show signs of taking this commltqent seriously. Many schoo1s are first

.prov1d1ng youths with counseling ‘and guidance services, and some work

experience before they place them in more demanding”céoperative education »:

programs. But for the schools lacking the. capacity to handle the special

needs of some underachievers, the isolation from the extensive; CETA

support serv1ces may Pprove fata1 to the effort I S - o i
- In some areas, pr1me sponsors and schools are working out agreements

that reflect a team approach! The implications for “institutional change - BN

in thosé cases seem much more promising. - Sometimes this strategy is :

deliberate. The Muskegon consortium requ1res all its contractors to

_enroll a proportion of dropouts with the idea that they can be brought

back into the educational system. The larger CBO contractor there is - f)'
placing enrollees in a.summer school program..- One of the schools is - A
enro111ng dropouts in  its Adult Education program. One of thé consortium

goals is to start dropouts in high school completion programs in September.

The careful attention of the consortium's administrators to the role of

LEAs as’ more thans autonomous contractors prov1des prom1se for a comprehens1ve

"educat1on emp1oyment tra1n1ng network for youth

it appears to be more as a funct1on of chance. In Sonoma County, there is S
a history of hostility between the school districts and CETA. - Furthermore,
the schools have not served potential dropouts we11, and have ignored the

 plight of dropouts and problem students. This is showing $igns of cha£g1ng

~ sponsorship is developing a new program model Tinking high school

Sonoma -has a‘new CETA administrator, and the LEA agreement appears to
bringing schools-and the CETA estab11shment together. The Coos County
Intermediate Edtcation District in.the. Oregon Balance of State prime \

occupational curricula to a program of career employment opportun1t1es 3:~'\" -

"~ The program, designed for high school dropouts and other non-students,
- consists of two components: - enrolling youths .in high school, GED programs,
. or community: colleges, and placing .them in individualized work experignce

slots. Portland school districts are-running a work experiénce program

: --for 1n—schoo1ers and out- of-schoo1ers, that steers ‘dropouts towards A

o “‘. . . . .
. - FR .t
. . .
. . . Ce
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. reenrolling. Drawing on a ‘history of earlier cooperation with the prime .-
sponsor, the schools are also offering extensive “career developgent
assistance\services.. EE S R
: g - B :

t ' In areas like ggrtland, it appears that the kind of CETA-LE
‘:1inkqges that national policymakers are hoping for, dare already well ¢n the
. Way to being forged. - In other areas, prime sponsors and LEAs seem a‘'fjittier v
R further'back'inva»processvthaf’couig-1ead to substantially new relationships- -
.~ between the two.  But a blueprint for change is lacking. In Cook County, -
- for example, it appears that the prime ‘sponsor is not succeeding in developing -
a jointly sponsored comprehensive/gystém of service delivery. Despite prime -
. .Sponsor encouragement to have the schoals serve dropouts, only .1 out of the
5 agfbements'available for study provided for any services to dropouts. - :
Only 1 of the other 4 was geared to provide remedial education. 'Neither - = = _
Pprime sponsors nor LEAs "are .providing much Teadershig for strategic planning. .
-, - Where leadership is present, the LEAs and/or prime sponsors are experiencing
+ - little success in steering other players towards building a system of .
- complementary services. This syndrome.-- so prevalent among the prime’
sponsors included in this study -- -appears to bg characteristic of first
year operations. -The notion of a blueprin r.overall strategy may be .
premature. In ‘the press to.implement a 1grqe ‘and complex program,.prime oL
". sponsors. and. LEAs alike were swamped with{a Rost of administrative demands.
The development of LEA agreements consumed a gheat deal of time, and some
: " prime sponsors used up the reservoir-of gogd will just getting the'ir feet
A . 'in_the door. .They were not in the position\to pursue some of the .1arger
. .. policy objectives that entailed complicating\the already confusing administrative :
© ~maze. ‘In short, some of the goals national policymakers have attached to .
CETA-LEA agreements will have .to wait. But with schools and CETA officials at .
least on talking terms, further refinements. in the specific provisions of
CETA-LEA agreement seem much more feasible fow then they did. a year ago.

: .- Although progress to date, and the potential. for further progress,
~ is encouraging, prime sponsors and LEAs have encountered some common problems
in negotiating CETA-LEA agreements: distrust;,differences'in~stqndards,, g
., differences in perspective, and differences in organizational objectives. ’
They are the kinds of differences inherent in the nature of changing.
‘institutional relationships. Short. of changing human nature, there ‘is
little that can be done. aboutymany of "these difficulties. They are part
-of .the "ordeal of change." : S : ‘ s -

.. There were also the inevitable time pressures that prime;sponsors
find themselves working with whenever a new CETA prog is established.
The planning process was telescoped into a few weeks an¥ prime sponsors
-had to advertise for program contracts, review bids, and_se]ect»peyfprmers.
in a short period of time. Adding to the misery of prime_sponsors were.
~ .other CETA mandates$, such as expanding public service employment quickly.
"Many also:found it politically dangerous to ignore opportunities to apply
. for YEDPA discretionary money and YIEPP grants. . Nearly all prime sponsors
passed their deadlines for negotiating LEA agreements, with nothing on -
~ paper. The sponsors themselves were too busy, and the LEAs were not
© accustomed to moving quickly’ Yet in spite of the difficulties and delays,
‘the agreements have been completed for the programs ending September 30, 1978.
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Negot1at1ng details for the fo110wing year. shou]d prove easier in i§?3 L
many respects. Prime sponsors will be contend1ng with.ongoing programs, . & =
- ‘and some bas1c formats for LEA-CETA cooperation have been established. The
f1r$t year's exper1ence, however, has highlighted some basic problems. The
~all "trace back to the 1ncompat1b111ty between the pr1me sponsors' federa11y- i
1inked program year and the LEAs' school year. ~°

e

-

- . CETA runs on a fiscal year beg1nn1ng October 1st. Schools -usually

& operate on.a fiscal year starting Jahuary 1st or July 1st. They also have °
an academic year that runs from September to June. The differences in the
calendar have Ted to -a number of problems. - First, schools have difficulty .
hiring qualified persons they would otherwise be able to pick if the p1ann1ng o
_ years were compatible. As it s®ands now, a school employee working in.a T
YEDPA job must risk .being out of work from October through December (or
June, depend1ng on the school's fiscal year) if YEDPA funding does not come
through in October.” Some schools are gambling, h1r1ng persons, w1th
commitments to keep them at least into January. This approach g1ves them

. more programming f1ex1b111ty and permits greater program expansion. But
~any interruption in funding would be very d1srupt1ve forc1ng layoffs and
effect1ve1y 1so1at1ng the.new programs,_'
-Other schools -are not risking those hazards, dnd are 1nstead

simply adding the YEDPA load to current teaching, counseling; and administrative
“loads. By using the same persons in the YEDPA activities as are in regular

3 school programs, the latter ‘strategy spmet1mes assures b 18 1ntegrat1on
of employment and education programs.. But in the school$. w where employees
already have heavy workloads, the extra burdens represent a\ha dship for
teachers, counselors and administrators, and force them to give teq little
attention to YEDPA enrollees. Local decisionmakers have to b the -
strengths and weakresses of the m1n1ma1 change approach, w1th the high
-costs of errors that are 1nherent in ‘the former strategy

r 4

Another problem arises from the lengthy lead-time that schools
take for programming and budgeting. For examp]e, schools in Muskeqon and
Kalamazoo traditionally complete planning in early spring -®"just as YEDPA
planning. for fiscal year 1979 was start1d'» This .is- 1eav1nq Tittle t1me for
carefu1 program development.. N . _

Schopls are also encounter1ng d1ff1cu1ty in coord1nat1ng class:
schedules for in-schoolers participating in YEDPA. Schedules for -the fall
semester are made up in the summer or spring, befdére YEDPA work and service
schedules can be established. The summer vacation schedules for school
. personnel complicate the problem. This means that schedules must be

juggled’ after the semester starts, a d1ff1cu1t -and time’ consum1ng task

: In many areas the difficulty of synchron1ZTng YEDPA act1v1t1es to

. .the school year is not expected to be a serious problem. In gome areas,

though, it is dimming the prospects of any joint efforts by prime sponsors
~ and the schools. One CETA officidl noted emphatically: "It cou1d be the

- difference in the long run between YEDPA's success and fa11ure

(R C. Smith, Page H-20).
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— \l'A.: . Th ‘,A- .~ CETA ahd‘thé,Privaté'Sectqr_

: - CETA has-.been criticized frequently for its .emphasis en the public
sector: -“training enrollees for public sector jobs.and placing -jobless
persons in public service employment. With five of every six jobs being
in the private sector,. there is merit to the criticism. In fact, no one
“has.deliberately stood in the way of CETA-private sector cooperation. ,
There is great sentiment among CETA supporters at the national and local
levels, favoring a closer prime sponsor tie to. the private sector --
businesses “and unions. . But neither labor market conditions nor the
institutional Jorientation of CETA, on-pne-hand, or.private émployers, on
the other hand, have fostered much cgbperation. ' R
YEDPA was ‘written to encburage prime sponsors, to change their
orientation, making them more attractive, and receptive..to private sector. =
interésts. The first interim report of YEDPA at the local level demonstrated:
that prime sponsors are taking 'the initiative; but that private sector. interests,
for the most part, are not responding. There:has been no dramatic change
since that time. Naejther does there seem.to be much- promise for any . - .
- breakthrough, similar to the breakthrough with LEAs that now seems possible.

. However, there is scattered evidence of some genuine contact,
dialogue, and action. The progress is hardly a quantum leap, but it could -
Presage the kind of modest, undramatic breakthrough. that will mark change.
on this front. In Durham-Orange,- local employers and other private sector
representatives are coopérdting with the priﬁ%ésponsor'and the local -
-schoolks, in putting.together a resource direc ry of experts to be used for™
career planning. Ih Cobb County, the training contractor, Industrial 5
Technology Career Center, is associated with Lockheed. It is hoped that
the connection may improve private sector placements in genéral. - The : ‘
LCity of Portland is contemplating buying training for CETA participants. . .
©_from major firms=in the a;Ea., The Mayor of Portland is activ¢1y,1nvo1vgd,¢§- D
. trying to persuade corporafte executives to back the youth programs. -Two- *f "

) ‘projects in Oregon have had substantial success with private businesses. e
_ In one pfoject, half the YETP enrollees are in private sector 0JT slots, =
‘thanks to an ambitious sel1ing job by the project counselor. " A YCCIP solar
heating project .has had the effect of stimulating private investment in. thé
- solar heating business. . The new.commercial activity should be able to-
E ‘absorb the YCCIP enrollees ready -for placement in unsubsidized employment.
- = In Lane Courfty, LEA staff are expecting to be able to -develop OJT contracts .
- and to placq YETP enrollees in private sector jobs. The feeling among - .
LEA staffers\ is that they will have more success than the CETA system ‘
~,alone, "... because they represent-a stable mainstream institution.
( (Bonnie.Snedeker, Page 1-19).- '

ae
v

s .

/. There may be a degree of bias in the judgment of the Lane County -

educators. But, it ems .significant that so many of Fhe'caseszof priyateA
v sector links involve schools. This may be one more spillover from = -

progress on the CETA-KEA front.
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- With a few notable exceptions, unions remain only per1bhera11y
involved with YEDPA. San Francisco's 1argest YCCIP project was union.
initiated ‘and -is union supported. ~It'is a Painters' Apprenticeship program_,

~ which-would appear to have potential as a model, were it not for the fact
that: the conditions there ‘espécially’the union. 1nterest, seem to be fore:
the 1dea1 than the norm. - In QOakland, -after some inhitial union resistance,.
there is union support for.its YCCIP programs The unions plan to submit
proposals for their own YCCIP project in FY 1979. However, unions, for
‘the most part, continue to prOV1de little affirmative support for YEDPA
at the local-level. More often than not, they make themselves heard only
. when their 1nterests seem to be threatened L
: - The connections of- YEDPA related prograhs to pr1vate sector -
1nterests still have-a long way to go. Private employers are frequently
suspicious of CETA red tape. Child labor laws and insurance regulations
- frequently make it more difficult .to hire youths,‘and put a damper on the
.~ willingness of private employers to get involved. - Of course, the effects
of a sluggish economy are critical. One attempt in Clark County to develop
- ten on-the-job training positions failed because no commitments could be<« .
- made. But some basic institutdonal preJud1ces pers1st and also stand in.
the way of progress An LEA project in Cook County” that was oing to. rotate
youths through pr1vate sector .jobs was rejected by the .DOL r g1ona1 office. .
An industrial representative.who was chairman of one youth 7§ann1ng counc11
_resigned .when state and federal officials ‘told him- that the/youth programs
“vieré’intended only to provide economic relief and assure coﬁstruct1ve use ’
“of enrollees time. " The off1c1a1s were not interested in His] thoughts,
‘as a representat1ve of that area's largest employer,‘about hat youths need
to prepare themse]ves for employment. : \ f

“Where - biases 1ike these persyst in the CETA estab]ﬁshment the
. youth initiatives can have on]y 11m1ted impact as tools for¢forg1ng c]oser
<~ . private sector 11nks A _

~
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