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This monograph proyides a narrative summary of ideas
_ and thoughts gathered from-two mini-conferences held to discuss the
~ Youth Esployment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977_(YEDPA) as it
relates to career education. The conference participants incdluded
eight representatives of Comprehensive Employwent and Training Act
(CETA) rrime sponsors and nine educators, all of whoam were .involved
in. implesenting YEDPA during its first year of operation. Pirst,: the’

.. .historical antecedents of YEDPA are traced based{prilarily on an c
.'earlier monograph by G. L. Mangum, "Career Education ahd the - -
A conprehensive Employment and Training Act." Next, an overvies of 2 -

.~  YEDPA is presented focusing on the three major sukparts: Youth
“Incentive Entitlement Projects (YIEP); Youth Community Conservation .- .
and Improvement Projects (YCCIP); and Youth Employment Trainirfg )
* Program (YETP). A summary of the discussions ‘in the mini-conferences
‘ is éresented under six topical areas: (1) primary concerns of CETA
and/or YEDPA prime Sponsors; (2) descriptions of current YIEP and
- YIBTP 'efforts; (3) probleas encountered with éarly YRTP efforts. (;) s
‘exampjes of ways in which YETP programs are supplementing ‘educational o
opportuhities; (5) recommendations of particirants for increasing the fﬁ
effectiveness of YEDPA; and (6) ph£1050phica1 .1ssues to be resolved
in local education agency/prile sponsor agreements. An appendix
contains a list of sixty-two related issues raised.by the -
particirpants. (BH) S »
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?"“f * ané‘thoughts gathered from particnlér community segments represented in this ff

e,

e series'of mini—conferences.v ./ f' oLt uij:-h e

LY

-'l’

- Preface’

During the period covering Nbvember, 1977 through Ma;;<§978 OE's Office
R

of Career Education sponsored through a contract with.Inter-America Research

Associates a series of mini-conferences devoted/éo the general topic~df

"v‘ ) y "\ A
f .

fff of The Concept of Collaboration in Career/;ducation. This monograph is one ..

LY PR NI

- P

WA L
L K v / - . B P
—conference associated with a particular Segment

T Participants in each min

of the broaderxcomm ty,were selected for OCE and Inter-America Research

hd '\l!.

\%ﬁn a serieé of OCE monographs aimed at/providing a narrative summary of ideas :

Associates by the/organization itself Lis#s of all participantS‘whose I

i

thoughts are/Summarlzed in this monograph are presented as Appendix A of

\ntbts monoéraph. );t is- important to recognize that, while participants are

L propefly thought of as representatlves from the particular community segment

./ 3

_/}nVolved, they are, in no way, to be thOught of as representing that commUnity
R4 ‘ '
’/“segment; That is, each.participant was encouraged to speak only for herself/

himself. No formal Qrganizational_or institutional-commitment‘was'sought R

nor should be inferred from the contents of this monographf“' R -

» N . . B R . u o,

In general, each'mini—conference involned from 10-15 participants; Each

2

o

of Career Education, USOE. Partic1pants in each mini-conference developed

their own agenda. through a process that asked them to list topics or .issues

" . P S 1
,« they thought pertinent to discuss. Once such a list was developed, partiei~

“a

pants then picked those that appealed most to a majority of the participants

~

| ) ‘ : * : . 'p;wu%~
. . ot i r) - 1

lasted two days W1th the dlscu951on sessions cha1red by the Director, Office..h,
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Co for‘ektended;discussion._ The'list of issues and quesﬁions, themselves, provide
: 1

; “'a.Series of interesting insights into concerns of participants regarding their f;

- ~>°

‘organizations and career eddcation. A complete 11sting of the iSSues and

concerns raiped by participants in the mini-conferences reported in this - mono— '

K

{: - 'sraPh aPPears as Appendix B. Readers are urged-to study this list caFefully, S
. ‘. “: . L ‘- ‘ o . .‘; LA o -

Notes for each mini-conference were taken personally by the D{recton, Office

of Career Education.A BaSed on such notes, the seriles of monographs of which‘
this is one ‘has been prepared The complete notes for each mini—conference f':
-?LA 3‘~ have been compiled by Inter-America Research Associates and published as i

-.a Separate document. Limited capies of this document are available, so long |

‘as’ the Supply 1asts,”to‘those requesting them from OE's Office of pareer
o Sa - ! ‘ . Do
' Educétion. S A ._‘J‘. o ] L = o AbAl‘;'f {L"i_ IR
] . 3 ] , ,.; - : co - - R
"No pretense is made'that this monograph represents a*comprehensiVe_tfeatment
; | , ;.of the topic.iki:;re:is.no way that;rin5on1y tmo‘days‘of discussion, A

. comprehensive‘coverage could have been accomplished by'the.small group of
- b‘. ’ ) . . ) ' . ' - i/ o
participants inVolved. This monograph is properly viewed as an attempt to

‘.report, as fully as poss1b1e,rthe discussions that took place. Byiand Large,

-,

-the contents of th1s monograph are limited to ideas. and: th0ughts of the - '

¥
’ , A '-J

participants.. At times, some of my own personal thoughts and opinion }Qre

iﬁterwoven into the d1scussion but the natural temptation to do 80 haé beeu

" resisted insofar~as possibleé. ; o 2" N 1 _f;“
« ) - . :." o . o ’ \
I ) " ) L o !

Rrimary expressions of thanks for this monograph must ‘go to the paftﬁ ipahts‘
. . - . ;
j:emselves who ddgated two full daYs of the1r tlme, without an honor rium, to -

j aring their thoughts with me and, through th1s monograph, with you In
: ,

|
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adﬂition, special thanks aud rec nition must be expressed to Dr.‘William Mbrmis,

v
L

Professor, Southern Illinois University-EdwardSville, who served as Consultant

ﬁ to Inter—America Research Associates and assisted me in the conduct‘of these‘f
N uin;gcohferences. Finally, thanks are also due Dr..Brady Fletcher and . )
s . Yo o Tan [ - Bl ot : .
IR ’ - ) . : . - = ’
. oV Me. Udae Eio £ *“:mflfm?fled’ﬁégearCh Associates for their expert ldgia- .
" tical aséistance. - B e g
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Introduction o N .'g ’ e

The Youth Employmant and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977 (YEDPQQ wag T

ii%i'_y' signed into law by Presidént Carter in August 1977. Administered through '

the Secretary of Labor, the YEDPA legislation represents a major new Adminis- i“

uﬁff - tration tHrust aimed at problems associated with youth employment, unemploy- i:w

.
ment, and underemployment with special emphasis on needs of econonioally

disadvantaged youth. In addition, and pertinent to the contents of this h

monograph the YEDPA Iegislation also mandated close working relationships

S 1 . )

3f,§ between Department of Labor (DOL) prime sponsora and the educational community.

. Using an.initial Congressional appropriation&of'$1'biliion, the YEDPK
legislation moved into operation before the end of 1977. Both‘the newnesa'

and the magnitudg_of the undertaking associated with this legislation made

i it dif?icult to mount, local efforts that represented a clear understanding

of either she Congressional intent or the conceptual basis :of YEDPA.‘ In

- spite of these handicaps, a great number of communities found themselves

A ) " P N

able to move quickly into some kinds of YEDPA operations. They were, to be -

P

sure, embryonic in nature, but they did represent a beginning. ) ™~

I ~
Some of the persons most deeply involved in these beginning attempts to

implement the YEDPA legislation wvere nominated by YEDPA officials in the U.S.

Department of. ﬁa?or to serve as partie}pants in the two mini-conferences whose

discussions are summarized in this monograph. Some df the participants Were

“ -

; C : ' ¥
“employed by CETA prime sponsors and others by local K-12 schopl systems

While, of course, the VFDPA legislation was necessdarily new to them, none .
r 3

\




Those‘who wish.to'understand the nafure‘and“implications of'the YEDPA

IR v -2 . , /)».,, v
. . - . T =3 -
Wei

e uithout considerable experience in dealing with problems of youth

employment/unemployment. Because of the newness of the YEDPA effort it seems‘_

reasonable to expect that the thoughts of some participants reflected in o

this monograph will probably change considerably as they gain more experfence

-

in YEDPA activities.  ° | \[ SRR
I T - ' .' e c .

.~

AntecedentS'of‘YEDPAi"An'Historical'Perspeqtive - S ' i, 3

legislation will gain much from spending some‘time studying Department of,

"Labor (DOL) efforts that preceded this legeslation.. An excellent historidal

\'.

: overview has Heen prepared for OCE by Dr. Garth L/ Mangum, Distinguished

h<3

Professor ?f Economics University of’ Utah and published, as an 'OCE mono- yoo

' graph, under the title Career Education and the Comprehensive Employment
- '\

: ) . X
and Training Act. This monograph appropriately begins by summarizing some

observations gained from studying the Mangum.monograph.

X

‘The Manpower Development and Training Rg: of 1962 (MDTA), the Job Corps

. ’ h Y } 3 )
program of the Economic ngortunity Act of 196% (EOA), and the Work Incentlve
‘ B ‘ .

Program (WIN) created by amendments to the Social Security Act of 1967 are

- L

. Viewed by Mangum as prior elements of manpower 1eg1s1ation having some

ks

€

' possessed most of the money?l

e
implica?ions for career educat10€> of these, the program most directly

related to $he current YEDPA 1eg1s1at10n was the MDTA program. In this

program the law, in effect,gcalled for the education system to provide
. v . ; _ ,
manpowe~ training and for DOL to create and/ox find jobs for MDTA graduates.

’

It was a "forced marriage" betweéF~education and DOL but one where DOL
: N ) ¥,

~ S
/ o ' ) ) \9 T ) S

R ~ | S



. T, L : ' Coe e
VThe~Comprehensiva Employment Training Act (CETA) became law in 1973 and

’

wae/;ixst implemented in FY 1975. For purposes of this discuS;ion, the
' {most noteable changes from MDTA to CETA were: (a) CETA removed the "forced

* marriage between education andalabor (although it provided multiple oppor—

itunities for'voluntary ‘interaction between the two); and (b) 1t established

“r

a system of CETA -prime sponsors located in major metropolitan areas around ,'.

CAY " . -
s~

the USA (approximately 450 CETA prime sponsorb now exist) who are responsible,“

v_ through such local agencies as the 0ffice of the Mayor, for administeriég

jCETA programs in their locality. o

\ . ’

-~
RIS

- Mangum poihts out that there is nbthing called for under the YEDPA legislation

< "that was not permiss1ble under CETA. The prime differences YEDf;?has made

]

" are that it has%h_(a)‘made “available much greater sums of money targeted ..ir’

-

i

specifically at youth; and (b) it has mandated LEA/DOL pxime sponsor
relationships. While concentrated on both economically disadvantaged youth
) and adults, Mangum reports, nearly 60% of CETA T1tle I 1976 program partici—

- pants yere.21~oruunder Some of gﬂe more innovative CETA.jButh programs

1\ are descr Eed gxten51vely in CETA and Youth published by the National League
 of Cities and;gnited States Conference Of Mayors in 1977. Mangum provides
\Eriefgdescriptions of several of these including:'. _ _ 4: 4\\<
l., Harbor bity Learning Program.; Baltimore, Maryland e

. 2. Community Based Career‘Exploration Erbgram - Bremen,‘Georgia
.3.‘ .Work Experlence Pro;iam - Albuquerqu s New Mexico

4. CETA Youth Program - Oakland ‘california " ' o
f." Student Work Experlence Erograml: St. LOUlS, Missouri ¥

~

- \ T 9 ) . . . ) . i . ) Y . ' .
o N : - : af «
E g . . o N . : . ) .




. '._ S . . | \’ ) ." - ) -ﬁ . _. ‘....l. - ; " “‘_. . " ‘: '_\-
‘.Y;Q}:ﬁ; Youth Career Exploration and Epploydent Project - gﬁ%‘%aulvaﬂinnesota
' 7. Project Cooperation - Salt Lake City, Utah e . _._J’i

.

. '.ﬁ. Youth#Community Coordination PrOjECt " Savannah Georgia h

T )
f{f."- + Each of these programs 1s aihed/at he}PiﬂS e°°“°mically disadvantaged youth
'f. | to PEéParthhemselves bettex to fu“°t1°n effeptively i“ the °°°“Pat1°nal f..';
S ';ociety. Some PiOSrams consist of special added efforts Pr°V1ded for in'SChogl

L;f).\- 'economically.disadvantaged youth. Others’ operate\\at least in part, as alterna—

tive schdol programs established in conjunction with a local school System.'

9’ .- !

“Still othefs operate as true alternative programs, comﬁletely indmpendent of

..
L D
7~

the school system, for Out-of-school youth. ork experience is a common ' -
R ,

omponent of a11 qf these prograéb CETA youth pﬁ?grams can be generally

e chgracterized it seems to me, as efforts aimed at providing special intens}ve .
. : N x‘ I'e
he1p in career awarenessfexplorationfplanning aimed at(what are regarded aé

«

N special needs of k&on/mically disadvantaged youth. Do ;
- . r - . ‘ '.. ) - TN ) o *
- \ . .

In addition to these kinds of 1oca11zed CETA—flnanced youthuprograms CETA

:.\“ (’fﬁnds have also been - usé/'to support several broader efforts with which \.

e v o

y-
‘many readers of this document w111 be familiar:\ For example, the National
B 7Alliance af Business (NAB)—~inc1ud1ng its Vocational Exploration in the ///’/

Priva\é Sector (VEPS) Program--ig fﬁnded through CETA._ The VEPS program
‘;5. 1 has been a H&ghly‘:uccessful effort that prov1des vocat1ona1*explorator;
- opportunities during the school yqar (and ‘with more 1nten31ve efforts durlng
*  the’ sumher months) to econo;icaily disadvantaged7youth who are prospectlve
7 dropouts. So, too, id the neféork of 21 communi;y education/work counC1ls~— N
¢ _

- .} organized by Willard’W1rtz and his associates at the Natiohal Manpower Insti~'

. N .
e L tute-—a CETA—funded effort. ' . (

* 9 ) i ". l. . . ‘«::t“/
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Sy

.. .
- youth CETA efforts, prior to YtDPA were largely concentrated across the ' T
S g 5 A 3 ‘ ﬁ
\ T nation in ‘two areas. . (a) providin&(~ aid wqu experience, un a coopera-v

[} ) .g . . e .
vacational education programs; and’ (b) providing summer employment‘-for'yeuth. -

e . ) \ D
. . 1
' Oﬁten, variOus forms of intensive counseligg’and career exploration have
N also'been included. .= . o S :k. R J"Jg.xf'
e ¥ S e e T . ce T
-le o .. A i - * & ¢

ﬁl,rl Beginning with research accumulated under the o:ééfnal MDTA’ program ;hd

&

_continuing through that conducted under the EconomeQOpportunity Act the
& "

. WIN pnogram, and_thejW1de array of»CETA operations, Mangum reviews a number T
) ' ‘ ~ ' . . T . -// AR S
L . of documents aimed at providing*evidence of what works and whaﬁ doesn't E‘“gem--_Jl

N 1}
to igrk well id SOlv1ng education/work problems Fdced by economically dig--. -

o e o
}' .. "advantagéHWYOutb); Readefs will. want to study both the Mangum monograph S
p O and the origlnal research documents he cites to gaig the full 1mportance
and signiflcance of what has been, in effect, a hlghly active research '~ = >
e o
7 h ' A
-+« effory lasting more than 15 years. Here, onIy the generallzations Mangum . N
draws'will e quoted. ) o . . \\: PRV o ) -

Among ‘the relativ y ineffective program strategies on\which research .

v
- q . . ad
. activities: : e T e o
. 2 . - , N [ 4 ¢ /

1. Attempts to return dropouts to traditional_sqﬁools; i.e., the sane
: : had ' - 1 ., f . '

¥
. v - P
evidence has been abqumulated Mangum highlights the f llowtng hiéhs of *

- 4
“. - - . . . ! -
ones or ones similar to those they originally droppéd out from;
X e .. - ' N - <&
.. 3
2. . Restricting enrollments only to-the most severély disadvantaged;
’ N

A I ¥

. -
‘ : - ~ !




B W Pr;ograms 9£ .complete rmnediation and comprehensive services (Such as -
. JCRR - . )«. . . * . e L4 ’
. \ .

"~the originalt Job Corps programs), 4

e ’ " \) ! : <-
e A Programs consfsting only of in-school and summer work e:é'periencé~ .

. " _
. i.e.M, woric experienc "" I " itSelf" A (_'_ LR .
s, | “The Work Incent:we frogram (WIN), ] | ék 'Q":\ 4/';':: ;-' “ 1 ‘\ 4"‘*‘_,4" '
, \6\ '4 Programs of intensive courf!eli;\\g—-i.e.; .couhse‘;l.ing z itselg , |
f\ "_ : -L.-- ) K.Eograms Beeking to refine school—to-wo:k trmition‘m% ‘anisms .
‘_ _ .4“_ L (opeﬁating independent ffom efforts to improve the: education system), .

\
. 8. "Rural progr‘hma consisting of work experd.ence a}nd visitation to urban

N - o Sl
- .p On the’ other hand Mangum's review of the research also identified & number

r

. - e [ - .
-y 50/1)rogram strategies cht dojppear t .suggest ‘evidence of *demonstrated o

PN = :
' ) effectiveness. Among such efforts, the following are 3hi-ghlighted by TN
\ .. 4‘ * ) e B ‘_' : ;_ _ \ . Al : .
' ‘/ 1. Programs aimed at increasing levels of educat;onal 2attainment‘" _ :
! \.
: ‘ (especially those aimed at encouraging high sc‘hool graduation), '
. ‘ 2, Work experience directly related to vocational objectives (experience that

v . ‘ . . .
4 ~

pxomotes career exploration«, career deo‘ision maklng, and is agssociated

with probabilities of employment), ¢

+ : s

® . <
— 3. Increasing the extent“’of labor market 1nformation ‘and world-of—work

unde‘rstanding; S )
Yo
. e
Y N Programs offering career education ajd labor market exphsure (with

¢ .
speclal recognltlon to Experlemced Bagjed Career Educatio* H

/

y -

Nt 5. Vocatlm(al education cdupled with syst matic- ‘career counseling, - il

. r P " '
. S ’ﬂ! N o ) - : v
. ) N . N - . -
' . N A S . L4
o« + L ¢ ’ 1'-~ a . . . o,
J ’ ' ' M ’ A . . ~ ’ ' ol . :

Q » . . . . i . . . ‘“ ' ) . . .
‘ S an
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6. Program strategies to improve indiviguals coping s)d.lls (e. g\, .

P developing and executing plans wor!ting, with others, controiling/
. -

A 4
. . H i - i 4
.o structure) : N L . T

- ’ ] . ‘ ) ‘, . \ - . ’ . /. . ..' -:.d'/-' .. . v.'. '-. .-
. B \ . . » . " N . B
A . T Experiencing rewards for a'c_complishments ‘(1.e.,’ rewarding work when it
. " . . ) . . T~ . A -, ‘e \ . . N

'impulses, congnunica,ting, problem solving, %r )g within g0, authority e

. .

L * . ] . -
., L e . .. R . .- R X

: . . T - . T 3 -l

ot .occurs). : v WL ST

Lt ' ’ L . Do . T T e T N

".:'-‘ o M T DL LER) /...':..‘._; s, .....__'_ - .' ’ A ) -\ )

i .o o mgem ok
Rt A L -~ e dew -4 -

'l'hose readers experienced in the "how-to-do-its" of career educat:lon w:lll o

recognize more than a slight resemblence betweé'n those strategies research .

h N

has k}emonstrated to be most effective and the strgtegies suggested for "'-;

P [\ 4 PR

implementing ca;reergedncation.' Tt is with this perspective that we now
RN % ' .
O t:um to a similarly brief o\rerview of the YEDPA legislation itself. - :
-‘ /;L .'_-' o - ' \"7 o v | l'. B . . )4' e T _‘
\An 0vervieL of YEDPA T~ o, ' C ’ |

) . " . . - .

. / . - ..
. P L. 95— 93 is known as the Y0uth Emplzment and Demonstration Projects Act'

. P

3

4

of 1977 Gr YEDPA, for short)- With an initial appropriation of $l 0 billion,_ :

a,

At is certa1nly one of the most ambitiqus‘\programs ever launche{l that attempts
;'A i . . /
oo : to alleviate t{le ‘youth employment/unemp.loyment/underemplo‘yment problem.

As”t‘hé: words are, being wr:lkten thetYEDPA legislation is currently be:}ng '

') ve-uritten.’ It aPPears that it pay wind up Ieing calleleart A, Youth B —
< . -

-

Employment: onstration Programs of\a revised Title IV of CETA. Assmning

) this happens Part A is expec?\k to bg divided into three major parts.

-

1
r s t - -

-8,

Subpart 1 will ‘be known as the YOuth\Incentive Entit’lement".f’:rojéfcts and

v g‘ e
é. is expected to, receive approximately lS/.,.qé)f the total appropriations for
' ~ 4 A ;
Tit}élv; Part A. The YIEP is; best thought of as a massive ‘exp‘eriment aimed
‘ ? , . . - ° X ‘ o . , . A. : A‘ . -
. ., NG T , - \1 E .
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r

-

2.
i

- work experiencé for youth who have recéhtly dropped out of high school

: :
-~ at~det rmining whether providing paid work experience for in-schoolc

high risk potential dropouts will 1ead them to remain in high schdol until

graduation. A second emphasis of-YIEP is to investigate whether providing paid
) .

I's

L will motivaq@ them to feturn to high school and remain to. graduate. In

o

zg' ‘

,c~\reasons for’ remainlng in hig ~school Aimed primarily at economically

addition to provision of paid work experience, the YIEP effort also provides
\

participants with informatio;/apd coun&eling to help them see career-related
.5. e

- &
disadvantaged youth, ages 1 -19, the YIEP effort may operate under ttuv : Z
direction of a CETA prime sponsor o: under the direction of a scg!ol distric

4
Prime sponsors may apply.to t%; U.S. Departmen £ Labor to-conduct a YL

3

program and if fuqded, either conduct it\therselves or subcontract YIEP
| xo a.school sys%gm. Like all YEDPA programs, a major part @f YIEP is designed
to assure academic, credit for YIEP participangs in.their work experience programs'
. | . . } | . .
Because it is-regarded as anfexperimental, rather than an operationai; ' )

effort, YIEP funds are concentrated in the han lof rélativelf few CETA prime.

sponsors rather than spread over all 450+ prime sponsors. ‘!le YIEP cost

;ﬁ;der participant is expected to be high, but this is considered as part of

the experimental design. The ontlrc YIEP experlment‘ls be1ng conducted under
‘the general d1rection of an independent, non-profit agency, ﬁeasurement Researchb'
Development Corporation (MRDC) that has.f eived YIEP funds for‘this purpoSe.
During FY 78, appr0x1matoly $115 millionnej%ﬂscheduled torﬁe spentﬁfor |
.YIEP‘effort. This/gmount is expected to increase for, FY 79.
) 7
. ¥

k.
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s
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Subpart 2 will‘he known as the Youth Community Consérvation and Improve-~

..

'ment‘Projects (YCCIP). Aimed at economically disadvantaged youth ages
A

16-19, the YCCIP effort is perhaps best thought of as a Special kind of

cooperative work.experience program for which both in—schodi and out-of—schooi

— . ~ . ”~ /
’ - yOuth are eligible. It seeks to provide participants with opportunity to
' ¢

obtain paid work experience while acquiring specific vocational skills, to‘_
expand the options for vocational kill téginlng beyond those offered by
.// the public school system, and to provide participants with general employa—
. bility Sklllo (such as good work habits, understanding and appreciation of
_ the discipline of the work place, etc.). Participants in this program will'
learn vocational skills while engaged in community rehabilitation projects
of various kindirprimarily in. the urban areas.where,they live. 'YCCIP funds
go to CETA orimevsponsors from DOL through the States on a formula basis.
‘School districts, as well as community-based organizations, are considered
eligible applicants to a‘orime sponsor who can compete.for the privilege

H . . -
‘of subcontracting a YCCIP effort. It is ot known, at this time, what

o

proportion of YCCIP participants will be in-school, as opposed to out-of-
school, youéh.. A substantial-emphaéis is almost certain‘to be put, at any
rate, on out-of-school youth; iAcademic credit is to be sought for partici~J
pants. As with YIEP, this programuwas targeted for $115 million during

FY 78 and this is expected to increase in FY 79. Approximately 15% offall Ry

YEDPA funds will be earmarked for YCCIP.

Subpart j, the Youth Employment Training Program (YhTP), is by far the
largest part of the proposed new YRPA with approximately 70% of all YDPA

. ' . . S
\)“ . 1..‘ ) .
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funds earmarked for this subpart. This is becoming best . to educators

as the "224 subpart of YEDPA." This 1abe1 refers yﬁ the fact that, under the

YEDPA legislation, a minimum of 22% of all YETP fﬁnds received by a prime ‘.

L

sponsor from the U.S. Department of Labor must be Spent fog/in—school youth

under provisions of an agreement between the prime Sponsor &nd a local k-12

school district. Three important features of this provision must’ be cléarly
underjtood: (a) the "22%" is a minimum, not a maximum, and school districts

" Yare free t0'negotiate‘w1th their prime sponsors for anAeven greater portion

+

N of the YETP funds; (b) the 22% (or whatever percent is;eventually egreed‘to)

may be used for in-school youth under either a financial or a non-financial

l

agreement with the school district--i.e., it is not*automatic that the school
_'J | district will agtually receive cash dollars; and (c) 1f the prime sponsor L
0 'finds it impossible to sign an agreementﬁwith‘a schoolpdistrict under this
subpart, the prime sponsor must return 227 of the YETP?ﬁonds allocated'to

the prime sponsor back .to the U.S. Department of Laboréi

LA,
. .«
g

Two major kinds of youth particip#tion are possible under}the in-school S
portion of YETP. The first is called the 'career emplg&ment experience programf
and is limited to ecconomically disadvantaged youth,'ages l6—l14 lTﬁ&s program'
prqvides such youth with work cxperience whose_primaryipo;pose is career»

exploration, with specific vocational skills, and with,all of the support
L . -
v . o Yy
services to be described below under the general heading of "transition {
' . s
services."
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) The second kind of in-school youth partlcipation possible under YETP is -
~known as transition services"'and is available to all in-school youth
ages 16~ 21, not just to economically dlsadvantaged youth.‘ Transition

S services Anclude. (a) counseling (includlng ca4eer c0unse11ng) (b) ~

o

occupational, educational, and labor market’information of a national
State, and'iocal nature; (c) assistance in'éaking the tfansition from :
school to work; (d) career exploration experiences in both the public and
‘private sector; (e) job placement assigtance; (f) assistance in combatting '
"race and sex stereotyping as deterre’ts to full fre)ﬁom of~e cational

" and occupational choice; and (g) several other kinds of Suppork services

including, forﬂexample, child care services if needed.

. It will be noteqtthat youth ages 16-21 are eligible participants\tnder YETP.
AThis-onious%y could include youth enrolled in postsecondary education settings
AN as well as high school youth. The LEA/prime sponsor agreemeﬁ: called for &

. . {
under YETP, however, must be executed between a CETA prime sponsor and

e;K-lZ schoolidistricli, The K-12 school district can, in turn, then make

a subcontract with a jpgstsecondary education institution for part of the
_ . e _ .
in-school YETP effo‘gﬁ
’ ' /
;

Many cducators appear to have overlooked the fact that up to 78% of

l

“

- YETP fnnds can be gxpended by CFTA prime sponsors, under arrangements w1th

/ o
varjous kinds of community-based organlzations, for out—of—school youth,

3

dges 16-21. Such‘youtﬁ will receive the same kinds of "career employment

experiences" as fre afforded economically disadvantaged in-school youth.

™
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Tha membership and functions/are very similar to)those envisioned in the

~12-~
/

Whether one is talking about a YETP effort for in—schdol or for 0ut—of—school
youth, it is apparent that the vaxiety of services offered participating y0uth ;

. \ .
cover almost the entire range of those act1vit1es that the Mangum summary

of research presented earlier ind1cates to be most effective as a total

'package. The YETP effort, unlike some, other parts of YEDPA is a longer

>

Tange preventive/developmental approach to the youth education/work rela-

tionship dileuma.

. Several additional key points must. be emphasized with respect to the very }.'

complicated provisions of YETP., First; the minimum-of 227 of YETP fh!hsi

for in-school youth iéffclearly restricted to work experience which,

according to the law, "will improve their-ability to make career deciSions...."
.
Thus, 18 the LEA/prlme sponsor agreement is to contain provision for
. ¥

"transition serv1ces " these mugf’be over and beyond this m1ni$a1 224.
\

\.
' Second, under YETP, youth councils must be Qstablished at the community level

of these c0uncils

=

general community educat¥on/work council concept. Third, the in-school

’portion of YETP is to be administeréd by the participating educational

agency, not the DOL prime sponsor. .
. ~ . t

Fourth, 5% of_?ETP funds are to be made available to the Gdvernor of each

State for purposes of establishing and operating a special State-wide
youth services plan for such purposes as: (1 pra;iding labor market .and
OCCHpatlonal information; (2) providing for esrabllshmenL of cooperative'

@

‘efforts” between State and local fhu(itUCIORS, 1nc1uding occupational and

1":/
L
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|8

‘-vinvolving youth from. a}l soci economic backgrounds.irather than being l rgely
L ] C i ‘ :

limited_to,economicallybdis ibantéged. Sixth under special provisions,

. ] . - / . : "‘ ‘ .
a portion of the YETP'effort may Be«used for y0uth ages 14—15. .

, N gy o ,
In addition to these th e major Subparts YEDPA (or YDPA as it may be
<
;known if Current propqLals before the Congress-are enacted) contains pro~ ‘

visions for sizeable amounts of discretlonary research and development

monies for use by ‘the Secretary of«Labor. A sizeabl% portion of such funds

. has recently been used to establish a non—profit éorporation known as, - e
~ % B

“% Youth Work IncihLynder the capable d1rectlon of Dr. Corinne Rieder

r's

(formérly of NIE), ﬁ;;hﬂrﬂdork can be expected to fund a wide -variety of

projeqf; gimed at increasing knowledge and understanding of youth education/work

, .- o - . .
b '?nrob ems@pnd effective approaches to helping yOuth solve such

. }’»‘f ,‘ﬁﬁ %*; '.) P .
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ﬁrandqm of uéderstanding was signed’by the
oy

i »5!‘ .
. e
] Secretéries of tn;'Depﬁré -nts'of Labor and Health Educapfon, and Welfare. .
. ' r .

o~ ’
This memorandum commits personnel from bot? DOL and HFW to work cooperatlvely

.ﬁggi/ N -

for pﬁt?oses of effectively implemehting the ;thA lcgislation.
/ S

i

This very brief overview of the Y?DPA leglslation should make it apparent

\

to éll those engagcd in career education efforts ag both the K-12 and :

i
Cos

N
C
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postsecondary 1evels,_£hat great implications exist: fpr interaction between w
1 o

the YEDPA effort and the career’ education effort. It was primarily because '

of the dbvidhs potential for interaction that tw° df the 1977-78 mini- \

[ S L

: conEErences were devoted to a discusSion of "YEDPA and Career E‘.dticatvion."i

°

We turn now to a discuss10n of these two mini—conferences.

R B - N
9 - . . V. ‘i

™~

dy

L

JCETA‘.YﬁDPA a;h LEA/Prime Sponsor Interactions: 'Thbughts of Primd SpbnsorS”"

- ," x .
If educators are to interact and work effiectively with CETA prime sponsors,, e

)
it is essential that they have some insights and appreciations with reSpect

to thoughts and concerns of persons represen*ing CETA prime'sponsors. The
’ * . © ’ -

pufpose of this section is to identify and discuss several such ‘concerns’ that
. : Ca ~ '

' . . » .

st

‘emerged from the two YEDPA mini—conferences. INo“implication gs intended

thaudthese thoughts and concerhs are either: .’ (a) typical of CETA prime,
s 1A

sponsors_nationw1de,'or (b) indicative of ganeral attitudes existing within -~

DOL. Rather, they simply represent thoughgg expressed by one or more of
the participants in these niini- conferences., Because DOL sej ted the nini-

* conférence participants, it is assumed the participants represent thoughtful

s

professional persons in the CETA/manpoweq field. - ©

\ . . 4

It is extremely nnlikely that school officials, 4in their own interactions

»

'with CETA pfime sponsor representatives‘ will hear- expressed all or ~

LI

even a majority of the concerns repor;ed here. That doesn t mean they don't

exist, If edugitgrs will study and think about the concerns 0utlined heve
oL, ¢

it is hopedvthey'will be better equipped to listen to and interact effectively

v

with CETA prime“sponsors in their own communities.



B
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First it is important for educators to understand the political/commun(_z

p_gssures urder whichCETA prime sponsors operate. CETA manpower councils,¢

composed of énfluential* ommunity leaders from both local governﬂLnt and

from community—baQed organizations with primary concerns for the~econom1cally
,’disadvancaged ,Jargely control the operations and estab11sh priorities
\ f .-

‘*for local CETA prima sponsors. Accountability demands placed on CETA LY a8

/
{

‘ prime sponsors force them to operate under a basic assumption that the

name of the game is ]obg& With unemployment statistics running high for;

‘adults as well as for youth, the CETA prime sponsor 1s, by necesslty, forced

0\
to order priorities in the follow1ng manner:

. 1st priority - remedial programs for adults
~ 2nd priority'f remedial programs for youth

- 3rd ‘priority - preventive programs for youth

The. CETA prime sponsor . . a situation where maximum .credit. w. be gain‘e‘d//”f’i
Y : .

through reducing adult unemployment rates in the area being served. No ™

‘matter how much the prime sponsor may care about youth, it is adults, nqt

youth,* who must receive first priority In addition to unemployed adults,

the CETA prime sponsor is faced daily with demands that some systematic ({
- (’ Q‘v ,

help be given to reducing uénmployment among the out-of-school, out—of~work;

.outrof—skill,_and/put—of—luck youth currently found in every large urban.~
o - '

arca of'the nation. Many of these youth are not officially counted in the -
stqtist1c§ on unemployment because they have indicated no desire to find

) ',l .
“a job. Yet, ‘they do existyand théy are of major concern to a wide variety
of those whoiinfluence theYactions--and the tsnure—uof the CETA prime sponsor.

\ - ' +
. M . *

"’, | . - : ¢

i ] FN . . . . . .
‘ .. . - — .
. . ' . .
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N There is no good wayAthe CETA prime sponsor can, operationally, express S

>
-

as 'great a corncern for in-school as must be:expressed for out-of-school
R . . - ) <\ \ ) S

~

-

“youth. - . . . : “ (

: . ' R . P ._ . .\ \ ,. . \-‘) - ‘ .",
."The primary advadﬁage accrufiéL:f the 1oca1 CEI? pr1me sponsor for preventive L
N ° . ) -

'M‘ efforts aiﬁéd at in—school youth is that, in-addition tO\vhe criterion of

A

"

*}~: numbers of persons put back.tonwork, the prime sponsor isAalso evaluated

on the basis of a perjﬁnit cost criterion.A Because preventive, as. opposeq

P

R © to. remedial programs, have an obviously 1ower per -unit cost, they ‘do have

T4

‘some appeal. The dumber 'one cr1terion, however, remains jo s. This has‘.
forced CETA prime sponsors to 3gopt a general st’ jy that calls for concen:

, . ]
‘ trat g el S on relatively few persons in need of remedial help rather

-+ 1. than spreading their limited resources across the ‘board in‘broad prevent:ive
- N '

-efforts. To point out to t%e CETA prime sponsor that the per unit cost'of
3

a given® activity is high will not cause the prime sponsor to change priorities
presept . ; v
provided the/effort produces results in terms of jobs for thf:k belng served.

¢ . , [N

If educators in a given community feel their CETA prime sponsor is not devotiné
lenough time to the priorities of the school system, it is importané,that

>such—educators be aware of and reflect on these kinds of pressures that :

.o ) v, } : o B ¥

. [ / . .

the CETA prime seonsor must live with on a daily basis.
«-/ !

Second, it is inportant for educators to recognize why some CETA prime

.

. ‘'sponsors may be resentful about the YETP requirement'that a minimum of 22%

. L [N . . . . i
. 'of YETP funds bé earmarked for use as provided for in an LEA/prime sponsor
S l RN ' - : .

apreement. There are several bases on which such resentment may be expressed-

-~ o ~
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“One lies in the{fact that;fééA manpower councils are, to- a large degree,’ .
controlled by cbmmuntty1based organiz?t ns- (CBOs) who¢ like the 55@001
L systém, are also eliglble to use YETP fuhds Thepprime sponsor must pay’ f "
. . ] .
//‘- attention to 5uch CBOs'and attempt to be helpful to them,, XSQa result," e
) ’ [a) 22z : J _)r- v ) R .
man rime sponsor consider the mininum to be an absolute~ma imum i
. Y'P P g ns: 'g ; - .

' tamount of YETP funds “to be 1nc1udedidn an EEA/prime sponsﬁr/agreement. .-
. ' .

»

! . ¢ L N . v ‘ \l.‘
_For'severatpyears.now, school systems have been_regarded by'CETA‘prime sponsogxs
- , . 5

as simply one among man/fkhOsﬁthrough which CETA funds could 1égafly flow

Now they find themselves facég with the YEDPA 1aw that reguires a minimum of -
-

-

Ef ) 224 of their YETP money. be included 1n the LEA/prime sBonsor agreement. This

t'has obv10us1y taken away some-of the flexlbility that CETA prime sponsors' :!‘ s

previously enjo&gdul Whlle, in:the_pdst,ithey could*enter_into agreements

withnlocal-schoolvdistricts, they now find themselves in»aupos§;ion where .

a

they must do so. It ¥§ easy to understand why this.may cause_some résentment

! ~

among CETA prime sponsors. . I ) _EL
o o i N |
‘Another reason why some CETA prime sponsors may well resist using more than

22% of YETP funds for in-school youth, under the LEA/prime sponsor agreement,

Pd

-, 1s that, through thé variety of CBOs in the community, many career awareness,
, 3 “

exploration, and preparation opportunities dre already being made ’
A available to in-school ibnth. One participant, in a community where only

K <, . . B ' N L “ I
o~ K 22%‘o£ YETP funds go into the LEA/prime‘sponsor agreement, reported that

: L}

if actiyities of CBOs,partic1pat1ng in YETP are cdhnted, a total of 55%

of YETP funds are belng uséd for in- school youtﬁ

[N
-

x4

-

) N O ) e T,
v ‘ . -
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It is. im?mrtant for educators to ugldgrstand that the CETA prime sponsor

- \ T

L,ms.‘ “of necess:lty,/' regard the’ schcol system as on1y one of a.number of -
e - LTI v R ;'

M mmunity reSOurce.s available for use . in’ earrying ;out the: C\ETA mission. £

- (4
- @ Furtth, T\SOme communitiesq, the school system mav well no-t be\)the gxost

N - . e

effecti\le organization for use by the GETA ggrimé sponsor. - ) » ‘

;['h:i.rdJ some CET)\prlme sponsors are findlmg it difficult to differentiaté; <\ )

& what YEDPA asks them to do & opposed to what they were doing earlier thrOugh

.4 ”

T:ltle I %nd Title III of the origina]. CE'BA Mgl‘wlon._ CETA prjtme sponsors )

-need c1arification on such relatlonships. leley need,' even more, for educators
who have not prev1ously ‘been involved in CETA prime sponsor reiationshlps

o )
to know and apprec1ate prev1ous CETA eff,prts on behalf\f yOut;hs In th‘eto °

t

- past, the primary CETA 1nvolvement\i‘th k-12 school dlstricts was through

- g * 2

Title T of the orlglpal CETA 1egislat10n that was used, and vas for the' 2
3’
purpose of providJSng paid work experienee for CETA eligible (economically

L ~ / .
- disadvantaged, ages 16-21) youth to complement vocational education courses

taken by such youth in the/schoo,ls”. This was, oii/c&urse,”'a_f(;rm of ) ’

-

cooperative work experience and the arrangements were made with vocational

L]

education personnel  in the schools. Souﬁmes such efforts operat'ed’ as ‘
! an integral part of cpoperative work experience programs for academic - :

" credit and/#at other times they operated without academic credit. In the o
_latter case, such efforts were more directed toward prgyiding basic: income. '

maintenance }qr youth who needed money to continue in school; it was basically

‘ 3. + .
a continuation of what was formerly the Nci‘gmorhood ':Iouth Corps program .o
operating, dnder ﬁ\ S ) & o - .
R : . c &
‘ . AR to
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E t all of CETA prime sponsor past relationships w1th chool districus
Wy oo A

' were directly related to vocational educﬁtlon For example, 'in school

L}

t_, districts‘operating,magnet sohools, "CETA officia1s<;::::? T1t1e I funds,‘\’

4\\\; could\and did assign %omﬂ\youhh enrolled in such sc to work’/a\t time v

LA LI
o =

in the general health field independent of any%specific vocational skill /;'g -

- .
preparatiqn courses they might be takiné‘in'such a school A second _ *

: : - L
example could be found in a CETA gontrad& with ajeBO who prov1ded part—time.

)(?' WOrh experience programs.for CETA eligible 1n~school youth to work in thev
- - N : T -

g commgnity.

e i . . C :
_CETA funds have, for some time, been ‘used to provide various klnds of

summer work expeﬁience pfograms for in- school eébnomically disadvantaged (4:

i yOuth, One formssf such work experience is represented’ by the Summer
: . P . 4 \

Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth (SPEDY)qunded under Title IIT

of CET@ whlch conce{trates prlmdry emphaSLs on supplying participants with
A e
" jobs (as oppqse& to career explgration exper

conducted, usuhg CETA T1t1e I&I funds, jolntly by NAB and the Human Resources

e Development Institute (HRDI) of theiAﬁi/CIO The VEP program is primarily "

"% aimed at providing CETA e11g1b1e youth Work er work exper1ence programs
’ -
having career exploration. in, the private sector agltheir primgry goal. \

’
d

. . o - : .
Other Title III CETA youth efforts have included; (a) the OIC Career
Intékn Program; (b) youth work expeyience programs conducted through the
3 : I E o e :

. National Urban League; and (c) 70001-#a program tallored to meet tgaining

] .

I Ce e - | o S
' . - ') Y ' N - - \/;
/ -, * - ~ -
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> 8nd work expetdence reguirements fpr out- of-school economicalIy dﬁsadvantaged
. 1 . . l.‘ » | . ’
youth in the fields of ‘narketlng and merchandising. - o ; : :
- 3
~r . . N @
o e new YEDPA legislation with its COmplfcated subparts“Fust be cleﬂrly
0 .
ln%derstood both by educators and y CETA prime sponsors iﬁ relationship f
T
to such eiglier CETA efforts as described aboyé. One way of doing 80 o -
’ < - § ¢ .
» Wou!d-bS”t 'eg&rd the YCCIP effort (subpart‘Z) as sim}lar~ih nature to . )

ye. work bxperience programs carried on- with vocational educators

)

{j” “the cooperat

during the School year under the orig1nal Iitle I provisions CETA

If this is done, {hen the |summer portion of YCCIP can/be seen as most
.f&‘
. analogous to the SngY effort of’ CETA in former years ( T?Fre has actually
- ,,'
~ “Been norsystematic counterpart to the YETP effort duirng the aoademic

- v

»

%&g; year, but the VEP program, with its’ empha51s on career exploration is

e a réasonable analogy to summerjexperiences for YETB—eligible youth.fﬁ

e . ' C? . s !
@ ] , \ L

- Part of the problem is that too many educators are ugacquainted with the —
entire CETA lav and with prewloushefforts of-CETA prime sponsbrs“( Part' ) -

% HE:
.o of e problem 1s that CETA prime sponsors have had dlfflculty relating @%.

. YEDPA provisions with previous operations conducted under other parts-oﬁ

a
-

- . the CETA 1lc'gislation, _ s L )
v : A ./ .
) - . i ) :
"'A fourth contern of JCETA Srime’sponsor personnel is the LEA/prime sponsor -
¢ . . v
- 4 . . ., -

~7

s
agreement called for under the YETP, portion of YEDPA. There mre several
R o : -

R -+ - . : s
'_?ubparts of/ahis general concern, ezbh-of which deserves brief mention.

A\
Onevof hese has to do with clarifying exactly what.schools are being asked
¢ j >

to do under the LEA/prime spon or fagreefént.* It seeded clear to some

. _ - R T

. . D ~ . b R * ,) '
O . . -

e . o~




CN _\-,&21’-._, SRR \K""‘”\ S /

. : -
~

participanéslthat bas1cally, éﬂé agreemént calls for schools to: (a)

v o ) -
' [}
- . W

. T
~ fidentify i:e CETA—eligible youth for YETP (b) create some YETP part—time

¢ . @

jobs within the sck”ol system.for such:ybuth (c) provide,wpuk sTEe supe sprs~:

L3

e for YETP part-time work experi; nce efforts, (d) provide academic chdit for :

’ -

" Co
the YETP expdriences and (e) make periodic reports to the CETA prlme sponsog

‘ .

Therq@was considerable doubt eipressed about the extent to uﬁﬁc ooi_'-v‘

-, .
A - i

personnel understand and are prepared to dccept obligations such as\these. '

A second sub-concern was expressed regardlng the awarding of credit for (/‘:

-«

. YEDPA efforts ?:ﬂgeneral and for YETP activities in part1cular. Partici-

S
pants pointed out that, in the past, where ‘CETA Title I funds were used
»

thhrough arrangements with vocat1onal ed@cators, -to provide the work experience

., component of a Cooperatlve work experience_program in vocational education,
N >

i . no sérious problems arose with respect to awarding academic credit

Similarly, when CETA Title I funds were used to provide work experience for

L} . ~ &

CETA eligible youth not associated w*th vocational education programs, it
]

has not been typical to even ask for academic credit. . Now, under YETP, =~ -~
the awarding of academic credit for YETP experiences is considered to

be an essential part of the LEA/prime sponsor agreement . - t

~
B .

The problem is further complicated by the fact. that work experience«

under YETP, can be awarded for: (a) careerwexploration; (b) career
- avdreness; and for (c) supplementing vocational education classroom ) - _
N ~ - .

1nstruaf/on. In addréion, under YCCIP work experience may be provided p

. . Q .
‘rprimar1ly for purposes of prov1d1ng income to youth., 0f these four possible
o , o . a |

“)
‘~

~
V)




R
oL ; ] ’ © =229 ! : ' )
purposes of work exper;ALce, only that which relates directly. in a
.‘ cooperetive work experience fashior with vocational'education has clearly
been eligiﬁle for academic cred(t in the past.‘ There is, indeed a real
question if one requests academic credit for such YEDP@Lactivitiea as those )
' A' aaaociated with acquiring good work' habits, becoming av:;re of - and exploring o
careers, and developing positive attitudes toward the wo‘&gplace. While
-:":2. of unquestioned educational relevance as preparation.for vork, the ques\IéL.-'

‘ of whether or mnot. Such activities are eserving of academic creedit 18 a legiti- :

e

mate one. Some would say that pro$ld1ng cagymic credit for such activitiee
/ .

. WOuld be analogous to providing acaﬂemic 5redit“)for career counseling—-and '
\\I i - i
few.woul think of doipg that! s 'v N

A third serious ggb—concern expressed by CETA prime gponSor peraonnel had
R
to do with the relative emphasis on "transition services" fon a11 students

" “

-} " as oﬂposed go- "career employment experiences" for CETAreligible.ae!bnomically

disadVantaged youth There seemed to be a strong feeling; among partici—

pants from CETA prime sponsor organizations, that .Lthe primhgg emphasis

ﬁmust;H§‘0n3 careerwemployment,experiences" for economically

isadvantaged-
e . . ) . ) - \l . . 3 ! N o
~ youth.” Scveral expressefl gpinions that, if school” districts-attempt ta
o R . ' o ’ . '

-~ . *
]

place any kind of major emphasép on ;fransition services]Lfor all_in—schodl
. . A : - . e ' e
'youth,'ages 16—21 it will be h ghly resisted by CETA prime sponssrs—-in

spite ot the fact that it 1s a%lpwable under the YETP provisions

s ) " : : . /’ -
'VObjections toaal:transiéion}services" egghﬁsis, on the -part of CETA prime
. : T I )
sponsor persons, centered around two things. First, thé?\fcel-strongly
. ’/ : : )

L]

.. .
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o). ! . . . * . ' . A . . ./V
g ..that the primary emphasis of the entire CETA operation must be on. eco/pmically
A ,

disadvantaged persong, not on all in-school youth. Second they- feel equally -‘l
atrongly about the lack of clear accountability measures available for ‘
A1>. evaluating the effectiveness and the effect of what in the YETP rules
;\; and regulations, are referred to as "transition services.'_ It 1is vitally ’
- important that education p(rsonnel responsible for negotiating LEA/prime ‘;'v~”n!

sponsor agreements under YETP understand these prime sponsor concerns.
)

‘ the need fot .
" 'Finally, a fifth’ concern of CETA prime sponsor personnel is / school

to
' districts[understand the Qotential contributions YEDPA holds for affecting

S 'fpositive'educational change. They are fearful that educators may be

expecting some things from YEDPA that cannot be delivered while, at the .

same time, failfﬁg to look realistically at what YEDPAjcould do in a
I : C ' )
positive fashion.

-

.;'A ) . ‘.‘ . . . ,‘_ , . ;
K ) v o
N - .

The single greatest contribution CETA prime sponsor personnel see their

efforts'making to education change is through the demonstration of effective'

* new approaches for meeting the educational and career preparation needs

of economically disadvantaged -youth. By concentrating largn'sums°of moneg
J . St

fn devising new ways of meeting the previously unmet needs of economically -
‘disadvantaged youth, they fcel strongly they may be uncovering some new'

bmethods d procedures that, in futurée years, may well be adopted by the ST
» ~ A
: educat n system for all youth. Their numerous experiences with school A '

4

dropouts have convinced them that educational change is needed if such youth

-

are to remain in high school until, graduation. The CETA effort in general

) / L
; .
: .

25 -




. community resources and of reaching the "hard to reach" economically dis~

&

2~ | el Iy

. ' . . & et
and the YEDPA effort in particular allow " such new models to be developed

cither,eo extensions of the regular'school offerings or, often, ag some £qrm"'“

of alternative educational programs.

A second contribution that YEDPA is seen as making te education can be
pic&&red as'supplementing currently existing @ffortsgof school aystems; i1.e.,

not necessarily doing things difi/jﬁ;ily, but siuply doing more. A good

case in point is seen in YEDPA effortk to cut the counselor/pupil ration from, -

"

‘say, 13 500 to 1:50--or even as low as 1: }0 A-second_example might be
Aprovision, through CETA, of a computerized career information'system (
avéilatle to all high school stydents andipaid'for from‘YETP'funds.‘

: . : . éf .

A. third possible contribution to improving the education systém can ‘be made

i -5

by CETA prime sponsor personnel by serving as consultants to educators. Such‘

eonsultation may help educators to discover more effective ways of using

advantaged youth who, in many school systems, are currently not being vell # "

served. Several expressed this possibility by pointing out that while N
(

‘ the YEDPA legislation mandates that CETA prime Sponsors must consult with
&
: edueatorsw it does not mandate that ‘educators should consult with CETA prime

' ) -
sponsqrs? CETA prime Sponsors move in different circles of influence than

' ~do typical educators-including, for example, contacts with such key and

-

2 -

inf%uentiai groups as: (a) National Association of Countiesia(b) U.S. -
)

Conference of Mayors; (c) National League of Cities; and fd

’ . :
A . c . P w

o _ . - R : 4 ' '
Cbnference. Their contacts with such groups,- and with the many community*baied

b

'organizatiens assbciated with them, could reprcsent a valuable resource for‘
4 o By ) ‘ '
- I ¢ 620

educators interested in community cqsiiborative efforts in caree> cducation.

A S

ational Governor's
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In.shor:, cth primejsponéor reprgsentatiVés vere exéreasing'co;perﬁa'
- , that::; (a) too many educators 'd';-e complaini;lg about'thé alterné;:ive educa;-
tion .'yutqmr'baing. chAmpion,q'by CE'TA_ r?ther than ‘iooking to such a}stenm .
as .ideas for positive’ edué:#tioﬁal Ehange;'(bj ‘T:;B'ngn)" ’educatoré_ are resisting .
: CETA efforCs.to supplement the resources of edﬁcatorﬁ and, 1nstead,'are 
1aolat1ngxtﬁem§e1§es too much from thé'bFoader com;;nity; and (c) t00v._
many éducators(ﬁ&e fa}ling to take adantage of the e#pe;tisg of CETA
prime aponqp; persqnnél iﬁ serving as resource consﬁlt?nts for school /
.sxatéés coﬁcerned with finding new ahd better ways 6f-mgetiqg the needs
éf‘economically disadvantaged person#. Certainly, it.would Beem that
) red&cators should,11§§1', and réé;ond appropniﬁtelyg to these kinds of

' concerns. ) o ' L

, 7 It has not .been” the purpose of this section to, in effect, ask educators

vfo_"givé in" to the kinds of CETA ﬁfime sponsor concerns outlfned here.
Rather, the assump?ion has bee;'that ghe aft.of,compromisé, s0 éssential
to makingfégod LEA/prime sponsor agreements,-dehands that both ﬁérties'
begin by éeveloping a mutual basic undérstanding of and respect fPr the |

thoughts of the other. We have attempted here to present such concerns .
from the standpoint of the CETA prime sponsor. Near the end of this mono-
’ ’ - f
. graph, an attempt will be made to present some.of the basic concerns

»

educdtors face with respect to the YEDPA legislation.
‘ ' /
‘With this background, we turn now to descriptionsof current YIEP and YETP .

efforts as reported by participants in these mini-conferences.

r
)
o




- to the 1977-78 mini-conferences, it elected, for one of the mini~conferences,

‘Kinngnohomish Manpower Consortium--Seattle, Washington. Composed of’ . /

Descriptions of Youth Incentive Entitlemég;ﬁPrgjectsAj_IEP)

It will be recalled from our. earlier discussiomef YEDPA, that YIEP '

is best viewod as a massive experiment aimed at determining the effect of

"providing part-time work experience to high risk potential dropouts that

- will encourage them to remain in high,school until graduation. A* secoid

- - 2

- purpose of this "ekperiment" is to test the efficacy of providing similar "

rcwardc to econpomically disadvantaged yoath ages 16-19 who have already.'

droppcd out of high school to return and obtain a high school diploma.
Being

'/ an experimental project YIEP has operated by. investing a relatively large

number of dollars in a relatively few sites. The majority of YIEP funds
has been invested in what DOL has termed "'Tier I" sites with smaller amounts
3

[

deaignated for "Tier II" sites. When DOL was asked tovaend‘representatives Ty

¢

to limit attendance to persons actively engagedlin Tier I YIEP operations. ,

L

As a result,.fairly detailed descriptions of some Tier I YIﬁP efforts

s

were collected. It is the purpose of this iection to summarize YIEP o
. ’j - .
eg\Brts in those sites tepresented at the mini-conference in which in which

they were involved. - _ o o

o’ A /

, _ . v
nine local governments, this consortium has been,in,existence for a number
7

.of years. 1ts primary purpose has been to play a planning/control/moriitoring -

efforts that
function for manpower efforts in the Greater Seattle area--/ have included

ey

manpower studies. When the YEDPA legislation Was enacted into law, the -~
consortium decided to apply for a YIED entitlement program grant"primarily

because the YIEP effort seemed similar, in many ways, to what the consortium

3:
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" had been at:empting to do all along. Because of the nine local(;overnments.

°

1nvolved this consortium effort covers a full two county arearinvolving :;.. ';{f

' rural and suburban areas as well’ as Seattle itself in all it includes J

32 public school districts and five community college districts.'. ! .
[} : ; . ,) . ’ ~ "
. . - /s . : .
Within this arei, the consortium’id%ntified a total of 10,000 youth, ages
. ’;’ . _‘~ ) /’}_ ’ . .
//lﬁrigjigbg’met the legal requixements for participation in YIEP. : Of thase
. . [ 4 . . .

.
FLEEEN

eligible youth, the breakdown was as follows:

o,
Iy

(a) 1,400 are being served by YETP : ' ‘)
(b) 2,000 are being served by SPEDY (the Summer Title ITI CETA progr4m)
L () 1, 500 youth were identified who did not want to participate

- - (d) 5, 100 (approximately) are to be served in this YIEP effort :
. - (with about 2,000 slots available for the academic year and T
_—— the- regalnder combined with SPEDY in a summer only program)

The YIEP entitlement grant received by the consortium was $11.8 million
for its'first full year of operation The newness of this effort provided

an unusual opportunity to identify a series of practical problems which :

) .
others may find themselves facing. It was fortunate to be able. to capture»

the basic nature of such problems at this t1me, i.e., it seems certain , v ‘N\

.that, before 1ong, each wlll be solved and the kind of descr1ption provided .
»- , / )
here w0u1d be impossible to .provide. . S o

Rl
\ .
y e . : -

 One practical problem was associated with the obvious need to move into

raction quickly. With 32 school districts involved,’it was necessary to

N v / : ‘ ’ P .

_\‘J work out agreements with .all 32 simultaneously--a far diffgrent problem than
) “ ,

¢ is'facedfin a YETP LEA/prime sponsor agreement involving only one prime

5 -

“ oA ‘
.:3A4 ) L : M h
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.ﬁ::.‘fquponsor and one school igtrict. Ihis situation has limited initial efforts‘

—

'!

the required paﬁt -time work experience slots, through

x

and (b) development

s -‘“

‘ sub-contracts with CBOs, in/the private Sectdr-(about 10? of such slots)

vhile devoting much effort to\the deveiopment of similar slots in the public
. ‘/’ <
sector: The ﬂged to develop a comprehensive set. of support services is

’ - 50 - r

obvious, but is not something that cah be accomplished instantly. e . f“

-
-~

“ ° o

7.
) A second practicgl)problem was encountered when attempts were made 1r

1

. / >
fencourage Out~of-sthool youth to - participate. Two things happened here: .

(a) many out~of-school youth vere apparently not motivated y the offer

of only $63 per week payment for their part time jobs (i
N A
. ‘_i“_ better. accom’degighs for themselves) and (b) the public scho:ls had

.,'they had. made-

»

: problems figuring ou7what to do with a- school dr0pout who, say, elected

~ . to return to the 1llth grade in February Where does that dropout fit? B
‘N How can shc/he be expected to catch up with the rest of the class" | The_

,«‘ | school, systems were unprepared “to offer a full‘scale a1ternative %ﬂucation :
- /1 program-to school dropOuts and the commupity colleges were full. Some-

. “
help on this problem was received from mobllefCED teachers employed by \\“//) -
v ’

community colleges, buzfthls cannot be a long run solutlon. . ‘

o |
-7 ' . . v '.' .
A third practical problem was encountered when the qnestaoﬂ\gf monthly rgponts

" to be submitted by each of the 32 school districts was con51dered In the -

first place, only $25,000 was available for use in obtaining such reports.
. “ N ; ' [

B B e - ' S
In the second place, school districts found it difficult to meet the YIEP [~

R

;l\,- ' 33 . ‘ oo » \.
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l.- x- . . . . ".. N ' . . w " )‘
N . . - . ' . A r o = . ‘ . ’ ' .
. ~ ‘requirement that they certify whether the YIEP participagt was meeting RS
— =3 Y L . . .- . .
' the "minimal @cademic and attendance requirements of -the school district.”™ .. ¢
» ‘ -~ ' ‘ \ a ) . . . . . i ’

Not many public school districts had estabIished such formal ."minimum~ .
N ( ' X ) : . ! N b
. requirements.” In the third place, in order to meet, the YIEP research

4
.

. : . ./ . oL ,
-requirements, school records othIEP pért}c&pagts had ,to be\examined!rhich

re8uited in questionS'regarding po%ﬁfble.violations of ﬁr}vacy 1aws. : , :
f.a/ | L ) Ml’,_ y ] ., - b

» From the schoo} system's side, it has been gifficult for them to see exactly» . >

. where the Yfé? effort'fits into the‘career-edoca;}on/vocational'eddcation/ ”:‘/'

work study efforts already established inrthe school s&stem.‘ Further, toydo )

all that YIEP asks'd ands that the role and functions of schooléconnselors

g x
v A

. ;}‘ be, changed, thus raislng questions regardlng the educational Justification

4

e for déing so. E;gally, school systems must be concerned about how khe YIEP

emphasis on public service Job slots fits in with the school system s

" already established patterns of working with the private sectof. , <

o
“

In spite of these problems, the consortium YIEP effort is operating effective*
> " q

. ly and aopears to hold high potential for meet{ng its goals established for

~

thlis, its first year of operation. The 1ong years of professional manpower/

. experience~represented in the consortium itself, coupled with good educa- -
. . \ ( -
,tional cooperation and- s1ncere communlty commltment to YIEP-eliglble youth,
-~

make it appear likely that the klnds of practical problems out11ned here
will be resolved. It is the nature of the general problems——not.the fact that

they%occurred in this project--that is important to emphasize here.




; Detroit, Michigan.
" by the Manpower De

B )

entire operation to\the Detroit'public school-system Like most

¢ -

ot\;r major urban ?reas, Det Lt public schools currently enroll a large
number of youth who are eligible.for participation in YIEP."Thus, the

0\ . R : ' . '
initial effort of this YIEP project has been limited to 15,000 in-school, -
| YIEP-eligible youth.f '

The- availability of an initial YEEP grant of1$9 million (cOVering only

part of a full year's operatlon) has enabled the Detroit public schools

;.

to retain many teachers who otherwise would havexbeen dropped from the ‘//P//.

tefching ranks' because of lack of funds. -Suchtfachers are actively

rs

; o engaged in provig;ng intensive educational services to participating YIEP
youth. ’ A , ‘v. . ’ '._ - CE
el ' . “. L ‘S

The YIEP effqrt fits very Well into the master plan for educational reform

adopted about a year ago by the Detroit public schools. In a very real

ense, YIEP-1s viewed 1n(Detr01t as a way of implementing what the Detroit

-

school system had already decided it wanted to do in terms of meeting needs

-

‘of YIEP-ellglble youth Thus,'the Detroit publio\schools have been able to

.

handle.almost the entire YIEP effort by themselves. The only significant

. g . N . , . ' - .
‘.5 (function that the CETA priwe sponsor performs is pProcessing the payroll

for participating youth in cpnnection with the part-time jobs provided under
YIEP. v : S o

¢
i

. Because Sf the very powerful ‘influence of organizcd labor in the Detroit

area, it was necessary for the YIEP work experience slots to be developed

35 - s
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primarily in the p/flic qerviqe, rather than in ths private, sector of

the Detroit economy . As an operation Tun by thé?schools themselves, there

— have been no problems enc0untered in CErms of the academic credit question
( . ( / LY 3
h nor in- terms of reporting mechanisms. YIEP to date, has effectively func~ -

’

tioned simply by being absorbed as an integral part of the total offerings

LY

of the Detroit public sch ol system. tA 5
» . \ ’ Q . . . L ' 0 .‘ ' ‘ . .
- 'Boston, Massachusetts. Impleménted by a CETA prime sponsor, this YIEP
) Ty ‘ L . . ‘ N
effort is already operational. With $23 million available for use through

e

. FY 79, the program is expected to serve 5, 450 YIEP-eligible youth during
the school y’ar and, supplemented by SPhDY funds, about 6,100 during /he//
summer monthil 0f these; approximately 75 wi11 be in-school youth from

. four of the elght Boston school districts and 25% will be YIEP-—-eligible,
U} . ’ ‘h

- out-of-school youth., Out of 12,000 expected.job sites, there are between

\

5, 000 6,000 confirmed for use in gﬁ%? now. There are, by conservatiVe

estimates, about 8, 000 YIEP—eligible youth in the area served at any given

B '/f>time, with about 10,000-12,000 during the entire 18—month'period-of-this
, ; 0 . - P Sl
]

YIEP project..

-

In bdston, YIEP operates from a very centralized system with all support
v '
services supplied by the prime sponsor—-serv1ces that include cbunseling, o

, - Job development, occupational information, and others. The Q;stem works .

\

something like this:

a. Youth learn about YIEP through the Boston YES program «
%

x b. YOuth can go to any of 75 places for initial appl:cation,

(s .
N f . Y \
8

LN

e~
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‘Ce After applying, eligible yout -spend four £ six Eeeka with an

It < v

,Q,}:gltako cohnselor who assists he youth with- perfo ce and skills

~ ~

in form completion,
® .d.f Youth profiles. gre then, matched with jo¥s undez subcontract with the ﬁA<r
| | -hoston Employment Service and a youth/jo;vmatch is made; .i i.- ~..?
ﬁe;ﬁ An Employment Education Development Plan (EEDP) is developed for each :
| YIEP participant that provides conditiOns for both th'le\ yonth and for
.

the work—site'supervisor to follow. = - v

1 . - - p¥d .
-« ST . . , . . 7

- ] J ~
5N (ii*NEf‘the total YIEP participants in this effort Boston expectS’abdut 202

’ to be placed in the private sectot 40% in’ the non—profit sector, and. 40%

-

.

.
x .

in government settings. Using Tit!e 6B CETA funds as part of the prime

»>

F'j'. sponsor "match"'%}r this YIEP effott, 220 counsetoqs have been employed

counst}:is areé::nimi}1y<
. = "

qualified each is superv1sed, on a 1:10 ratio by a 'che‘manag r'--a

A - . )
’ . 'to serve YIEP youth on a 1:25 ratio."ahile thes

/
,professional counselor paid by YIEP funds. Each counseloy is- expected

l
to spend about one hour per week wfth each’YIEP youth, It is this low

T4

counselor/enrolee ration that has really sold YIEP in Boston.

’:; /Nhile the Boston schooi system haéf;d financial participation in/ﬁLiAYIEP
»program,‘they do. h%Ve active ifvolvement in terms of helping to publicize’
"the prégram, assisting w1th the intake procedure, monitoring YIEP par—'
1 . — -®, 4 ~
- ' ticipants, an:>working with others on job development. In 11 of t&i - | v
‘ participating Boston schools, Bosfon "YES" workers, paid by the Employment

M
Service, are, in the sch001s. In a very xeal way, this represents a kind

-

of subsidy to the schools. Nine Catholic hlgh\gchools in Boston are also

Q : N | )+
E;BJ!;‘ i S ,4) : P ,ﬂ;?f‘ﬂ,"




v Ionitored by the CETA prime’ sponscé who is in charge of the%ole YI E_ 3 r

‘providing for. 400 Out-of-school,yOuth through a separate subcontract

:Under this*YIEP plan, there is one YIEP coordinazﬁr for each 60 partipipating
/-~

: youth charged with developing appropriate~w0rk sites and for maintaining

. 7( ) : o ' ot

1nvolved in. ‘this very ambitious effort. All oper'ations are sely /

-Boston effort. _ co o Co ‘/\

N

-ow . .
. . Y- .
. . . L N .\
. )
4

. Cincinnati Ohio. L&ke Detroit the Cincinnati YIEP, effort is operated

under a subcontract with the- public school system. Under this $15 md.llion

.

contract cOVering gn 18-month periodX the Cincinnati. public schools will

operate a YIEP program for 2,500 in—school youth while, at the same time,

-’ J - a A

between the school system and the. Concinnati Citizens Committee on Youth
_ : e ; : ) )
(ccy). | | S | o

K

The YIEP application effort was undertaken by an advisory board of direhee:s

p]t together by the City Managetr and the Superintendent of Schools. It - '

L4

includes representatives from such organizations as the CCY the, Hhited

‘ /

Way, Chamber of Commerce, and AFL/CIO. “The Advisory Boaxd 1s headed by '
L

. , » ‘
the D ctor of guidance for the Cincinnat; public school system. ' y T

» ,-‘_, N — V]

5

) -

-Dl

close coritact with youth, their teachers, and their principals. In addltion,

“« !

using the YIEP funds, they have a counselor/YIEP participant ration of 1: 50

o~
~

id\addition to the regular counseling services already provided?by the

. : Lo : R |
school system. « 7 : . :

-

PN

The entire YIEP effort in Cincihnnti is best charactcriycd as an individwalized .

’ N

program with alqutudcnt serviccs available to each participant
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f Relatively greatér attention is being paid dp'developing favorable work 1»

3 . -7 N ' L. * - >
wmany of these youth are seen as persons who'would havetéﬁen forced to

-7

\feturning to high school while the remainder are in—school youth. Also

o~

. + - . ' . : T ' 4
. . . - . ‘
( Co ) ‘ i 4 b 4

’ -

. Similarly, in this YIEP effort, the~educatfbna1 expet ch youth

attitudes in participants th&A in providing specific vocaﬂiozal s!ills.ﬂ'

'receives is judged as more important than hft/her work experience._ Rt j

represents>auschool system“wide effort to provide the kinds of added sérvices,

Vattention, and help needed to provide true‘eguitz in education for‘a teally

negﬂy youth.enrolled in the high schools of Cincinnatf. Without YIEP,
) \ . . .

J

leave the school system prior to graduation with.no good preparation fgr ..
: ‘ . » . e . . T
work., ! ' ' T S | S

A

|
Baltimore, Maryland. Like Boston, 9ﬁe Baltlmore YIEP effort is headed by o
a CETA prime sp%:sor. In addition fo the $23 million of YIEP funds
received, qpproxlmately $7 m11110n from CETA T1t1e VI and SPEDY are used

N \

in the Baltimore YIEP effort. ’Over an 18—mogfh period, this project will

™

OF these, approximately 1 900 slots are reserved for out—of—schooy/youth

serve a total of 10 600 youth with 8,843 slots avaflable at‘any given time. } ,
-
H

y (

~ [y

simila¥ to:qutor is the fact that the Baltlmdre YIEP project found it

PN
P l' .

%
necessary to limit 1tsc1£ to only a portlon of Baltimore Cf!& in spite of

———
the fact the CETAfprime sPonsor area covers five counties as’ well as all
‘. S '
' of Baltimore'qiself B ) ! ‘

e
o 1 \
b

Of the approximately 9,000 job slots developed, about 50% ard in the publie

- sector, about 20% in the private sector, and the remainder in non-profit . {

. { , . : .
agencies. Unlike’some other YIEP sites,. Baltimorenis‘counting heavily on .

.

, : . . + B 3 9 . . o # \ ,

-

¢
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aE persons et the job sites to screen youth\for YIEP ellglbility-—a function that

/ o
savea undue reliance on school c0unselors. School counselors ente( in only‘_.r

~

when this is/hot possible. As a resulb, many YIEP @articipants find jobs

)
[

- .

%

clnse-to‘their homes. Screening for private sector jobs is done thrbugh

, & job fair with private sector representatives allowed to "cream" youth

: for the private sector slots. - 7 o »

. s - R . ‘\t . - O/ ¥
h ‘ ‘ﬁ ! o

A very unique featuré of the Baltlmore YIEP effort is. their prﬁkeduqe for - |

screeniqg andﬂneeting needs of out—of-school youth .The system works like

this: '_ ' ,>r ' . » . ne vi ‘ }\_

. : ’ v ’ v - P
A. For youth reading below 5th grade level: ,
_ .. . N ) . o . @'\“ .

.1, Optiqn "A": They can ‘enroll in a special mew public schopl for -

{ N i .

. o . ) , - -t I

‘ni”“" . yqu?mggth‘eeYere reading disabilities. 'At‘t is new echool,v??o |

’ S - 2 .
-0 the 300 slots+have been reserved. for YIEP paxticipants. Acadenic

. .. ’ . . 3 s . ¢ - K N ‘: o

éredit'is given. | ’ ‘ . ' : S ey

4 .
»

* 7

2 : Ontion ngn. Up to 50 YIEP youth can participate in 5'$1sq,006'

o S 3
LEAA-funded program operated by QBOs\in_Baitimore. Nogﬁcadgmit 4

o B o - N = P
o ¢ credit is received for this program._ , : Coe
. B 'FOr youth readlng at the 5th-8th grade level’- ' o T
.'_ 1,.> Option " They can attend one of ﬁour drea v0qationa1 high @#f}
% “ o /, ’
-

schools whlch are belng kept open, w1th .YIEP funds, from 3:30-~ 7 30 p. n.

to serve 600 YIEP youth. W1th both academig and vocatlonal teacherv

involved, thls program can lead to a high school dlploma.

. =
J ' ‘ ’
N ’ M . L}
.
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prbgram jointly stafcd by prime _sponsor

. ‘ __ vt S . ‘ . ‘ :: .V.‘;:.
T2 ation’ "ﬁn:,. They 'c::/a‘te“d ‘the Harbor City Learnin'g"Program,- o =

an alternative schoﬁ

C

- T persons and e\ducators from the Q__hpol system. Using /six 7ccupa—_
‘ L 7 : »-

tional clugters, this program alternates cldssroom instruction

~-job activities in two-week cycles. This hibly

ind? idualized curriculum can produce vl\1§gh schoo grad es :ln\-"

_ C . o two years even for those who neveyr attended high school._ Lo e
'C. Fot yoiuth reading at the 8th grade level o’higher'- ' .
. 4

1. Option "A": -A GED program (fundeg’ by YIEP) is urun by the public

' schodl system for 240 YIEP youth. c S A ,’ .
2. Option "B": YIEP youJ;_..can attend the Hiddle College program“ opgrated

< ’ ' ' with the Community College of Iialtimore. \ }is program provides

N S N A N -
. ﬁboth a GED and an AA degree in two ' years, in oceanography or }

marine science: Of 400 av’ailable slots, 200 are reserved for

YIEP youth and 200 for YETP k)uth. .’

e

N P‘Ifhe Baltimore YIEP program requires an 80% attendance rate and a "60'" N .

/‘ academic average for youth who participate. YIEP fun'ds are available to . x“"*>

/

\

. o -
Pay Afor all needed ‘suppor'tive services. The school system and the prime /

sponsor are working very closely togethcr on this YIEP proJect. No major

’ . Y

} 1 problems are ,seen.

In summary, the five Tier I YIEP programs described &re can be ‘seen to
: - hR

include approximately 30;000‘ in-school and 3,600 out-of-school youth at
. { i :

Y

' I
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ﬁ "and oné tovers sub rbén and r?ygl areés as well as a major>cit§. Of the
five, three-are be g operated by CETA. prime Sponsors or’ c0mmunityfgroups
clos associat%ﬁ’thh a CETA prlme sponsor while two are being conducted
by public school systems. The ones run directly by CETA(prime sponsors{§

\\\\ (Boston, and Baltimore) have by far the 1argest amount of funds per YIEP'

N B enrollee and, in Qgﬂltxon have found ways of Supplementing YIEP funds

with,ééhér kinds of~CETA dollars:  The two run by public school systems

4

¥

seem to be concentrating relatively more on improving,educatlonal §£feringsf
N 4 P -

for YIEP yOuth whereas those operated by prime sponsors pay relatively
more attention to the kinds of job slots created under YIEP. The.-contrast

" 4n approach, philosopﬁieal commitment and concern, and resources available
- ° «

A~

for - these\\arious YIEP offorts is considerable. Certainly, as a research

&= neffdrt, itvshoula producc some very valuable data. The oné ;hiqg that
» ) ' » v . R ) .

. these five YIEP projects appear to have in common is their desire and

~

actions aimed at improving the quality of, -educational experiences for
‘.\‘ r,r\ Coe T 7 i ’ . £ ‘

YIEP youth related to attaining thé‘i§a%<of education as prepar&tion for

[

. ; : - . -y *
work. \ . : : . a

»

P H

~ 3 \

No attempt was made to collect case cxamples of YETP effortd for purposes
of contrast with the YIED offorL described above. Participants in the

YETP mini-conference appearcd more interested in sharing experiences

L4
regarding common problems Lhoy"werc encountering than, in giving detailed
@ . - . '
descriptions of their individual YETP effortsy Thus, it is a summary ofw,
’ . ~— _
R ( . Py
such problems with :;}ch this scction is congerned.. . -~ 2
. .

[ . . . /1') .-
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Problem 1: Encouraging educators to emphasize and value the gdal of

education as preparation 'for work.A‘Several,YETP-participants perceived
éducators' resistance,.with respect to YETP implementation in school

settings, comlng from two perspectlves. (a) resistance to a positiyve approach

ﬂ

toward heloing youth solve educatron/work rtldtionshlp problems; and (b)
resistance to paying special attention to the needs of YETP'youth. Both

problems were 111ustrated in' prorts of YETP youth whose part-time jobs -

'h
were as teacher aides in the school system. While,theQSpecific teachers

R .

to whdm,such youth verc assigned appeared to be working.positively.with , .

B ¢

them, other teachers were reported to be downplaying the impéortance of
contributipns being made by YETP youth in their teacher aid assignments.

This was seen,bin part, as due 'to an attitude that the work these students

S . L . PO
was doing was sccondary in importance to their #cademic studies-—thus
. Lt It . . N

denying some qtudgnts the positive reinforcement such wcrk will hopefully

provlde. In part, somg felt this was due simply tctthe fact{shat some

A«teachers'appear to be threatened by the possibiltty”that, if‘enough'

. . . o . ) N
teacher aids are employed, perhaps the school system won't need as many

regular teachers. The overriding concern "however, was that some teachers AN

’

by not valuiung the work YETP- yOuth are d01ng as teacher aids, are maklng

1

negative,.rarher than positive, contributions to helping ‘such youth value -

-

L . s Ty
work and- themselves as workers. i .

Voo

E - h ) '

The same problem was secu -as existing among some school counselors. In !
) . . . N . l- . - i ) I (= ‘ Ll

_part, participants identified the problem as an apparent lack of 1nt¥rest
. . . ;’ . T . ’ . )
or concern ot the part of somu\hqunﬂolnrs for YLTP-eligible youth,™

- <
» : N

4'\ o ;.
/
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Repcrtedly, it was, in effect, almost a disbelief that YETP efforts could
N ' ' ) . .o
possibly succeed with such youth when educators had deyﬁnstrated con-
vincingly that not much could be done. When special %fforts were'made,

through YETP, to improve the quality of.counseling services’(for example,‘

.

through introducing such added features ds a computerized occupational

information system and exg&gded career exploration oﬁ$ortunities) s6me

counselors appeared to feel threatenedg‘\?

)

f " 2
= v

The general nroblep iaentifiea was clearly an attitudinal one that saw some

educators being pgicoived by CEfA personnel as: (a) resistant to,emphasizing
the goal of education as preparation for_Qork (b). less interested in YETP-

A”eligible youth than in other youth with whom they worked; "and (c) threatened

e by atterots to supplevent what théﬁ had//vev1ous1y done with new and
3; .
eXpanded services for YETP-eligilble youth. Such negative: attitudes do S

A\ e e g , X )
not suddently‘disapyear if directions g¢ome to educators from‘top adminis--
. ) ,

trative leaders in the school system that they are to cooperate in a YETP

e effort. Community pressures may often have to be put on top administrative

leaders in education to get them to act. Changing teachers and counselors,

however, is going to take time as well as creative, new\strategies.,iAttitude

7 change doesn't occur quickly.
Problem 2:

Providing academic credit fo#?YETP expericnces. The experiences

of seminar participants differcd widely with redpect to gaining academic
credit for YETP participation. Some were having no ppbble2s of any kind
: i

while others h-ve not yet sought academic credit. Still others were finding

(O




N

~

it ﬁqﬁgible to .gain academic credit for some kinds of YETP experiences

. but not for others. The most obvious problems being encountered in this

area will be summarized here. \f ' o _ S -
_ b . kK
5 ' , { :
One problem in this ‘area is that not nearly all school districts now being

. . . 4
asked to participate in YETP have prio% experience in granting academic

B . A’
~ credit for work experience. Some school districts, in the past, had

established procedures for granting academic gredit for'work.experieﬁce,
: W .

]

carried out as a regular part of vocational education. These districts

seemed to be having little troublé¢ aryanging academic credit. for YETP

£

participants. To those schools who had nojbrior‘experiencelin granting
academic credit for work(expcriencé, the challenge to change in this

3  direction was sg;etimés difficult to meet. L '

A second practical subproblem here is that, in the past, . ritle T

programs often operated in secondary school settings under arrangements

~

where no academic credit was offered for participating youth. Questions

s
~ p

were raised regarding the probable negative reactions of CETA Title, I syouth .

') if academic croditgé:: work expericnce is offered to YETP y0u£h. -Apparently,

Lt

at the school district and local CETA office levels, there still is much
to bi done in making clear distinctions between: (a) academic credit
7 4

offered as part of a cooperative work experience program i vocational

- . ‘ " ) b
education; (B) hcademic credit offered for CETA Title I 'youth whose part—time

jobs are unrelated to their academic programs; and (c) academic credit ’
. / .
offered for carcer oxaﬁornlion work experience under YETP. To many?
' . )
. e R
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°

Ywork experience" seems to be a generic term. There is an obvious need
o . ’

to differentiate-the_varioqs kinds of.wotk\experience involved here,

A third subproblem was seen in those school districts where distinctlons “

1 ) } to , \_/ ‘ <

are being drawn between giving elective academic credit for work. experience
—

\ .
NS 0

but not academlc credit that counts toward minimal high school graduation

//\
requirements. The distinction 1s clear to professional educators, but

.\7x‘not apparently well understood by some CETA personnel involved 1in YETR

» activities. The criteria used by local school boards to ZZtermine
¢ : v . - P

whether credit giveq'for a given educational activity should count toward
- . v N .

~ graduation or should, instead, count as "elective” credit, are often unclear.
. o
Differencés between 1qfal school boards are great. The above problems are

o bound to create gome confusibn in negotiating LEA/prime sponsor agreements

on matters related to academic credit

~

/

»

.3 Problem 3: Involving the priv sector in YETP. The YETP effort, unlike
- other parts of the YEDPA legislation, places higﬂ-priority on helping youth

‘engage in career exploration which, as the YEDPA law itself states, in

Section 346(10)64)(1), 'will 1mprove their ab111ty to make career dec1slods
and which will provide them with ba ic work skills needed for regular
employment not subsldl/ed under rhls in-~ s%hool program.'" Since many

~youth will eventually work private,

hier than the public sector,
- f

youth in the private sector. S(verd] subploblems were -raised by part1c1pants.
. (\s_r. |
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One subproblem is the fact that, under CETA, the STIP (Skill Trainiqé SRR

.~

Improvement Prograﬁ) isfﬁlready in existence. - This CETA program allows

. . . 1 o
employers to be dﬁrectly involved in the selection oq'trainess‘and-in the

-

actual training of persons to fill the immediate needs of private industry.
When employers see YETP efforts to.involve them in what is obvidusly a
long—térm developrental effort that may oy may not ever broduce persons for

their pérticular iﬁdustry, it is easy to understand why the YETP option:

. appears less attractive than the STEP option to mapy employeXs. The task ‘ii'
AT .o :

. .
t

. . . - T4
1§ to convincesindustry that the developmental YETP\ effqort will result

in a better potential pool of Employees‘for industry.

A second subproblein raised by pargicipants had to do with perceived proble%g

YETP career exploration efforts in the private sector méy have in éaining
- . ‘ : .
the cooperation and support of organized labor. If organized labor views p

.

YETP as either (a) threatening to digplacé some adult employed workers;
or (b) exploiting youth, 'it iy sure to res;s;."Some particibapts reported

-this to be no problem in their communities/ but others emphasized it as ¢

-

a factor which may well pfeven; the kinds of varied invoSvement of the- \\\

private sector that YETP seeks. The solution suggeste y ﬁarticipants
M .

4

was to seek the active involvement and consqﬁfation of represcntatives

T 3

from organized labor on a continuing basis in YETP operations. It is-
s .

understanda ‘le that organized labor may ﬁbject to activities in which

their advice and operational assistance isn't sought. ‘ /

a ’ T
A ﬁhirdkSabfroblem identificed was one that involves working with only

a portion of the private scctor in a given community. Realistically, some

. . .

A

« J ~

(2N

L
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elements of .the private sectox, like some elements of the education\system,,

E4 L0 »

are sure to resist and resent YETP operations. It Was the ?eeling of

~

‘ participants that prior CETA programg, such as the VEP effort described

earlier, will be helpful in galning support and understanding from the
|

private sector. From a practical standp01nt, participants urged others
involved in YETP to concentrate their‘efforts on those indqstries most

susceptible to working positively with school systems and CETA primeAsponsors
on YETP programs rather than attempting to cover the entire pxivate :

sector. The advice was "go with the winners'“

A
»

In the 1ong run, part1c1pants saw the success of YETP® programs directly \EN
related to the successful implementation of comprehensive career education ’
efforts in the participating school districts and in the conmunities where

they are‘locatéd} At the same time, it was recognized that the full

, ) N
J& . t . .

implementatiorvof career education efforts is still to be att;ihgg!in mary ,

many communities. It will nok be quick nor will it be.easy:

~s
.

; 3

Examples of Ways in Which YETP Prorams are Supplementing Educational

‘Opportunities:

) ¢ L

One of the underlying prenises of the YETP portion of the YEDPA legislat:

is that YETP funds are to be used to supplement, but not supplant; efforts
alrecady being.made by school disdricts in preparing yooth for work. Several
cxamp]es-of ways in which this/philosophical premisc'is being converted

into opcrational reality were provided by seminar participants.

L] . - .
In Cincinnati, Ohio, because of the extensive YIEP effort at the senior high . -
. : \ .
school level, YETP funds are being used exclusively for career awarcness/
4 . , N

A
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eiplorator Yog ams for 14 énd 15 year 6135. The YEDPA law that makes

this kind of use of YETP funds possible for use 'with 14 and 15 year olds

in many other communities. The Ciucinnati example ’

. is well worth/examining. =~ - ‘ . : _ .

In wilmington, Delaware, YETP funds are being used to supplement regular

offerings in a EOunty vocational school thfough providing 120 in-school

and 80 out-of-school YETP—eligible.youth'ﬁith: (az businéss/}abor/industry

resource persons for classroom discussion of careers; (b) spectal career
o 8 -

exploration opportunities in six occupational clusters; and (c) special

efforts to show YETP youth the necessity of academic skills as preparation
’ . . S
for work. All of this is in addition to everything the vocational school

1 . a

. <
was previously doing. '.
: o - N

F

In Houston, Texas; YETP funds, supplemented by specfal funds from qhé llouston

/ " Independent School Districtw have been used to established a "YETP Career
o . ] <

A

. . . R ' . )
-, ,Education Center" for 200 YETP youth participants as an aiternative school.

R .
N

The exten' ‘o wiich t..e YETP funds resulted in adding to eduemtional o
I ’ ) -

‘resources that would’'otherwise be available to YETP youth can be seen in
: X >

¢ '

Category Regular HISD Students YETP Carcer Ed Center

comparison figures such as these:

1. Teacher/pupil ratio ¥ 1:30 ) 1:17
2. Counselor/pupil ratio 1:500 1:35 (in~-school youth)

1:10 (out-of-school youth)b
3. Per pupil cost $1,100 $3,000 :

. - '
. 4 - ¥ '
s : . |

* ® ﬁf) ‘ o ' : _ .
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In aﬂditionz the school district has adsigned three full-time consultants
to the YETP Career Education Center for purposes of providing staff

development to teachers and counselors working at that Cenfier.

In Humboldt County, California, YETP participants are provided g};h both

‘special career counselors and with a wide v%riety of quality ﬁork experlence

v

at’aéﬂea,that are not available to regular students in the school systems.

Regular classroom teachers have not, as yet, been much involved in the

1
Y e

YETP efforf,fkut plans are being made to expand YETP effofts to include.

i .

staff development for regular academic teachers of YETP youth.

\
7 In Colorado Springs, Colorado, YETP funds have been used to install a

‘computerized career Mformation center in one high schbol that is made

available for ush by all students. In addition, YETP funds are being used

~_ ¥

to-help 60 YETP youth greatly expaﬁa their opportunities in career explbra-

. tion as a basis for making better carcer decisions. These activities have.
added considerably to the cffectiveness of the career guidance and-counseling
e

rf .

_services afforded youth.

o .
7

In Kenosha, Wisconsin, YETP funds have been used to expand Qgrk experience

f///;;;grams having 3 primary goal of carcer exploration for YETP youth while,
g ‘ ' -

LL at the same time, paying/youth for participating in such experiences. 1In
addition, Kenosha is actively involved in finding ways of combining various

-kinds of federal funds, from a wide wvariety of sources, with those of the
. . 3 s
education’ system, by providing a comprechensive career educdtion emphasis in
N : : ]
4

a new high school that is to be built soon.
' ‘ : LA
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‘With these examples, the_ question was raised whether or not'"regular“

. -
- ¢ -

atudents tgnded to resAst thede spec1a1 efforts to provide, for YETP youth
1

. the kinds of help all h}gh school students feel is ne ded. In general . -

K]

partis}pants reported no such fee11ngs of resentment existing in the early'

- stages of YETP implementgtion. At the same time,.they were cognizant of the

¢ 1
possibility and seemed to feel this is a problem they will 11ke1y face in

thelnear future. _ _— _" v - IR _ ”ﬁﬁ

. . . .
Recommendatlons of Part1c1pants Yor Increas1ng__he Effeft}veness of YEDPA(k~ C
Participants in both the XEDPA seninarsu ,uogeste} a number of ways in which\
the effeg;iveness of the entire Y] “hre- : ..rence to:
relat{onshipshbetween‘LEAs 'nq‘pETA prime sponsors~—eo§1d be imorovedq\j. ' f
Sohe'of these soégestions werd;:éde hy educetors in the semi@ars and othersh
by CETA prime sponsor representatiVes; 14 making suggestions, partipipants' 4

were urged to think gxeatively and not to hamper themselves with “practical™

‘restraints that now exist in the .communities.where they work. While nearly'

all of these sug&estions are ones that other,communities'could not Qésily TN

implement, the entire set is reproduced here in.the hope t one or more
! 5 -t . R ; . .

will at least be tried. ' ' ) : ‘ .<> .
o rf o . :

1. Get some natlonal agreement,lamong educators and DOL personnel, on
the goals of education, the goals of CETA, and the proper relationships
p , ;
-among both sets of goals. Without this agreement, misunderstandings

at the loc?h level are certain to continue.
?

2.> ‘Help edutétors learn about the entire CETA legislation so that they can-

better view YEDPA in general and YETP din particular, and gain proper

’ | 5. ' | '
B - . * - .
. . N N )
. .
8
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?i ' . Perspeatiue as these new-efforts relate, to past CETA efforts and
'w, . M . . u »

currently exist ng CETA opportunities for effect‘ye LEA/prime sponsar

. L . . ; “ o ..
interaction. ' ' TN L \\

-
- . L

RN 3. Help CETA prime sponsors learn more about career education, its goals
) ® , ! v )
. . for educational change, and its potential for use In helping to"
A
impleent better LEA/prime sponsor working agreements.

N ¥

-

oL b Embark on a major effort to help counseling and guidance personnel

",‘, from education and from DOL settings Join forZ;:‘in belﬁing youthx

e . R s
¢ N

solye their career guidance problems. The separateness now. existing

- is hurting youvh. ‘ . | | \: i - ‘
5 . Colrlect,rqn a r:ation—wide basis, "success examples _ of. goq\_LEA?ne
. A."eponsor‘agreements. mUse this., collection of :Succeas examples"
Tx a series ofxconferendes 1nvolv1ng teams or persons from local communities.
v ‘ Such)"tea should include Superlntendents, CETA pr1me sponsors, school JE
. - board m ers; and community leaders;“

. Ej 6, Simplify YEDPA rules and regulatlons in ways that max1mlze the degree

~ to which local options exlst. An essentlal step will be to\provide

o

some assurance . of cont1nu1ty of funds and more lead time to local \

K communities. Without these things, don't expect local communities to.
change very much. X )

7.(/ﬁhelp regional ‘personnel in HEW and CETA regional .offices learn;more S

. about YEDPA in écneral and LEA/prime sponsor agreements in,particular.‘ s }
vay e ' . . ' . 4
Use. such persons as rasources for LEAs.and ‘local prime sponsors. Depend

. " less on Washington, D.C. bureaucrats and State governm4ng offickals.

t

-

. [ ) : o~
. : y .
> ~J Y. : .
M )




;.. .., ', . . s ? -..; ‘-\'..\) ' ‘\ ~ -
Lo N R . ) . . . . \ )A /,»A
Py o . . : : o . _ ”'3 Ky
- ~ 8. - Obtain.some basic agreements with respect to'evaluation"easures'to :
Lt . be used by school systems to demonstrate their accountabilitx for
receiving YEDPA funds. Performance standards wbadly needed that
1 po—

-

+*  can be applied by, CETA p¥ime sponsors to . school districts. These

. must go beyondlthe area of ' general emp%ﬁyabillty skllls as this term
. {
is too fuzzy for use in true accountability. Consider a pIa whereby

~
" & school systen meeting performance standards receives a "bonus"'bf
'CETA funds. : . N ' 2 ' o ":'_ ’ iqS'
' -9, Devise and implement a plan where YEDPA funds going to school .

//. :: distriets are matched with funds from the school district itself.
, ) - €
Ol C . : ) N . . v . . . )/

As a set of sugggsted action steps for consideration by.decisioy,makers at
set oL =t . ' - ;

k3

-

??-the‘federal, re%ional, state, and community levels, this set of nine‘basic.
suggestions for improvement would seem to deserye some serious consideration.-"
These suggestions Have come‘from practitioners charged with implementingsthe

‘YEDPA’legislation and they ;epresent the professional experiences of soch
persons. Who can know better what kinds of help educators and CETAvprime

sponsox personnel, at the community level, need?

( » ‘ T
¢ 'fPhiIosophical’Igsues to be Resolved in LEA/Prime Sponsor Agreements
n ) . | L _
- It would be both unfair and untrue to picture all educators as belonging .
oo g

‘ . An one philosophical 'camp" and all CETA pifime sponsors as belonging‘gp an

opposing "caig/" Many from both sides would, in fact, be placed in the
T . : . ‘.‘
'opposition tamp" if their ingdividual philosophical positions were to be . # -
. . Je . . ) > . L
carefully examined. Further, to try to diffferentiate "camps" is to run
z _ ' N ' ' -

L ™, £ AU

‘4'!/ R
»
4
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" the dauger of setting up a serie of "straw men" which, In many local- A
communities, simpl {do not. exist. Th spite of these obvidus and very great'
N '

~

dangers,;it seems neqessary, at this point, to posit a series of basic

LY

~philosophicai differences that appear ‘to be currently impeding the

=rn

.

deVelopment and implementazyonaof LEA/prime sponsor agreem ts that could

¥
provide maximum benefits to youth. I present these issues here, not to .°

L

-further divide, but rather to establish a basis for comprom se.' Both

L will havefto "oive" some. - .

<

¥ .4 TN

- Yssue ‘#1: Should our effonts be aimed 'at improving 0ur current eaIZZITBﬁ”'”

system‘or'at:creating‘a system of alternative schools? Typical CETA prime

sponsors appear\firmly'convinced-that'the\AmeriCan education system has
fgiled to meetﬁthe needs of many'persons in-our sooiety in terms of pre~ -
paring such’ persons td*bq productive, satisfigd contributing workers.
They see the results of such failure on a daily basis in the large numberﬁ?-
of unemployed, underemployed and unemployable pérsons % th whom they must. X
‘deal. Research sponsored largely by the U S. Department Labor over the
last 15-year\period has provided clear indications that some alternative
‘ approaches p education may‘prodnce more positive reSuits. Why, say. Such
prime sponsors,‘shonld ve put more money into an educational system ‘that

has consistently failed to provide for the needs of so many of our c1tizens7

Would it not be better to devise-and fund alternative educatnonal progra&%
%

that hold promise of succeeding where the pablic queation system has failed?
' o ' - -

Results arc what count--not the "cost per student." v ' ?
J !
PR R . 4
A L
. ' . ES;} . , i 7 .
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.,that; 1f new funds become availablq in Amer
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TypicaI professional edpcators would be among the. first to recognize

""\

o ,
acknowledge that the American system of education has failed to. meet

needs of all those it seeks to serve. At the ‘same time, they would

‘contention. tha&“zflds the American system of educat

“:f yet,devised for meeting the needs of’gll of the children of

"a11 of the-people. If thls system Aks failed to fglly accompllsh its -

v\,ﬂ Qf N .

hat sufficient resources have
. ct . 4

‘ . .

not been made available for use by ducat vs. The

ould further contend
5socfety.for educational
use§, the most efficient and effective uae to which thej cohldﬁbeqput

wol ld be to improve' the exiqting system of education, not\to create a

°

dual system that competes with it. Many examples erist in otheﬂ countriég

of the dangers‘%%a{ aqimal system of educatlon ho}ds fit protectiyg and
enhahcing freedom of ch01ce for the 1nd1vidua1 Why repeat that mistake

in America? Finally, many typical educators, when they see the large per

AT
‘pupll expgndltures requlred for operatlng some 'kinds of "alternative
! l -
sch 1s," are quick to-contcnd that, 1if our public schools were given this

ajpount of money par pupil, it could produte results as good or better than

those being produced by the alternative school.

‘Both "sides™ have strong arguments in their favor. Perhaps some move

*  toward cowpromise will become possible if the notion of “alternative schools"

[ 30

ose with special needs were to be incorporated within the concept
df\thc total system of American public education. A more Tikely compromise

position would be one that recognizes and accepts the prcmisc.that, if and
" -~

. when new funds Hbcngc avallnblg for oducaLion in America, part of thoso

7

-;;iﬂlELV ) ' X tJu
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A} ' .
funds should be earmarked for creating alternative schools and,part for -

;é: _ 'improving the. current system of public education.l To usc such large sums‘ﬂL
- ' ) of new educat&on dollars as the YEDPA 1egislation’provid 'for only one,
- of these ways does not seem’ wise——no matter which way is chosen. o
A i d , ) L] ‘ i g
/ ' ' . -t

Iasue 2 Should theprimary focus be on meetiqg_developmental needs of ¢ :

-~

persons ‘or ‘of\ meeting,remedial need57 ngical CETA prime SpOnsors would

a
“

. appear to favor remed1al over preventise approaches to solving education/
) o, ¥

work problems. They'base their positiOn on two very e%:vincing arguments.

.

L)

First,hthey would contend;‘most meﬁgers of,Ameriegn soclety are receiving .

sﬁfﬁiﬂient~help in meeting their,career developnient neede:gi.e.,they g0 .

through the education systeﬁ»and_take their place in the occupﬁtidﬁ;i
, soclety with reasonable assurances of succesé. At the same time, theré
x & :

\\\\are others—-many others--whose ‘career development needs have clearly not E :

. e
\ - P

?

been met. Unless efforts,; are concentrated on providing such persons with
' -~ £
the kinds of intensive remedial help they need, they will continue~§o Be~

a burden on society rather than _contributing members. Second, they contend

N .~ that the concept of "devolopmental‘needs" is fuzzy, to say the least, and

. ) - ) . N "
not susceptible to clear accountability for its results.’ Haw do you really
. ,. v ‘ \‘ A ) ) .

e know what you get for your money if you spend it on "developmdntal efforts?"
On the other hand, money spent for remedial pnfﬁoses can be held to strict

accountability standards. We know %$ye kinds of help such persons need and

oo

we can tell whetler our,efforts‘produce e,
Py
Typical educators would appear to favor the developmental, over the
M . LY .
A \ .
remedial, appro4ch. They would favor the old saying "an ounce of préventiﬁn

<

~
o .- . -

-‘:/1
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18 better tﬁan a pouhd'of cure.‘f’In 1oohiﬂg'at'the large'and increasingv‘

x

‘.pool of out—of—school out—of skill, 0ut—of*work, 0ut—of—hope youth

1 .
o would question whether any amOunt of new money, no matter how massive, ;{

and" adults in our:society, they would raise two/ﬂues:jons. First, they,

w°pld ever be Sufficient to "drain" this lar pool of unfortunate persons.
)

e ,Persons are/entering tke pool faster than those who are in it can be helped.
_It\is a losing cause to devote all of our energies to a "draining the pool" 4);;

. i
o i ~

L 'emphasis. At least part of our eﬁforts must be aimed at cutting off the ~\

"flow" into that ngi::zrd that, in*a very real way, means devoeié;\our

*R“?esources togi%proving he education System from ,which such persons cone

Py
If we can cut off the flow into that poo} by some substantial amOunt é()

. may be p0551ble to "dréln it eventually. )If we do not, .the pool"

. /,t . . . . £ . ’ .
, sonly become largera**j,i A . . A . )
x e = : . '
a ' o . , : ’ : ! v ) :;‘ \_
Both "sides'" are right again. Certazfly, no thinking person would conclude

.that because remedial efforts are unlikely, by themselves, to produce e U

v . ' - <

.complete success they should be abandoned. American society cannot afford

, Asimpiy to "write vff" those now in the "pool" of youth and adults . °

FURN AT

. experiencing severe educatipﬁ?bork relationship problems. At.the same
time, to concentrate total attention on Kelping such persons without ever -
asking the question of "why are they here--and what can be done to prevent

S R
more from entering" is both shortsighted and unwise. Our policies must
“be devised in such a way that they result in bbth kinds of efforts

simultaneously--remedial and developmental. Only by éoing so can we meet our”

responsibilitics to those who are with us now and to those who will follow.

: | S

AN ’
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‘ Isspe #3: Should oyr Sfforts reach out to,all youth under YEDPA or should

&hey be concentrated on economically disadvantaged youth° 'Many typical

*,

' CETA prime sponsors wodld undoubtedly not even see this as an issue.:

~

Instead they would simply point to the law itself and contend that: the
\
basic. intent of - the Congress in this law is to provide for the special

~ needs of the econoﬁically disadvantaged. Many portions of the'YEDPA
legislation Wbuld ‘back up that contention,, Further, CETA prime 5p0nsors

\:»%ould content tnat,ito whatever extent YETP.benefits,derived from an -

o

! ’Jlﬁﬁgfprime sponsof'agreénent are intended to benefit all youth, they will
‘work to the detriment of econonically disadvantaged youth. To'provide
egualitz for all is simply to widen the existing gap between the "haves

-and. the "have nots. Finally, they’ would defend concentrating attention

. 1
! )

> on theleeonomieggiy disadvantaged by pointing out that it is equity, not\

. » : .
equality, that is most needed in American society today. Econonically

disadvantaged youth tend to be both educationally disadvantaged and cul-

~

turally disadvantaged as well. If America is’ to maximize opportunities

for all of its c1tizens, then very spec1a1 and 1ntens1ve efforts must be

[
mounted to provide equity for economically disadvantaoed youth. Armed~

/. with such arguments, they,can be expected to press stron°1y for YETP
e . ( :
funds to.be used for "career employment experiences" for the economically

disadvantaged rather than for “"transition services'" to be made available

-

to all.

Typical €ducators have becn instilled with a philosophical belief that each

student with whom they deal is equally important. They can be expected,

b

,R | —
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»~ in large numbers, to be phﬁlosoﬁhiéally opposed to doing more fof one .

. student than we are willingyfo do for anoihef. Further, when thé helﬁ
B : b -

beiﬁg éffered is‘@n the area of -education/work relationships and‘caregr

'aeveibpmént,_eduéétofs are quick to point out that problems in this area
‘ . > - s ' 'Y o :
are, in no way, limited to.ec?nomlgally disadvantaged youth. Rather, they
) .L . T ) : \\\ : - . . -

réprésent major and érowing prdblems faciqg all youth n Amefican:sociéty

D today;{ If help is available in this crucial area, ‘it should, they weuld

LEA/prime

o 0 . N

'aqy;ybewmadé availablé to all; Tﬁué, in negotiating & Y?ff
. ey gponsér agreéﬁent; they can-befégpécnéd to argug'Strongly for -an émﬁéasis
on "transitioniser&ices" for g;ljseco;.‘ryvschodi stﬁdeACS'rather than .
an exclusive eﬁphasis gﬁr"ééféer emplo?ment»éxperiénces" for gconomicaily ,

Ed

: The Congress, in its wi§gom,'reqognized validity in both sides of this“

disadvantaged youth. .o

cﬁhilosophi;af issue. This is undéubtedly what caused the QOngrgss ;o
n )kvinclﬁde_bpth'th; concept of ”traqsitidn sérvices fo; all" and thé)cqncepti'
. of fcareer emplbymeﬂ(\experiences" fd;/:;e/jfonomically diSa&vahtaggd
in the YETP.ﬁortﬁon éf the YEDPA 1ggislagion. It is probably also what

. caused the Congress to write in requirements for LEA/prime sponsor agree-

.

ments to be ﬁegotiafed between Yocal school systems and CGETA prime sponsors

at the local community level. This would seem to represent an ideal example -
. . ; A ®

.

of a situation where béth "sides" can, and should, ﬁe wi‘ling Eo give'in

a little bit. To insist on all YETP funds being uséd for only one of
these two major purposes when the Cdhgress wrote both 1n£o the legislation
is not defensible. With the way the YEDPA lav was originally written, %f*

23
o | ’ \ L
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this w111 demand that the matter of the "22% g%nlmum" be considered for

"what it really is——i e., -a minimgg, not a maximum.

: : A U
. N v A S

;t. - Isﬁue #4' ‘Should academic credit be awarded for a11 YEDPAAzouth activities B

_dr for only selected activities’- Typical CETA prime sponsors/can be expected.mu
‘to work toward maximizing the ‘number of kinds of YEDPA youth activities .
for which educational institutions award academic credit. They are
charged by the YEDPA legislation, with doing so._ They can be expected
to argde that the granting of academic credit for work experience has, for
years, been a standagd educational prac*lce‘in manytparts of the nation.

'Further;Vthey'can'he exhected to conténd that.mani of the coping skills

~included in YEDPA y th experiences will.be]waiuable markefable skills

?

: ~ S :
o 1ater in 1ife and ane fully deserving of credit towafd graduation.*-In

L addftion, it w111 not eem unreasonable to CETA prlne sponsors to feel that

if a partlcular actlvity costs money. and 1nvolves efforp®, it is 11ke1y N ¢
' fn.id*f'
.
‘to be one for which academicrﬁrédat could wgilipengyarded.« Flnally, they

can be expected to p01nt out that, in such current educat10na1 activities

whése primary purpose is caleer,exploration az, for example, the Executive

P

High School Intern Program, academic credit has'been.awarded participants.

Given this precedent, they may ask, why should not academic credit be
vawarded'for career exploration experienccs.perfonmed ds part of the YETP

program ?
. - My

t N v . B .
\\\;\ ;yéical educators may be expected to be very cautious about awarding

<

. academic credit for any activities nds/Ghder the direct control and/or

»
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supervision of profe531ona1 educators themselves. In the absence of such

safeguards, how‘ they may ask, can the educational institution be sure that

credit is earned? So far as work experience is concerned, educators will

L3 : -, ! N

argue that. SOme forms £ work exparlence are deserv1ng of academic credit

~. .

' while other kinds are not. ‘As a gcneric category, there is nothing inherent

in "work experience" that makes it automatically worthy of academic credlt.‘
(

Fhrther vhile many educators may be w1lling to grant academic credit

of an electlve nature, they may not be willing to allow that credit to

‘be given in g form that counts toward h1gh ‘s¢hool graduatijn”\ After all,

they wrll say, we have strict guidelines regarding ‘the kinds of learnlng

- '

. activitie# for whig cademic credit counting towdrd graduation may be °

awarded. Such guidelines are imposed by both state departments of education-
3 : - | F & uo - ' . . ’ B 'O ‘
and by accrediting a§§fciations. . ‘ . e
s r:‘ ot . ‘ ) 1 1 :
Finally, educators may be-expécted to contend that the ‘personal value of
N . ) ’ . g - ) . ‘ ‘
g a given experience to the future of a particular youth is not a proper

. 5 R - . PSP . .
criterion for use in determining whether or not that activity is deserving

of academic credit_c0unting tovard graduation. The goals of American

. -education extend beyond those concerned only w1th acqu151t10n of subJect/

-
V4

. matter content‘and many kinds of credlt accrue to students reaching

€

such goals, of which academic credit is'but one. " -
> : : ! (1\ .
: U ; _ \
The "academic credit" queotlon in IEA/prlme sponsor relatlonshlﬁhLVill
# ,

include all of Fhese arguments——and more. There will be no easy answers AN

!

nor ones that can be uniformly AQEiifd in every communitxd After all, the

BN B S
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local school board possesses a great deal of latitude with respect to

the awarding of academic credit and no national or state edict can force
tbe;(toxgrant credit for YEDPA activities if they choose not?to do’ so.
Again, we are faced with an issue whose resolution w1ll involve compro-
?mise on both ' sides. Neither set of contentions is completely right

nor completely wrong. Good faith bargaining_in completing LEA/prime sponsor
agreements, whether limited to YETP alone or covering wider parts of YEDPA

L .

or even ?3; l CETA le%islation will be essential.

- . '

issues could be raised 4):h as thos%\ ?hcefbing ghe advisability

of private vs. public sector work experience slots, questions regarding

Bl
.

the'relative.importanée of ‘using YEDPA funds for| instructional as opposed

. . . . . ' .
W o tO 'S ort services, and issues related to involving postsecond education

- tT N ) N A
' M A . g .

. . {
youth in YEDPA. Future discussions- that include such topiecs will be helpful.
 In the meaptime, we can help both educational decision makers and CETA’primei"
'siapsOrs ct ncentrate on finding vays of resolving,‘a% the local level, the

. A .
{32{ basic issues identified in this sectyon Reasonable women and men
K

on both "sides,' all equally concerned about providing maximum benefits
y prov g
¢ .

~

" to youth, will surely find rcasonable solutio?f to each of these issues.

Concluding Remarks ) i

The contents of this monograph should be regarded by rcaders as both

tem al and as tentative. They are certainly temporal in view of the
PO¥ P

-

fact that;‘by the time the monograph is in print, revisions in the YEDPA

: . - .
legislation will have been enacted into law. It i? patently obvious, even

— ' 1 o SN
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as these words are being written, that some changes w}ll occur in the law

that will cause inaccuracies "n. some of what ﬁas_beeq said here§\\1he

~

thoughts eonrained here were derdived primariiy from the inpht'df eight
“representatives of CETA prime sponSors and nine educators, all of whom
- are involved in implementing YEDPA during its first year -of operation.
"These persons obviously represent only a very, small sample of YEDPA prac-~

titioners and norre of/tﬁe ﬁ“rlonal YEDgﬁ\leadershlp. Another sample of 1
2 . . w P
_practitioners might well have provided a completely different set gf examples

" and suggesrions for use in this monograph. Thus, azﬁarning of tentativeness

) R . o ’ . . . R . .
musb.surely be given to readers. - ; ) L . o eV
: : . v . s A D SN ’ . .
: . b A."L‘- 4 ’A‘ V\v - o ’ . o 7. -
" In spite of these obvious weaknesses, it seemed to me the knowledge I

s géined from 1is§gning to the participants\at the two 1§7d YEDPA mini—g$§ﬁegences
y -ws} so importa%(snd so nenr it would be worthwhile attemptingh to share it

witn thers. It is to that end that this monograpn:is diredted. If you,

the reader, can use it to discover a more realistic "trutpﬁ about YEDPA

and abour LﬁA/prime sponsor interactions %3 your communit;, it will have

served a useful purpose. Hopefully, both some of the‘problems and some

of the promise of the YEDPA legislation have been clarified here.

I
¢

-

. -
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APPENDIX A

. Samuel Adams T 4

Educational Specialist

Baltimore Public Schools

.- Program Liaison Office: _

* '3 East 25th Streét N
' Baltimore, MD 21218

Willia Holloway

Assistant Superintendent
Cincinnati Public ‘Schools
230 East 9th Street
Cincinpati, OH 45202 -

Bob Ivry
Mhnager, Youth Services

Director of Youth Employment

Ny ;)  Erdk Butler ) S

Mayor's Office of Manpower

' . and Training Resources ‘

- City of Boston . 701 St. Paul Street; Sulte 500
.. 15 Beacon Street Baltimore, MD 21202 A
¢ Boston, MA 02201 . S €

: . _ A ’ o - Larry Marshall

o - Johnny Brown ~ Associate Superintendent for

&~ Director, CETA Programs Division . ... Alfernate Educational Program '
. City of Houston co . Houston Indepemdent School Di§t:ib§

., 1010 Louisjana - Suite 808 7. 3830 Richmond Avgpué

o Houston, TX 77002 g : o Houston, TX '770§§

s
N

(ﬂ : James Caradonlo o . Peter Marshall, Chairman v
Assistant Director of Occupational Tri~County CETA Consortium
and Vocational Education 6626 — 21st Avenue’ —_—

&

X" Boston Public’ Sshools Kenosha WL, 5314(}
26 Court Street o -, L N :
- Boston MA 02108 -, . . Rick McKay - y
" C "~ Division Pirector Planning L
Mary Carson ¢ / '« .- - _Analysis Division 2 .

Assistant Superlntendent for
Instructional Services +1811 Smith Jower Buildin
Seattle Public Schools A Seatﬁle, WA 98104 .
Adminigtration & Services’Center « s 4 "if”\ B
815 ~“4th Avenue, North "Gabrielle Parjkjinson
. Seattle, WA 98109 o Director o arker Education

;fxlng Snohomish Manpower ;yﬁsortium

: b ' ’ Humboldt County Supefintendent -
o Sam Dunlap L " of Schools Offj
Community Liaison Worker  * ‘//1-\;\§:Q. Box 1408 °
School Distoict #11 ¢ 7 ureka, CA 95501 -
) -115 North El Paso , 7 A
*,. Colorado Springs, CO 80907 Georgia Saunders
& E§m\ . Traigi .Eobgdin or’
r%harles Hayward, Director . Detrgit Manpowey Department
Division of Criminal Justice ' 903 Vet Grand Boulevard - Y
¥ and Manpower Programs -~ _ Detroit, MI 48208 ™ o .
City/County CETA v - )
.City/County Building - 7th Floor - Judd White4 CETA Dlrec:o%\\\“ ;/f
800 French Street ) Humboldt County d
<~ Wilmington; DE 19801 -  * 922 - 4th Street, Suite 2
: o . "Eureka, CA 95501
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Y Issues Raised by Particip*ants £
LN . : | \._. .

I P How\('an the YEDP} emphasis on out-of-school youth be handled. 4fi terms 5

. of problems facing schools with in-school youth? I . ST

. 2. How db you get oyt-of-school youth back in school2. What do you do with . ..

" 3. wWhat is the re-defined purpose of the American secondary sélzxoolv? - Academic

: / excellence ‘or schoolfwork relationships? T ' .
- 4. How call we handle the present lack of coordination among ]fEDPA youth
5. . ,i»low can we meet the need for fast stari:up without a clear" ﬁled j ion?- '

" 6.. How can policies of a general nature be déveloped by CETA Prire Sponsors who
' po deal, for exanple, with as many as 32" independent >school districts?

7. How can the traditional CETA delivery system (developed for aaults) be
" modified so 35 to best accommodate the youth ‘emphasis, of \YEDPA? -

8. How are we to meet the needs of the large mmbers  of needy sc
_ who aren't technically eligible for pargicipatigg_ in YEDPA p;

- - = . \" . S
9. ‘How, can PA continue to operate without clear directidf from the Feds?

'_ '10. Is CEMA a?x\appropriﬂte rechanism for giving youth good work habits and
readyinfg them fo? work? _ SN : \

11. "Could YEDPA become a part of a more holistic effort comblm.ng A'EDPA youth . -~
' program with CETA prograxré‘ for parents of YEDPA eligible youth?, : —

12. How can\CETA funds be channeled to tho‘sé'wh.o need it Iﬁc}st?
‘ TN

13. Where arev the ?’ Jjobs anticipated as. an outgrowth of YERPA?
, o ‘ . ) ) .
'14. How can the fleXib

N : - - ' o
15.. How can the YEDPA effort be used in ways that orient it more around general

emploizagi;:::kills and less around specific vocational skills? ,

16. Wwhat chang @ needed in school systems to make collaboration happen?
. : N - I - .
7 co ) ’ . R
-17. How can an operational %IILD effort be moﬁnted and still stick to the
. \ rescarch design implied in the YEDPA legislation?

ility of CBTA be used to the advantageg of YEDPA effdrts?

-

u\ . . 7 :

o

~

A

d
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~. 18. . How can’ ex:.stmg school efforts (such as EBCE and "adopt-a—school") be
g -utilized ‘in the YEDPA effort?

-19’ 'Ib hat extent is the varlety of school programs related to educatlon/mr)q
< \causing problems of bulldmg relata.onshlps with the B/I/."r. conmum.ty’ .

20. HawcantheCE'mjobs-manyofwhlcharentmeamngfql beusedtopromte
. posxtu.ve 'values among participating ?Buth’»‘ : Lo

.22, How can the YEDPA. challenge of meetlng needs of out—of-school youth be
" best met" .
' 23. How can out~of-school youth' be deeply mvolved/ in -the YIFP resea.rch effort
when such minimal incentives are provided to theh for part::.c1patlon”

'24. When a youth leaves YEDPA, ‘what is the expected fole of that youth in the
" broadereconomyof thecommumty'> _ ' L o,
25. How can the adul orlented, CETA effort be made to work best for’youth given
' the recently add YEDPA effort? oo L . C
®RV.x | v -
.26. How can the initlal enthu51asm of. CETA prime spohsors and local school

, “’dJ,Strmcts for collaboration be converted tmto a sustaln:?.ng effort"
&

)

27. *H&v can meaningful work S1tes for YEDPA yOuth be developed’>

28, How can the employme'xt problem for out—of—School -youth be moved from the
drawing board to an operational effort>f . e
29. To what extenZshould YEDPA look to development of al%@matlve schoolg?

30. How can the variety of educational eFforts in educatlon/work be combired (
into a coordinated DOL/LEA relationship? , '

~
Ry

‘o

. \4
-31. How can attitudinal problems related to YEDPA implementation be overcome? f\

Eant

32. How can individualiz&l programs for YEDPA youth be best made?
' /
. 33. How ‘ean 'YEDPA serve as an effective means, of changlng the school systen'>

'34. How can the prlvate sector become involved in YEDPA?

35. How can YED_PA generatc hope in youth who have lost hope? —«mrid . Stlll be
-+ realistic?
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'therestofthecommmty"

¢

: "3'6.~ How to help schools get out of t.hea.r conservatlsm that 1501ng then frqn\

- 37. How ta deal mth organized labo} 1n YEDPA efforts"

’.3'8.' »"HowtouseCE.'mtomprove todayss_,' _s,chools? | o

v

39. How to get private industry to under its role in YEDPA?

40. How to give }x)pe to youth who now ha?e"little or none? )
_ 41." implications of canpetency based graduation requiréments for the YEDPA "

Jeffort.

‘42. . HOW can CE.‘]?A best work with school counselors as part of the YEDPA effort"

] K
- 43, How to camtumcate CETA opport:unltles to. hJ.gh school youth as part of YEDPA"

44. How to get the YEDPA effort to extend to mult1p1e school dlstrJ.CtS through-
~ a single CETA prime sponsor? - .

3

‘45. How can YE‘I'P be used to mproxthe qualit; of schocl counsellng’)

46. ch to use a CE"A/LE.\ YEDPA effort to J.nfluence organlzed labér? -

47% How to use the YTOPA effort to moflva}e teachers 0 emphasize ?ducatl

o relat10nsh1:>s'> _ _ . ‘

A ' ’ ? / .

48, How ¢an CETA Przmo Sponsors best ?’x‘mmic te;,with ’$chool districtzs' agoug: N
YEDPA? > B

ticipate in the YEDPA effort? . e

]

,4#. How can we encourage ‘schédl, systans to

- t . . -7 .
-50. How do we get the publlc schpols o become more concerhdd about expanding -
’ﬁklpport services to youth - beyord ‘the curriculum 1tself'> / : '

51. How can schoolszbe encouraged*(bo use: YEI’PIfunds tQ ‘d_evelopd mnpvative
, programs for CETA eligible youth? * T

52. Yow to mvolve the prlvat;\ sec&)r :m thje total YEDPA effort?-
<t < hoo/ b )
51. to get scheol systems to adopt program a.deals A brlngs to them"

52. . Who is to detemune the dest.my of thn student" L. e.,; how can YEDPA become
a truly joint CETA/LEA effort?’ ,

53. How can schools be encouraged to work mth CETA to elop the moet xpeanmgful
work sites for students? ‘

i . ) .
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55.

‘56.
57,
58.
' 59,

60.

61..

62.

-64-- | <

v - - : o
How are écﬁool attendancé requiremepts and CETA youth work experience
efforts to be reconcilefl into a unified plan to help CETA eligible
youth'> ' '

What WJ.ll encourage school people dnd CETA people to work togethe.r”

How can a YEIP effort be formed that accammodates such ent youth needs
as: (a) TV watching; and (b) need for immediate grat_lflglagmn?'

How can YETP be organizad in ways that maximize community Jﬁ'volvement for
youth? :

_ s
How ‘té coordinate CETA, the variety of current educational efforts related
to education/work, and other cammnity efforts also related to education/work?,

How to maintain ’credibility for CEIA in the camunity and in the schools?
How can the\hcme/famlly ‘*tructuf become involved in the total YEDPA effort"

How can the YIDP Peffortw*bé““operatod in such a way that sustaining changes
in coducation Aull/resxllt7 [ _ b

Could a €RO, of some kin'i be: dsed as a "broker" between the school system
and (,PD. oe Jrk, Sponsors for YEDPA efforts? y
- 8 ¢ K) A
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