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" One of" the heT1merks ef the Compreéene1ve Emp1oyment and Training
Act has been its repeated empheeie on linking local CETA prime sponsor
employment and”training programs with other local agencies.  The various
‘mandates . for collaboration have produced few results, however, for lagk of -
mechanism§ to facilitate the process of, or of 1ncent1vee 5uff1c1ent to
overcome the obstacles to cooperation. . "
The Youth EmpTeyment and Demonstrat1on Preje:te Act of 1977 1nc1udes
'“the usualexortations for—collaboratton, espectally between CETA sponsors
- and local education agencies. But the Act also includes a specific mechanism
- to spur it: a provision under the Youth Employment an#l Training Program
reserving 22 percent of each sponee 's formula allocation to be administered <
-.undér the terms ef an agreement b veen - the sponsor and the local education

agency (egeneiee) : . v

. 'gi The 1mpertenee of- the YETP 22 percegt set-aside gannot be over-
stated. It has set in motion the forces necessary for gehuine collaboration -
between ‘the . educdtion estabTishment and .the empleyment and training .
establishment. In isolated instances, usually where schools and CETA offices
were alfeady werk1ng teqether,,a1iernet1ve education programs and other joint
ventures are thriving.: . g * ) ’

) -The 22 percent set- ae?ﬁe appears to be neceseery, but it is not -
‘5uff1e1ent for. coTlaboration, or the most part,. the results of CETA-LEA
collaboration are uncertain, formal .agreements ne£w1thetend1ng, because
there are considerable impediments to progress in the collaborative process.
Administrative and substantive differences between the 'two institutions ‘stand.
in the wa Nonfinancial incentives (or the remexe1 of disincentives) are °
necessary e]onq w1th more sybstantive gu1dance with regard to program models

and institutional roles. So fars there i no defjnte policy or set.of
mechanisms to move the tentative CETA LEA partner5h1 5 beyend their preeent

stage. . - i ; 1 R .

In the final ena1yf1e cu]Fﬂboret1Dn étween the %eﬂpewer and

educet1en establishments can be wuccessful onlyf®if it is accepted at the’

local level. The challenge is coaxing along the twa d1eperete parties.
—.Cases of healthy CETA-LEA partnereﬁ1pe as welk ds cases in which there are
*~chronic 111 feelings between CETA prime sp s and Tocal educators bear out’

the conclusion that financial incentives e?ene are not sufficient to push

the collaborative programs already established beyond the rudimentary stage, \

or even sustain thé progress achieved so far. Because .of - the edh1n15trat4ve

authorityeghat local CETA sponsors—have to the Department of Lgbor, tifey

can be "won over" by way of the norma] prime sponsor channel: t-because

16cal schools have no_accountability to the Labor Department and little '_’=?

accountability tgiizgza S. Office of Education, the route for 1nf1uenc1nq -
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them mustiﬁe less direct. They certainly cannot jbe coerced. ;?ﬁgtead,_mnﬂels :
for policies, pgograms, and collaboration are needed. ~I1f they can be used o
convinee lecal, educators about the fmpartancexqf empléyment and training
programs” for youth, the-validity of a role for them in those initiatives,
and the feasibility of developing those roles, perhaps their cooperation can

‘be won. CETA prime spensors, howeyer, ar& not the ones to provide LEA officials
-with information or guidance. While they are.applying the outside pressure for: ’
¢hange in schools, they are not equipped; nor do they have the standing «n he
_education community to direct such change. The objective theh.is to utilize
alternate channels for influencing local education po i cymakers.

TheNextStgp\

—

The U.S, Department of Labor is already relying on the cooperation
of educators in a number of interest groups and associations to identify '
exemplary empjgyment,and training programs basedyin schools and models: for
col Paboration Between schools and CETA prime sponsors. The Department has
also undertaken a number of joint programs with the 4.S. Office of Education
ih implementing #qd evaluating YEDRA. The leadership in the Office of Career

~ Education and Bureau of Adult and Vocational Education has been especially
cooperative, endarsing the concept of CETA-LEA partnerships and using the
access they have to local schools"to provide ideas and encourage progress.
Additional measures and a clear articulation of some current ad hoc policies
seem necessary though. - ‘

*

¢ 1. Because institutions seep most subject to change in response to
pressure initiated from the outside and endorsed on the inside, the Department
of Labor ought to continue its strategies of relying on education groups that

already support a manpower-education partnership for youth, to persuade - :
other educators. - . .

_ 2. Changing institutfons by adding gh new functions is probably !
‘easier than changing them by adapting oidsﬁgnct'gns to serye_new purposes.
Although the U.S. Office of Education, fis ¢doperating with the Department of
Labor in supporting the new-initiatives under YEDPA, there are edacation
Jaws already on the books that can serwe some! of #he same pérposes as YEDPA.
USOE Tought to review implementation of .those laws and determine whether they
might be implemented differently to better compYement YEDPA. !

3. A common complaint in the education community is that educators
“(with the exception of vocational educators) were not consulted during the
deyelopment of YEDPA, Debate skipped the question of whethey education
" should take.a role in employment an tyaining programs, in favor of the "
matter of defining how education shoukd be nvolved. :

. . Because -éducators feel QEDPﬁﬂw§s done to therf, it_stil™.ladks the .
wha1eihaérted‘sdﬁpé%t of even the Washington education establishment, to -
say nothing of other educatows around- the country. The single most feasible
strategy for coalescing support of the education and employment and training
institutions around a s?hg1e purpose might be to cr%?te a shared vested

£ 7’ 1 N

F3




1ntere§t petween them by deve10p1ng n;y 1eg1slet1oﬁ§through ‘a jO]nt proce;g

invoT}iﬁg educatTQn and menpower inte ests_

L 3

; ;,4i Eecause of the federal bharacter of trad1t1on31ﬁemp oyment and
tre1n1ng programs and the reluctance of the federal government to take an
.‘aetiv1st role #n local education affa1ﬁ5,L$he notion of CETA-LEA linkages
- may pose Sqmeth1ng of .a dilemma for policymakers concerned with ma1nta1n1ng
the autonomy of local schools. But since LEA cooperation in YETP is opt1onal
fdP s¢hools, policymakers should not adopt the .alternative. suggested by
> some educators of \giving LEAs unilateral authority over YETP set-aside funds.
- This is because where sponsors have abdicated. authority ‘over the set-aside,
the resulting school programs frequent]y have been conducted without regard
to overall YETP program obgect1vee or other CETA youth programs. A lack.of
prime sponsor authority in‘these cases. has reduced the effectiveness of
YEMPA dcllars and, more impontantly, prev1des little, incentive or pressure
for chanmging the pregrems ‘schools. prcv;de arr1mprov:ng the1r serv1eee to -
econom1ca11y d1sadVenteged y0uth _ ' S N
. ¢
In order to assure the 1ndeqendence of LEAs, howéver, while giving
them . Xiece of the manpower p1e,»1t:m1ght be dee}rab1e to funnel a portion
of ‘what wou ,ﬁbtheﬁdlsé be prime spon§or allocations down to the local level
by way of state education agencies, end require LEA officials to administer
that money under the terms of an agreement negotiated w1th CETA sponsors. /?gsf

N ¥
-

L 5. Whatever the reepect1ve roles thet CETA eponeers and EAS may
taEe in-jointly-supported local edyicattonAtraining/employment "systems" for
youth, the development of such systems will~take time. National policymakers
ought to take this into account in establishing objectives and timetables,

or expectations will outrun what is. feasible. L
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S B INTRODUCTIbN' T

o : . The Youth Emp1gyment and DEmonstratiaﬁ Prajects A;t of 1977
' (PL 95-93, Title III) is' the federal government's most recent response to . .
the crisis of youth unemployment. It is an add-on to CETA but includes
provisions that present a marked departure from past federal manpower
initiatives. One of the most important features of the 1977 legislation ‘s
its emphasis. on tying local manpower programm1ng for youth to the system
of public education. Both the Youth Community Conservation and Improvement X
Projects (YCCIP) and the Youth-Employment and Traihing Pragram (YETP) call '
for. development and reinforcement of 11nkages between a communi
employment-training (CETA) organizatian and jts local educaYtion agenc1es
(LEAs). More significantly, under YETP, a minimum of 22, pepcent )
-~ 16cal ~sponsor's allocation is reserved to be ‘administered under - the terms
of a prime sponsor-LEA 301nf1y&approved program fo# employment and- training -
serv1ces .

5 . -

. Aﬂthaugh the notion of mixing education w1th emp]oyment and training
;“15 neither radical nor novel, collaboration between schosls and manpower
age Gies has seldom come easy. Coaxing local manpower administrators,
thuggh not simple, is a fa1r1y direct process, thanks .to the accountability %hey
have to the U.S. Department, of Labor. But convincing officials and teachers
in LEAs is another story. Numerous conditions and influences affect the
- posture of LEA tDwardS‘Jo1n1ng education agd manpower service
. eligible youtb- *Some of these grow out nf school policy relaf _
exagple, to length of the school. day,: cﬂﬁﬂent1al1ng of staff, the award
of ‘aQademic credit, or out of experience schools have hat serving econcm1ca11y
disadvantaged- youth or-underachievers. Other factors affecting LEAs! :
posture towards -1inking manpower and educat1@n grow out of a complex network
. of influence exerted by interest groups with their often conflicting
obgectives, programs and procedures. These various influences are cdmp11gated :
v further by a Tess“than tidy network of gDvernmenta1 interests (federa], state .
and 1ocali - the mamw prbfesgﬂoqal ergan1zat1on5&represent1ng gne or another
specialized cop St1tugngy, the intérnal organization ©f"a 1oca1 schopl system,
“‘anq its const1 uenc1es in the cgmmun1ty it serves. T
C %:*&is Do 4 ) N
o ngm ‘evidence collected-so far in case studies conducted/by the :
National Ceuncil on Employment Pol\:y n 1mp1e§gntatinn of 'YEDPA, it i
c¢lear, that the 22 percent set-aside f’r CETA-LEA. ggreements 1523 yseful
Atartipg point for' improving relatia Shlrs between local CETA apz ors aﬁd
5;hoo15, and_for deVeloping~institut ona](comp1emEntar1ty,xbut t ﬂ% alone o
is not sufficient for obta1h1ﬁg*thé 1evéT?of results demanded b ex1st1ng
pregram 90315 C o ’, (i

F

It is the purpose of this repprt first to' review the pragress that !

B 10&37 CETA sponsors and LEAs have made fewards coljaboration, and then to

" “offer, somé strdtegies for improving ‘thé dyrability and Yong-term usefulness / ¢
.of the: joint CETA-LEA vehtures In order to achieve the second purpose of 7

th1; repoért, 1? is necessary ﬁo identify and analyze the djverse 1nf1uencas
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that beér on pub11c schools jas they establish pracedures and make po11cy, '
and to persuade them to tupport ari expanded. ‘schd®1 role in youth employment
and tra1n$ﬁgsprograms . /}yﬁ

] ¥

The presumpt1on Df this report is that fin- formu1a;1ng gd1icy, schoo]
administrators look beyond financial incentives fpr, their p011cy cues. Federal
and state laws, regulations ‘and guidelines, and their- ‘accompanying legislative , -
histories, of course, are important./ But so toc<a¥eg§he platforms, statements

-.of belief and objectives of profesaa&na1 or p011f1c31 nationat and state

“organizations, and professional journals, reports; and -research. More direct
approaches involving wor*shaps, sem1nars, Tgctures, or_C cT1n1cs for 1gca1 staff
also shape local po 11cy . oL

Th1$ anaTy51s starts with a rev1ew of pr1me SpDhde LEA Eﬁper1enCe G
'unégr YEDPA s6 far. It then investigates the systems of governance under .
. which LEAs Gperaﬁea the less formal networks of influence upon them. ahd the s
part they have played in advancing YEDPA goals in local> school systems. K
| ) ' ’ oA L ‘
;Y. METHODOLOGY,

L]

. - e 7 - ) , Ry . L4 s
= i . . \ ) | : ‘
. The an31y51s of early prime sponsors, and LEA experience under
L?EQFA -- YETP 1in part1cular -- is based upon the f1r5t three parts of a four-
part eva]uat1an conduc§ed by the National Council on EmpToyment Po11cy of
YEDPA implementation in 37 CETA prime sponsorshjps. The 1mp1ementat1on N
study incTudes ‘extensive d15cuss1@n*ab6ﬂ§ CETA-LEA agreements the mechanics
of local change and the difficulttes enc untered along.the road to collaboration. |
The findings most useful fer this analysis are in the second and third
impTementation reports, August 1978 and March 1979 respectively.
Data for the second paﬁt of this repoyt anaiyz1ng channe]s of . B

“influence to lochl schools other than CETA prime sponsors, were obtainéd
F;om a number of interyiews;, meetings and “'mini-case studies" cpnducted .
.in the. Summg¥™ and Fall “of 1978. - Interviews were held during July, August

- and September 1978 with representatives of those nattonal educational <« -
organizations or institutions which. pr2v1ou51y had takeh action to stimuTate
or reinforce 11nkageg Between the education™ onmun1ty and the employment/
_graining commupity,.or were i a position to influence the education
community to do so. The organigatiens repreéented 1n these 1ntérv1ews were:

| - *,
== Americaﬂ Vocational AgsO 1at1@n {60,000 chat1ona1 educators) Q‘ )
N 1or !
- == *Ameri;an Personnel aﬁ Gu1d5ﬁge ASSDE18t1Dﬂ 42 000 gu1dance 7
o~ s .w*and counseTling ;pec1a11 s) < *
'\k S - Natwona] Parent-Teacher Ass@éiati@n (6.5 mitlion membershipi / ’
* g -- National School Boards Association (16,000-1o¢al school v
g‘a.i v R e _ : : -1 =
4 , districts) . . A ;
5 ‘ ‘ ! .

--_ Council of Great City Sch@b15 (28 largest urban school ;y;tems)

_ ; ; -




f. ..~|;‘ ! .} -73»._-

. #

R Amer1dan Association of Schoo!l Adm1njstratars (20,000 membersJ
. . Agm

aav*Instﬁtute for Educat1ona1 Leaqersh1p

e L

- Amer1caﬁ Federat1on Df Teachers (2, 500‘1ocals) N L

-2 American’ Assac1at1on of COmmun1ty and Jun1or ColTeges
i - (925, community ctollege members of the 1,235 Ex15t1n§)

. f‘ -- National Manpowe¥ In5t1tute " Work- Eéucatloﬁ Consort1um
S (33 communities)
]gégFNationai Gavefnors' Association (311 stétes) ‘ /-

- i. "National Conference of State Leg151atures (FEPFéSEﬂtSJ
v, 77,600 state legislators) ° S S ;

-- Council of Chief State Schoo] foicers,(aii-states)

¢ =-. National A550c1at1cn of State Boards of Educat10n (51 Df
v - b7 state boards) ‘e
IO : ' . : 7
o - + == Office of Career Education, U.S. DfFice*of Education
\ o . " . ; ;
f\ - v-- Bureau of Vocational, Occupational and Adult Educat10n

u.s. fo1ce Df Education

- . "Mini-case study" visits were made to the City of Baltimore and
the Ma*y]and State Education Agency and to Springfield and Columbus, Ohio,.
and the Ohio Education Agency. The community visits were not undertaken
with- the é&pectat1@n that universal or definitive strategies could be
-formula fed. -Rather, the DDJECtIVE was te map the local 1everage points in

4 small number of school systems in order to provide some notion of the

wcamplexities of the mechanics of CEFA-LEA collaboration and the size of

. dchieving that on a grand scale. The conclusions aré merely suggestive of
the nawional picture, and might ‘be regarded mainly as hypotheses for testing
w1th further research or issues that ought to be con51dered in the' process
Df poticy Formu1at1on : .

™ . N




ST " WHY MIX SCHOOL -AND WORK?

=

-  One of the mest important features Df YEDPA is the prav151en
reserving a minimum of 22 percent of each’prime spo,SQr s allocation under
the: Youth Emp]oyment and Training Program to be administered under the terms
of an’agreement between the sponsor and local education agencies. The ;
provisiomwas inctuded in the law in the hopes that it would provide an
1incentive for schools and CETA systems to work together. In the words of
Senatar Jacob Javits, a co-spensor DF the prov%§1o

... competition between prime sponsors and local
‘educat1on agencies has been the rule, while
cooperation. has been the exception. There is a
~ need to nudge-ghese two competing systems closer
together, so.that the in-school Tabor force can be
"served in a more efficient and sensiblfe manner..

*’aﬁﬁt_h -
C1t1ng the Senate report on YEDPA, he added i ;
: r
i\ The Committee be11eves it is essent1i] that cooperation
take p]ace between prime sponsors an Tocal education’
agencies .in prov1d1ng Emp1oyment opportunities and
training and supportive services: for. youths enrolled
in school. In the absence of such linkages, in-school
> youth max continue to begserved by two separate and.
- competing delivery systéms which bifurcate their Tabor
rs—market experience at a-critical Stage of their
transition between school and work.*
The Department of_ Labor willingly adopted-as one of its objectives, the tying
together of education and. CETA, but expressed a tone of caution:
" /T/he mandate for a local educat1on agency
(LEAT CETA agreement will not by itself achieve
educational reform or a E]gn1f1cant restructuring of
5erv1ce delivery systems in most cases. We see it
as’a way to make the 'education and manpower “camps“
sit down and talk tdgether about their problems, - . )
progress, and aims in dealing with youth.** - :

¥

¥

© Not willing tu put all its eggs in one basket, the Departmﬁﬁt

provided discretionary money to support a number of exemplary in-school youth.

job programs and stressed ties between sponsors and LEAs for the purpose of
award1ng ‘academic” cred1t under. the Yauth Commun1ty Conservation and

sf . B

*Congress1nna1 REiDPd Senate, July 21, 1977, 5,\§—12558i

**Office af Youth Programs, U. Départment of Labar "A Planning
“Charter for the-Youth Employment and Demanstrat10n Progects Act of 1977,"
August 1977, pp.’ 7- 8
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‘Improvement! «Prq‘je:ts‘%’CCIP)A._ The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pi 1%t ‘Projects

. (YIEPP), an experimental initiative testing whéther a guaranteed job .,

" encourages youths to stay in-school requires, by virtue of its design, some
degree of cogperation between sponsors and schoels. But cooperation: under
YCCIP 18 occurring generally where sponsors and schools were.already getting
along. WYnder YIEPP, some degree of cooperation was necessary for sponsors
to survive the stiff competition for the limited number: of YIEPP grants.
Furthtrmore, less than 4 pereent of all sponsorships were awarded entithement -
projects. , . L B N R

. The first’ interesting question then is not whether sehools and prime

sponsors’ can work together; there are always the exceptions to prove they
can. The question is, instead, can such cooperation be encouraged across

" all sponsorships, even where there is no history of cooperation between
schools_and the manpower community? Or, more to the point, how effective

“~hae the current 22 percent set-asjde under YETP been in encouraging local .
schools and CETA prime sponsors to work together? A second question-is, if
other strategies are needed, what might they be? .

~ . Pﬁ‘%i‘{r
s 1S 22 PERCENT ENOUGH?

The educatioh establishment is, by reputation, a rigid and inflexible
one that some critics say changes only slowly. But the last two decades have
demonstrated that public schools are not totally jsolated from changes in
“the rest of society, and that they can respond to policy emphases coming out
of Washington as different societal needs have appeared or as findings.from -
research dictated better ways of accomplishing existing goals. In the pest-
Sputnik era, science and math instruction were upgraded in order ‘to help
‘put America“s technological research and.development on a par with that of the
Soviet Union; sex, drug and alcohol education, counseling and guidance :
services, and career education have all been responses to more recent concerns.
Unfortunately, the public schools, by and large, have not shown -
much predisposition to participate -in youth employment and training despite
more than-15 years of coekistence with local programs. But at least part
of the reluctance to change can he attributed to the fact that the changes
implied in the calls for a greater education role in the employment and
training administration have not been coming from within the education
establishment, but’from outside, frequeritly as part of an explicit criticism

. of public education. And while there are ample precedents for important

, changes in American public education, there are really no precedents for
change as controversial as that embodied in YETP being forced by agents outside.
the education establishment. . : S

4

Evaluations of the implementation of YEDPA, néverthe]ess, show

that YEDPA is contributing to some change.that appears necessary, but is far
from sufficient ¥or long=lasting and useful institutional change.,

. - YETP 1in partiéu1ar has succeeded in shifting the immediage focus
of debatg among local educators from the question of whether education should

P 7 ‘ . . L




‘ p1ay a 4§11berate role in enhanc1ng the emp1dyab111ty of youth to what

that role should be. This does not mean that educators have dec1ded that
Emp1dyment ahd training can mix with education. Local educators are now

- engaged in ihitiatives. that try the mix, though. The implication is that

when and if the first debate 15 resumed, it will have more basis in * R
exper1ence than congecture o _ .

In the first year, there has been a record of some success and
rea1]y no instances of outright failure among the 37 prime sponsors examined
by the YEDPA implementation study sponsored by the Nat1dna] Coun;1l on
Emp1dyment Po11cy )
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Codperdt1on between prime sponsors and local schools 'is nat”an

untried Eoncept and im many areas, there is a history of joint efforts that

predate CETA; There, YETP money is paying for work experiendd components

- added -on- to rder -awarenéss and skill training, and in some instances, is
‘providing money” for extra staff in the LEAs or for 11a150n staff between .

LEAS dnd prime sponsors.

: Most pr1me Sponsors, however, . started with no established ]1nks
Eefore YEDFA they and the respective local schools operated in relative
isolation in spite of their supposed common interest! preparing youths for .
adulthood. ' The effect of YEDPA in these areas is more noticeable and,
hence, more dramatic. Virtually all prime sponsors succeeded in s1gh1ng
agfeements with the local schools. But, many of the initial agreements !
were not thought through in the crisis c11mate of .implementation, and reflected
more the aspirations of some enlightened individuals (and the rhetoric of the
Department of Labor) than feasible prospectives for action. The hasty,
mid-sémester start of the first year programs did not provide adequate
opportunity for them to be proper1y implemented. :The prevalent pattern
for the second year of programs_in the 1978-1979 school year was.to s1mp1y
contirnue the first year de51gn5 : 4

§ Even with a secund year For extend1ng programs under CETA LEA

'-agredments, local CETA sponsors and LEAs ‘are ‘almost certainly not gd1ng to-

‘be able to put in place the kind draqug11ty of collaborative programs
envisioned by the architects .of YEDPA, because the process of getting the

two systems to work together requires more than an~orderly plannijng and
implementation period. The process require$ solutions to some, fundamental
problems that underlie attempts to collaboration, and time for local planners
to find alternate routes around major barriers.

. The process of pu1linq rnqetﬁer the education and employment and

| training 1n5f1tut1dnr i5 occurring in two phases. The first is one of
- administrative detente and the second is substantive collahoration. In the

familiarization process leading up to administrative detente, CETA densbrs
have been trying to live down bad Tocal histories of manpower- education
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fgre]ati_ns or the more general problem of a bad CETA reputation, and then
_gétting past the frictions caused by procedural differences between the two
establishments. Thanks possibly to its separate authorizing legislation and
the fact that considerable resources are earmarked for Jocal schools, YEDPA'
was not perceived by most schools as another CETA progran or add-on to pre-
CETA youth programs. This was an achievement whose significance should not

be underestimated since it appears’ that g large part gf the objection some

local educators have had to mixing manpower and education has really been
an objection to working with the manpower establishment. e n .

A

; _ Procedural differences have-contributed to more sericus chronic
_friction. The fiscal year for CETA sponsors starts~jn October, while for  , -
schiools it starts in September, January or July. Thjs mismatch plus the )
accelerated, patchwork style of 'CETA planning whick” frequently is not complate
until days before the start of the new year (or.’even after the start of the

new year) have made it difficult for schools to engage in long-range strategic
plans. Another point of friction encountered in planning for .the 78-79 )
school year programs (but.not encountered in 77-78 because of delayed start-
up) was uncertainty over funding levels and some doubt about whether changes
made in the basic CETA legislation would also affect the youth programs.
CETA-LEA colldboration in the first year of YEDPA algo was hindered by its
late, mid-semester start-up (January-March 1978). While these were one-
time or only occasional problems, CETA's comparatively brief history' has
been riddled with periods of funding uncertainty, constantly shifting
priorities, and changing regulations. The instability that this has built into
the CETA system is not likely to be corrected overnight and is bound to

present a chronic source of friction in CETA-LEA relations.

“ P

Another mismatch between local schools and CETA systems is in their
networks of accountability. LEAs are accountable to local boards of education,
perhaps some other local officials, and state education authorities. CETA
sponsors are also accountable to local officials but uswally not the same
ones as schools, and the U.5. Department of Labor. The procedural difficulties
caused by these two separate systes having to clear their actions with
their respective authgrities can cause delays and De a serious hindrance
to a long-term stable relationship.

In the process of achieving administrative dggente there has also
been a number of differences between CLIA ‘systems and s#hools that can,
perhaps, best be attributed to the two institutions being' at different

stages in the bureaucratic aginy process. The education establichment is

old compared to_almost any Other public institution and ancient compared to
the CETA system.  Career structures, administrative modéls, professional
interest groups, and credentialing standards are firmly in place. Tradition
and established procedures are resistant to major changes. In short there is
an institutional identity and -- more importantly -- continuity. The CETA
system is a stark contrast. :

Manpower did not emerge as a governmental policy area until the
early 1960s. The Manpower Administration in the .. Departmerdt of Labor, ,
which has.been the focal point for all federally supported manpower initiatives,
was not—established until 1963. It has been the only permanent fixture on
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the employment and training -landscape in the relatively brief time since

then (it did change its name to the Employment and Training Administration

in 1975). The present network of CETA sponsors has been in place only since
1974w -The hybrid manpower field has a fluid literature and lacks consensus

on the most basic-paradigms. Local expertise in employment-and training
affairscis more political and managerial than substaptive because grantsmanship
/and outghéssing Longress ‘and the Department of Labor are prerequisites for
survivalys. substantive” know-how is useful but not indisperisable because so

much of “local policy is made in Washington. ”X ’

- The local CETA systems are also unstable organizationally. They

‘have frequently attracted talented and‘capable administrators, but have been
unable to retain them in the atmosphere of fiscal and programmatic uncertainty.
The lack of-opportunity to formulate local policy and the frustration of '
having to respond to the whims of Washington effectively reduce incentives

for creativity and excellence. The consequent high staff turnover, besides.
complicating the challenge of day-to-day management virtually erases
institutional memory. Thouh Jocal institutions, CETA offices are entirely
federally funded.., They have fared well financially, but their reliance on
federal money and chronic last minute uncertainties over their budgets have
undermined their perceived staying power to the point that some local offices
are seen as being perpetually on the brink of collapse. '

The marked differences in the character of the LEA and CETA
bureaucracies imevitably present .sources of friction. While theﬁe,are
. sufficient instances to demonstrate that CETA sponsors and LEAs cag _work

together, in fact the bureaucratic differences create friction that™gan
provide convenient pretexts for either partner breaking off collaboratign.
Since there are intuitively appealing reasons for the two systems to -
collaborate, however, the question is whether the substantive differences
are sufficient to rutecout joint efforts. If they are not, it seems that
if there is a will to wprk together, thera2 can be a way. .

- o
In the second stage of the process in which local schools and CETA

sponsors begin working together -- that of substantive cgllaboration -- there
appears to be less pérvasive points of friction between: the two systems.

Some are based on misinformation. But to the extent others are based on
attitudinal differences, they can pose systemic obstacles to complementary
systems. Initially, a few gducators voiced concern that CETA's emphasis

on job placements would encourage that system to push youths out of school
“into jobs. In fact, the expressed purpose of the legislation is to encourage
youths to stay in school and both the Department of Labor and local CETA
administrators have taken steps to, vemove incentives that might entice

youth to drop out: There have been no substantiated reports of students
leaving school to take YEDPA jobs, and so that issue has suhsided.

Targeting employability services by income has not subsided as an
issue. Although CETA administrators, as a rule, are locked into restricting
services to economically disadvantaged youths, school administrators obje-t
on substantive and political grounds. They do not believe family income is

a reasonable predictor of need for employability services, and they are
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_ accéuﬁtab]g to a constituency that is much broader than CETA sponsors' and
therefore less tolerant of provisions that reserve services for only a
_ few. o ‘ - .

£

The emphasis on serving the dropout population nqw, as in the past,
is another point of contention. The CETA system and its predecessors have
traditionally served dropouts, blaming schools for failing to adequately
serve kids who did not fit the normal mode. Some Tocal educators are
objecting to YEDPA now because programs are designed to.'"recycle" dropouts .
back into regular channels. One pringipal complained that " the very ones
that had been kicked out used CETA aéia wey to get back into the system."
Most educators, though, do not appeantadverse to making another try with 4
dropauts. The controversy arises in the debate over what constitutes effective
alternative educational systems for those persons. ‘
The most heated CETA-LEA controversy has been over the award of
academic credit for work experience or employability development training.
Some local discussions have centered on the question of whether credit for
employment-related experience devalues or deemphasizes credit for academic
areas. In states where seniors must demonstrate basic competencies to
graduate, teachers sometimes object to any school experience that daétracts
from preparation for those exams. There is also a question of whether local
educators can make policy regarding the award of credit without specific o
state mandates on the subject. These debates have frequently, however, been
used_as smokescreens to conceal the real issue: the turf question of who
decide? what is credit-worthy experience; schools ‘or CETA sponsors? Educators
see the certification process as properly a school role. Employment and
training personnel concede that it is appropriately a school responsibility,
but then fgo on to criticize schools for being too reluctant to support
activities involving credit and more to the point, unwilling to make an
extra effort to establish education alternatives for YEDPA-eligible youth.
In some areas where credit is awarded for work experience Or career awareness
training, observers note educators providing no more oversight than sponsors
had proposed, but a share of the YEDPA pie has succeeded in buying their
cooperation. : .

None of the problems encountered in the CE"A-LEA relations is
unanticipated, insuperable or irreconcilable. They may provide credible
pretexts for inaction, however, where local sponsors or schools are not
inclined to cooperate because they do not see the value in it or know how
to do so.

It appears that the 22 percent set-aside under YETP has been
effective in encouraging lucal schools and CETA prime sponsors to approach
one another. A linkage between education and manpower has, to a -degree, been
formalized. But, if the CETA-LEA linkages are to progress beyond "administrative
detente," there has to be more substance built into them. While the
developments so far do not preclude that from happening -- indeed a cooperative
posture is a prerequisite to a truly productive relationship -- the strategies
for making it happen are not so apparent.




CETA- LEA activities may acquire substance over t1me but the |,
likelihood of it happening, the value of the content, and the pace at which
it develops are all problematical.. These uncertainties are inherent in any
attempt to push together at the local level two establishments that have
vastly different superstructures or administration, statutory-authority,
political constituencies, institutional history, program object1vesi and
client groups. The pécu11ar need is for a strategy to coax. coklaboration
between-a federal system of prime sponsors operating manpower programs for
youth and a state/local system of schools providing education for youth.

The Department of Labor is able to steer local sponsor programming .
into conforming somewhat to the Department's objective of better CETA-LEA
relations through its regulatory authority and power over the purse. DOL
is also providing to sponsors a degree of technical assistance and information
about hoﬁfQETA—LEA agreements can be set up and what they might look like.

The Department, however, has no authority to push local schools
alone, and very few options for pulling them along. The 22 percent set-aside
“under YETP is the only real incentive, but DOL alone is not equipped to
develop the technical assistance”or program models that educators need.

Even if it were, the DOL=prime sponsor-channel is hardly an effective conduit.
Local educators are not inclined to take the word, advice, or assistance of
emplovment and training experts without the imprimatur of and collateral

input from the education establishment,
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EXPLORING ALTERNATIVE CHANNELS TO LEAs . .

e The need for a collaborative effort between the employment and-
training,and education-establishments at levels other than the local level ‘
is necessary if local CETA-LEA programs are to work. ' This need wds foreseen n
in the legislation which includes provisions-that both require and encourage - '
cooperation between manpower and education authorities at the state and
national level. Five percent of the total YETPsallocation is available to-
governors for providing, among other things, Tabor market and occupational
information to prime sponsors and schools. ‘The Act also authorizes the -
Secretary of Labor to carry out innovative and experimental programssthat
feature cooperative agreements with- federal educational aYencies. TAF 1978
CETA amendments further encourage manpower-education linkages above the
local Tevel by increa inq the alTocation to state vocational education
authorities, to, in par ﬂncreaae coordination betwgen vocational education
and CETA establishments ‘he amendments also reserve a portion of th X
governor's allocation to be used for coordinating the activities of siate
manpower services and State education agencies. To understand the potential
utility of these provisions, it is useful to know something about the
education establishment: its forma1 structure of* governance ahd its informal
channels for influence.

‘ ~
Local Governance l

N

The heart of the public elementary and gecaggary .education
egtablishment is some 16,000 school districts in fifty states. Lbcal public
school systems are governed by school boards, and-managed by superintendents.

- In most instances, school board members are elected by the voters of the
.community they serve, arJ are 1ndependent of the other local elected officials,
‘mayors or county commissioners, for example. School districts also usually
enjoy independent taxing authority. The lack of g common authority over
local education agencies and other Tlocal political bases, which typically
are the CETA sponsors, makes compatibility less than dutomatic and cooperation

sometimes an heroic act.

Springfield, Oljo offers an extreme case of d]FFu;ed authority.
Schools there are indepdnf nt of the rest of local government, and vocational
education is administerée arate from the other education programs.
Nonvocational education Y{s haﬂd1ed through the city school system which
reports to the Springfifiy{l board of education. Vocational education is
handled by county joilt v@cational schools which are supported by the
Springfield Public School# and other LEAs in Clark CDunty, and administered
by a caunty bcard of education.

M
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.~ The county joint vocational school has traditionally been involved
with county manpower’ program initiatives through CETA Title [ contracts with
_the county CETA office. Most of the services under those.contracts have been
for adults, howéver, and the prospects for adopting the vocational services
for YEDPA-eligible youth are not promising. The JVS hgs a long waiting list

f student applicants and the JVS administrators prefer to select for enrpllment
gﬁﬁth who .do not have bagﬁc education deficiencies or gther difficulties in
"DPA-eligible yduth in JVS is unlikely_ also because,

, - school. Enrollment of :
the Gounty's in-school YETP program is administered by the city school systém's -
career education office. To further hinder cooperation befween any city .
school YETP activities and JVS, the city school liaison with JVS is not in
the career education office. ’ . 7

i

Although the Sprilgfield city school system hésiestabiished'a strong
CETA-LEA program with the area prime sponsor, top level support within the )
schools has been only lukewarm. The superintendent is wary of too close a
relationship with the prime sponsor because administrators in the spons@yrship
report to .the county government, and he does not want the schools accountable. ,

-In any way to the Tatter. : ’ y

The degree” of cooperation that now exists between the Springfield
city school systen and the Clark County CETA office is no mean accomplishment,

given the potential for conflicts within the education system serving residents
in the county and the fact that the school systems and the CETA offige—are
agcountable to different autharities. .The success in this®instance, under °
conditions that seem almost to be designed to thwart cooperatjen, can be
attributed to the willingness of the two parties involved. [The prime ‘
sponsorship is a relatively small one with rea]]y'on1yrtwa'ieve15 of .
‘decisionmaking. It is one in which the youth coordinator has the confidence
of and ready access.to the sponsor's top adffinistrator. Through conscientious
managenent and a low-key style of doing business, the sponsorship has also
managed to stay relatively free pf political pressures from the county and
been able to operate as an independent agent. Before the ¥dvent of YEDPA

the sponsor staff had werked with the Joint-Vocational School and so the

staff was receptive to the YEDPA mandate for collaboration with schooks.

The single most important factor contributing to cooperation on
the par of the schools nas been the presence of an energetic and imaginative
career education coordinator respopsible for conducting the city school's
demonstration career education program funded with state career education
goney. Through his own eforts, he kept abreast of YEDPA as it evolved
Jggﬁ was .already roughing out plans for school involvement by the timegihe
{ sponsor received notice ot its 1978 YETP allocation. The fact that Sbme
higher-ups in the Sprinc figld hierarchy ver» receptive to the notion of
mixing school and CETA also helped immeasurably. .

Colupbus, Ohio is another case in which the schools and prime
sponsors report to different authorities. Vet despite the fact that there is
less fragmentation on the education <ide than is found in Clark County,
Columbus CETA-LEA relations under YCDPA are less than cordial.
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The history of manpower- edugat1on re1at1®r; in CG]umbus has b en gne
of conflict between a“combative, talk-oriented manpower agency and an _
education agency that has kept a distance from manpower programs for youth, .
but doe% not appear unwilling to CQDDEFatE The Columbus CETA office seems "
to be locked into a management policy of finimal change, and undgé the hectic
YETP-implementation conditions, was algost paralyzed. To the extént thera-was
. an- identifiable policy for the YETP ézﬁpgrcant sef-astde, 1t was to resist the:
Anvolvement of the pubBlic schools. I both 1978 ant 1979 the pifime. sponsor Y,
practically forced nonfinancial agreements upon the local schools that S
assured- only 3 token role for educdtors. These have been in lieu of the more -
* substantive role:* or1g1na]}y proposed.Lyv tha schools in the YETP proposal
they submitted for 1978, but which thé sponsor regected for being unresponsive
to the problem of youth and because, tﬁp schools-wanted more autonomy than the’
sponsor was willing to qranf . - < ’ . N

¥

In a rE]af:va]y small prnpurt1on of cases, maya# ﬁ?; her chief
elected officials have ditect authority over school.board mémbert and/or
school superintendents. When this occurs, sthe chief officials' tine of ‘
authority can be exercised over both manpower ahg education-officials. Not™
surprisingly, when the priorities of tne chigf elected-officials include
linking employment and training initiatives to education, the importance of .
mechanisms fostaring ﬁDDDEFatIDn between CETA and LEAs fades, and adm1n15trat1vé
and substantivé diffigrences can be minimized by forced agyeement 1nftead of
mutual agreement. But even thig structure of ghvernance: cannat guarartee
harmony or tuta]]v productive Cf fA ¥EA relations ]1pj; "

Ba]timure:iJ one of the\]un@rity nf school systems in which the
school bbard is appointed by the mayors, the board, in- tuﬁn, app@inti)the
superintendent. Under thete Circunmstances, beth the city's manpower/administrator
and chief "hnﬂ1‘hFFiLér receive gfeir policy guidance from the city's top
executive. The mayor's policy with respect, to youth, employability, and
education is that thDD]; and the man ower F¥ency are expected to work together
towards D1v1nq the city's.-youth manpower problems., To the extent there is
Significant effort by the 'schools today, therefore, in addressing youth Y
employment and training needs, it is felt to be influenced in large part
" by the fact that the mayor orderéd it.:

Without that unified authority, it does not seem 11kély t1at the
Baltimore CETA sponsoyv and the LEA5 would have worked together as well “as
they have. Perceived school resistance to providing for the educational needs
of dropouts led the mayor to place adm1n1gtratlve supervision of one major
alternative education program for didpouts in the hands. of the manpower agency.
Under this arrangement, the schools prav:de teachers for curriculum development

and instruction, but the teaching staff is accountable, in part, to the manpower .
agency. EmpToyment and training prugramJ for. the in-schog@l population havée

been organized within the school. system's vocational education deartment e
The manpower agency ¢ an;rdt'i in dPVP1up1nq work experience slots for CETA
eligible-youth in the programs. In addition, skills centers are being

instituted in the schools, but oversight responsibility goes to the mayor's
manpower and economic development representatives.
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In other cmrrﬁun1t1e;, whe there 1% no ;1ng1e policy authamt\yﬂ'
over CETA sponsors and LEAs; co@ﬁer Fion does occur, “for examples in N
Spr1ngf1e1d Ohio. The impact seems to fe 1ersened HQWEVEP the T
permarience of change is uncertait, and thp paCF of cﬁange may be s%ewer I
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. L@c;? jggérnange is not the Dnly factgr 1mp1ng1ng d1recﬁ1y anLEA
“and indirectlf ‘on prime sponsors. There are hess structured influence netwarks
at.work that :Lhagl ddm1n14tratar; find at times- tD be’ nuﬁ}eﬁz’gampe11fnq

*

&

than formal- authurﬁty Even in BATtimore which by most méasures-, seems t
have achieved effective involvemght 'of local schools., ‘amd where there is no
lack of formal guidance 1dra1 job markets axd empidyer attitudés have a S
powerful ipﬁ%uenue on tihe role that schools take in manpower programs. i " Thes
highty scompetitive \ndu;tr1a] job market in downtown Baltimore attrac,tE .
jobseekers from the city as well as from the graw1ng faltimore suburbs. In . =
this climate, the schools admt that they "cream" in the selegtion and p1acament
of work experienke students, in order to demonstrate. the quality of student
theijcho&15 can-produce and beat out the competition from Suburban schoajs.

4 .

Mhere is a strohg- ;uqq@ftlun that ¢ hou1g which have deve]@ped
DFDdULt1VF‘]1Hkaq94 With the business and indu. tr1ec of the1r commun1t1ef
are bettgF able to mount successful yuuth Pmp1oynenf programs, pai cuTaF1y
as work 'experiere, cooperative education,- and job placepent are~soMerned.,

In.Baltiniore, there hds been a history Jf highly visible invoTlvement
of industry with schools since ¢ivil digturbances in Baltdmore in the mid-
1960s. * Following thgég'd];Lu%1dnLe;, everal business leaders in ghe city
who were concerned about the role the private sector could play in/improving
life in the city, fB@ried a group that started taking a crit%ga1 look at the
schools and DFFFF?ﬁJ suggestions for improvements. Signmif Ldntly, the schools
praved fLLEpt1VC to the criticism qnd to maL1nq changes. .

i

Since it was established, the group repr;‘ nting both employers and
schools has served &s an umbrella organization spc ring programs to up-
grade reading an< arjthmetic instruction, cosponsoriog with the Maryland <
Council of Economic Lducabion o project to assist teachynyg principles of
economic educatiop, underwriting 4 proyram to give all<children greater
awareness of the world of work, supporting a computerized, individualized
learning pro]P t. The group and some of the corporation$ it represented also.

N participated in a dropout prevention program funded with Elementary and
Secondary Education Act money. Mnrv recently, several Baltimore busihesses
have taken part in nA(upt a-school," a program in which individual
corporations have developed’ unpwrnflyP re]JT1un4h11r with nearby s rh@n1ﬁi
and provide assistance in such activities as counseling, serving on, :
vocat Fapal advisory commitioees, and_ providing oppoytunities for work
experience, cooperative @dU(dilmn and other job P;gifmknf programs .
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: ém%i Schools have continued to be’receptive-to the partnership with the |
iproyers for a number of freasons. For one, industry is<not tel j?g.tbé _
scHools haw to~teach -- that/ is.recognized as fhedschools' rasponsibility dnd
r- expertise.' "Foyr another,

Furthermore, fmiustry has stayed out of t

industry chas assisted in finding j fis “for- studeénts.
7 } he,political arena where education

' prioyities areiset. . (. . wfoo X A Lo co)
. ,g’,k . : - [ - )

The/1inkages ‘devetoped bétweén Bth%%BﬁQXEChDDTSWiﬂd busiwesses may.
“be.an important part of the. foundation for the Wore recent CETA/YEDPA program
#/ initiatives. -The concept of combined academic/wark programs was tested and,
. successfully applied by .business and schools at ‘theit own direction, before
w YEDPA. Tﬁé»puginesses saw economic gains in jfnyesting in education and i
raintng of Students who would eventually find their way ‘as employees into
their plants-and offiges. .The schools saw educatiopal gains.and the potential, .
for more-"relevant" education through contacts with a Targer world outside the
' -school- building. '

s : % S .
. LEA ties to industry in Springfield and Columbus, Ohio, are less
formalized and comprehensivé_thah they are in Baltimore, and observations
are certainly lesslconclusive when it comes to judging the impact that local
" businesses might“have on LEA policy regarding school and work. In-both areas. *°
- the vocatienal components are,  of course, sensitive to placement opportunities
~for graduates. Bﬁ;’sinée the interests of local busiresses appear t0 be short-
term, extendifng only as far as--getting trained workers at minimal cost, the
only real influence they have is in*encourgging schools tp select the -best
qualified youth for partitipation. This simply reinforces a bias populdrly
attributed to vocational education, against serving "problem" youth, and it =~
does not prod the vocational educators or otherteducators in the direction of
more cooperation withe ppime sponsors, If anything; the Situ%ti@ﬁ militates
against it. . R i S :

.

Y * c a3 ! ' -
One Model of Local Influence
R The three ingigdientz that ~s€em to be most important in determining

the way the Baltimore business community has influenced the school system
are- a mutual perception »f objectdives 'that serve a common interest, a
flexibility and willingness in the business community and the school system
to undertake cooperative efforts, and time. These ingredients are important
to keep in mind when considering the impact YETP can have on public education
because they might be seen as the components of :an effective model for long-

term influence on a school system.

Assessing local CETA systems in terms of whether or not they can
influence local educators in theé same way, it appears that YETP has some
handicaps to’overcomeé. Maybe the most important one is time.  Sustained
relationships seem to be a prerequisite for changing LEAs for two reasons:
First, because rapid change cannot be accommodated, and second, because

. sustained interest seems to be an indicator of. commitment for which short-
“ term funding and forceful rhetoric are poor substitutes. If the propensity
of national policymakers for frequent shifts in manpower policy, and their

impatience for quick results is any indicator of future patterns, there

{
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appears-to be 1ittle likelihood that YETP can provide' the bgsis, for a
long-term relationship between %EAS and prime spansors-. /- T
1 4 . . E : ¥ - b
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‘g - “It is also not c]éa;;{hat the comafitments of .C ’iﬁé*§ﬁ%hsaﬁs:tar
developing CETA-LEA Tinkages reflect genuine Tocal seﬁ£§1eﬁt§;ifYET§§théf§
is federal, not local money and its purpose is seen to be suBpdruing federal
objectivgs which do not necessarily correspond to loeal objectiveS, and are
therefore, not necessarily compelling. L, SO .

LB Strengths that CETA YETP administrators haye in their favor are
flguibility and adaptability. The program allows sponsors.the opportunity A
to implement a wide range of possible activities. But this can perhaps be o

parlayed/better into a strength for dealing with-LEAs not by CETA sponsor
innovations, but by spomsors being permitted to go along with innovative
projects developed by schools. There are two barriers preventing that from
happening, though. The first is one of accountability for the: YETP money;
sole sponsors are reluctant to Joosen their grip on money if they still are
ultimately responsible for funds that may be misspent. The second problem
is more one of turf, like the one seen 1n Columbus, in which?sponsors are
unwiling tu enter any relationships in which they do not have a strong
‘upper hand. There, the CETA system is thwarting what meager influence
employment and training nolicies can QFi?g to-bear on public schools.

4

'

‘State ggyelglgflygﬂge on LEAs ¥

In the formal sgheme of things, local education agencies are g
actually creaturaes o?ruﬁglztaﬁe. ‘They exisl at the sufferance of the state
and have taxing nuthnr(fy, policy nd administrative authorfey given them

by state constitutionsiand laws. s bBut, by tradition, LEAs have evolved as
relatively autenomous upits and the amount of actual inf1ueage that state
education agencies, stale .chool superintendents, and state boards of
education have on them is not as gre.t as the formal hierarchy might imply.

%
x

,,,,, s are not effective leading dramatic
denartures from established policy amd the status quo. They are not in a
position to force wnoopular nolicies on unwilling Tocal educators. Although
they can Tead ~owr policy change at the margin and provide technicel assistance
to help Tocal chools alonas they are not equipped nor inclined to direct
State-wide policy overhauls, e.pecially with recard to something as controversial
and uncertain as YEOPA and policies for schoo! participation under “he YETP
22 percent set--side provisions. . o

3
o

This does not inply thai the role of SEAs has necessarily been one
of disinterest or inaction. It does imply that state education agencies
cannot be evpected vealistically to he agents of sweeping change in public
schonl systems.

. The two states Siudicd for this evaluation present polar examples
of the roles that states have taken i providing leadership with respect to
the role thd® LEAs ought to take in Jocal YETF programs. Ironically, the
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1Dca1 results of the state Tevel effcrts, although ﬂDt abso]ute]y conclusive,
do not seem_to d1ffer remarkab1y

: The ‘Maryland State Educat1on Agen(y (SEA) has ;aken an active role
“at the.local level disseminating information about YEDPA and encouraging

LEAs to -cooperate with CETA sponsors. Two months' after enactment of YEDPA,
the state education agency appointed a department-wide task force, which
together with the State Manpower Planning Office, sponsored a meeting for LEAs
and prime sponsors- on YEDPA. and stressed the need for strong linkages between
the two. The heads of *he education and manpower agencies also signed a
letter endars1ng CETA-education c@operat1on, and sent it to all CETA sponsors
and LEAs in the state.

) At the state level the SEA has taken an active role tying work and
educatiom together, The SEA itself was appointed prime sponsor for the .
Balance-of-State CETA program, and the SEA educational coordindtor for CETA
training sites on the state manpower planning council. Although the SEA
appointed task force completed its charge after several more meétings, a
SEA representative continues to contact prime sponsors and, when asked
provides technical assistance. )

Aside from the State level impacts of its activities, the impact
of the state education agency's enthusiaStic.support is uncertain. Virtually
all local CETA sponsors in Maryland successfully neth1ated agreements with,
local schools. But,virtually all prime sponsors in all states concluded
CETA-LEA agreements with_and without the help of state level administrators, -
and in Maryland, Baltimore city schools concluded their agreements with no
help from the state. In the few cases where sponsors and LEAs had serious
difficulty, the SEA provided outside encouragement &nd assistance until an
agreement was reached. But, even in Maryland with its active state support
for YEDPA, the state Jlevel educatian and manpower administrators have .
cu1t1vated a restrained policy of providing specific quidance and help only © —~_
when requested by local offictals. Consequently, it seems that the <tate g,f;
level education office may béagxgy1d1ng useful assistance in the areas where
schools had already -accepted the basic policy of 11nk1ng CETA and schools.
But because of the receptive posture of schools in those areas, it seems
safe to assume that sponsors and schools would have achieved some degree of
success in 1mp1ement1ng joint efforts even without assistance from the ¥
state. On the other hand, LEA officials who had already decided against
cooperating with CETA sponsors would not have invited the state education
officials in to provide assistance anyway. /}v .

The attitude of state level administrators in Ohio stands in
contrast to what has been happening in Maryland. Neither the state education
agency.nor the state office of manpower development took much initiative
in announcing YEDPA to Tocal schools. The SEA's own involvement in CETA
appears to have been nominal. Except for some level of funding for the
independent career education pilot projects the state is supporting and a
brief announcement (but nodis currian) about YETP at a state- schca?
superintendents' meeting, thé state has provided no policy guidance with ¢
regard to linking schools and CETA sponsors. . The only steps taken in the
15 months following enactment of YFDPA were the appointments of an SEA
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representative to the state manpower council, and an emp]@yment and training
representative to the state education council. :

~

. In Springfield, the only case observed in Ohio where an LEA actively
.DUPSUEd é&%]abarat1ve Aanrangements with the local prime sponsor, events
proceeded independent ‘of any appreciable state role. . The only state involvement
that might be identified would be the state support DF a pilot career

education project in the' Springfield fcﬁa@] system. The career education

office has been the focal point for the LEA-CETA interface, and since the

office would not exist without the state support, an indirect state role

might be inferred. But, at be; , itihas been a very limited role. Despite

the interest of the state in‘supporting several career education pilot J
projects, there has been a distigct lack of state leadership.in providing them
with téchn1ca1 assistance and certainly not state pressure guiding the content
of local career education activities. The state career educatton administrators
were silent with regard to how local career education projects might interact
with YEDPA, or participate in CETA-LEA agreements.

The Ohio state education agency pypovided little guidance in the first
18 months of YEDPA to local administrators ;ntePELfed in developing policies .

with regard to the award of academic credit for work experience or ' e

employability development classes offered under YEDPA. In the absence of
explicit state guidelines on the subject, LEAs were reluctant to go.ahead

on their own in awarding credit. In the second year, however, some LEAs,

such as Springfield, have established modest provisions for awarding credit,
but only for classroom expericnce. There are plans for the state to establish
a number of pilot programs in local schools for the 1979-1980 school year, _
to test some models for the award of academic credit for work experience. 3
Those models are expected to invoive some variant of the present regulations
which require school staff to monitor and evaluate student work assignments.
The Maryland state education agency is more willing to relax the rules
governing the award of academic credit for work experience, thanks to pressureg”
'Fram YEDPA 1ﬂtéPé; 5 ins ide ard Dutg1d9 the JEA Bdt even in Mary?and it

in YEDPA is more 11ke|y to men1fe%t 1tFE1f as a relaxation of CUTFFﬂt ru1e2

and not affirmative action to encourage.loca’ educators to award credit for
YEDPA work experience.

The Federal Presence in Education

Because education has been, by tradition and as ‘vinterpreted in
constitutional law, a matter reserved ultimately to the states, the federal
role in education has been supportive and supplemental, first as a statistics
gathering agency, then as a research and demonstration agency. Only in
. the past few decades has. the federal government attempted a more active role,
stimulating state systems to advance the quality and equality of their
education through a variety of economic incentives. More recently, the
courts have lent a degree of enforcement authority to the federal education
presence, largely in connection with pursuing equal educational opportunity.

L]
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The federal g@vernment however, continuessto ‘take a backseat to state and -

. local authprities in formulating educat1ene1 policy. As a result, except
in the arena of equal opportunity (1nc1ud1ng compensatory education), there
is no definitive national education policy. The federal government's program
interests are generally edded on to the state and local priorities.:

Furthermere, a1theugh federal edueat1on edpenditures run into the
*billions of dollars, they are small in comparison to the state and local
resources -- only about 8 percent of total education expenditures. Because
of the primacy of state/local.authority in public education, HEW is reticent
to exercise enforcement power, and because the federal dollars are small
relative to other revenues, local education agencies do hot feel much urgency
to be responsive to the wishes of the federal bureaucracy. This becomes most
apparent when one observes the wide diversitv of programs offered by schools
and the widely varied priorities they assign to them.

Diversity of education pregrams from community to community is
held dear, for political as well as educational reason:, because schools are
held to be socializers »» bringing the values and aspirations of thé young
closer to those of ehe community which suppqrts them. It was primarily for
this reason that today, twenty-five years after the Brown decision, the
issue of school desegregation has not yet been totally resolved. It is no
wonder, therefore, that even if the federal educatien establishment had
gone full speed ahead supporting local CETA-LEA ccllaboration, it could not
have leveraged much action at the Tocal level. But, at Teast initially, the

%ﬂeq¥£§£;5q‘eeteb]1shment -- the federal part included -- was not inclined to
go full 'speed ahead in suppart of YEDPA because it was not consulted in
the process of YEDPA authorization. Hence, there was little reason or
opportunity for the Office aof Education to formulate policy to go hand in-
hand with the Department of Labor's 1mp1ementat1nn efforts.

In fact, however, in the menthe after YEDPA was signed into law,
the USOE showed some w1111nqﬂe" to go along on a cooperative basis with
Labor Department's Office of Youth Programs. Judged by the standards of
cooperation that existed between OF and DOL before YEDPA, the cooperation
between the two agencies that exists now is something of a breakthrqugh.
The mere lack of hostility between Labor and the vocational educatién office
in OE would have been an improvement over the usual relationship that has
existed. But the positive interest in collaboration and joint activities
that the Office of Youth Programs has undertaken with the vocational
educators "and career educators in OF is unprecedented in HEW-DOL relations
centee1nq around CETA.

What the U.S. Office of Education is Doing Under YEDPA

Federal policy in support of YEDPA was initiated with an August 1977
memorandum of understanding signed jointly by the Secretaries of Labor and
Health, Education and Welfare, to work together in a number of ways, including
establishment of an interagency coordinating panel. HEW was. to "seek
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to ensure the involvement of local education agencies and organizations in

the ?peration of youth programs ..." by developing new education and work

models for dissemination to local school districts and CETA prime sponsors,

and working with the Department of Labor on-models for awarding academic credit
~ for work experience. HEW also agreed to assess alternative education systems

already in place or sponsored under YEDPA, and help establish and evaluate

community and state level councils for encouraging.collaboration” between

schools and employers. ‘ S

7 ‘In carrying qut its responsibi1it§es under this memorandum of
understanding, HEW has already engaged in a number of projects with DOL
including joint evaluations of CETA-LEA agreements, and is utilizing its
channels to -local officials to encourage cooperation between vocational
education, career education, and post-secondary education components,* and.
local manpower administrators implementing YEDPA. '

. USOE has been quite cooperative in adding YEDPA activities to

"its established workToad. But achieving change by adding on new responsibilities
is not the same as achieving change by making adaptations in old responsibilities.
-The education ectablishment in HEW might be able to leverage some of its
influence under legislation other than YEDPA to support closer cooperation |
between education and preparation of youth for th;‘adﬂd of work.

ne 1 A review of current education legisi=t1OM on the books provides
some ddeas for the potential access that the Office of Education has to local
educational administrators, and more importantly, the existing overlap in
purposes and objectivés between this legisiation and YEDPA. The Taws now
in force already establish program activities similar to, or at least !
consistent with some of those encouraaed by YEDPA. They also establish
precedents for income targeting provisions and steering education services

_to pupils not usually well-served. .

. While the extent of USOE authority over school districts is
constrained by statute and tradition, existing legislation permits USOE to
provide incentives through regulations and awards of particular discretionary
projects for state and local education agencies to pursue some of the
objectives of YEDPA. USOE car also influence state -education agencies
administering federal formuia “inded programs. ) 5

The Vocational Fducatior Act of 1963, Title I, Part A, Subpart 1*
(FormuTa-funded with <zate authority) T o

- Sec. 101. Purpose: to assist /States/ to extend,

improve, and where necessary, maintain existing

programs of vocational education, to develop new
programs .., and to provide pagt-time employment
for yeuths who need the earnings ... to continue

their vocational training on a full-time basis

*Emphasis added A
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- Sec. 105(3)(15) Any State which desires to o
participate in programs under this Act ... shall
-establish a State advisory council ... and shall
include as members one or more individuals wha
represent_the State _Manpower Services CounciT .

- Sec. 1D7(a)(1) /State five-year vocational
education plans shall/ ... set out criteria ...
P_Fcr cnnrd1nat1ng,manpcwer programs conducted by
JCETA prime sponsors/ with vocational education

~ Eragrams asw under this Act ....

The Voeational Educat1gn Act of 1963, T1t1e I, Parffi SubpaFt
(FormuTa-funded with state authar1ty)

Work Study Pngrams -

Tocally operated work study. programs/ shall be
furnished only to a student ... who is in need of
such employment to commnence or continue his.n
vocational educat10nﬁprngram ceee !

| -~ Sec. 121( )(2). iEmpmyrﬁent under /state -funded/

Cooperative Vocational Edycation Programs

Sec. 122(e). /State-funded/locally operated

cooperative vocational education programs/ shall

include provisions -assuring that gfority for

- : funding cooperation vocational education programs
through local educational agencies is given to areas
that have high rates of 5ch091 -dropouts and youth

unem'1o ment ....

The Vocational Education Act of 1963, Titie I _Part A, Subpart 4
(Formula-funded with state authar1ty)

- - Sec. 140(a). WATL assist them jn conducting
special pragrams ... to pay the full cost of
vocational education for disadvantaged persons.

T

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended 1978),

Title I; Part A, Subpart 2 (~ormu1a funded with state authority)

Grants FG[ Local Educat1on AQEHCTES in Counties W1th
“Especially H1gh Concentrations of Children From Low-Income
ramilies =

Sec. 117{a). /T/D provide additional assistance
to Jocal educational agencies in counties with
espec1a11y high ﬁoncentrat1on5 of children fram
Tow-1ncome families ....

.

-
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n Act of 1965 (as amended,1978),

The Elementary and Secondary Educatio
Federal discretionary authority) .

tle 1T, Part F, Youth Employment

sec. 341(a). 'The Commissioner shall carry out a
youth employment program, the purpose of whic
shall be to prepare childreén 't& take their place .

as working members of society. . ‘

~Sec: 341(b)}. o+ Support-getivitiesto ...~
- 3) enhance job opportunities for youth in

- coordinating educational activities with youth
employmen actjvities, particularly those ...

under CETA; (4) encourage educational agencies

and institutions to develop means to award academic -
credit for competencies .derived from work
experience .... -

The CareeerducatiQﬁ Incentjye‘ﬁct,(Fdrmuiasfunded with state
authority) i

- Sec. 3. Purpose: ... /Ffo0 assist State and
Tocal educational agencies and institdtions of

- : post-secondary education, including collaborative
arrangements with the appropriate agencies and
orgakizations, in making education as ' d' r

for work ... a major goal of all who teach ani

all who learh by,?hcréésihg the emphasis they piaggis“

on career awareness, exploration, decision-making

and planning .... Ty

Sec. 8(a)(3). ...making payments to local
education agencies for comprehensive programs
including: . 7
(A) developing and implementing comprehensive "
career guidance, counseling, placement and
Y follow-up services ... -
' (D) developing and implementing work: experiences
for students whose primary purpose is career
exploration .... i ‘

Post-secondary Educational Demanstratign,Pfoje;tgf(Federa]

discretionary authority) -

: Y
- Sec. 11(a). ... /T/o arrange ... for the conduct
of postsecondary educational career demonstration
projects which : .
~ (2) have unusual promise of promoting post-
" secondary career gquidance and counseling
 programs, o o
(3) show promise of strenghtening career .
guidanceg‘cpunse1iﬂg,ip1acement, and follow-
up_services. . ) )
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7 It is evident that there are many channels through which tfte Office
of Educati®m,can influence schools to align themselves moré closely with YEDPA,
without direct pressure, but by providing guidance for LEAs. that want i®.

As' it is now, though, there is no unifying federal policy holding together
the abundance of federal programs LEAs now operate. In community visits to
Baltimore, Maryland, and Springfield, and Columbus, Ohio, there were no
instances in which school systems had orchestrated their full spectrum of
federal education resources in order to target on students needing employment

independent programs‘were mounted with career education funding (although ir
Springfield, this was state rather than federal dollars) or other vocational _
~education funding. It appeared-that the concept of combining funds from
several other federal authorities and building a program that, in toto,
addressed the prablem of youth-employment in a comprehensive way, had not )
been developed; such a model certainly had not been implemented, at the state
or loca] level. It seems that under the various authorities that already
exist there is high.potential for meeting those needs, with or even without
the 22 percent set-aside. Such an approach could provide a base of funding
that is contained within the ®ducation establishment, is somewhat more stable,
‘and has the added attraction of being identified as an education program. -

. As_a rule, there is a Targe gulf, however, between the potential
and the actual utilization of existing’ legislation and USOE authority to serve
- some of the federal objectives-embodied in YEDPA. Naturally, change requires i
time. But the danger is that even with time, the establishment in USOE,
as in the states and LEAs, will-not embrace the same priorities as the
Department of Labor (regardlegs of the memorandum .of understanding between
the Secretaries of the Departments).

kﬁgit;is misleading, however, to “treat the USOE "establishment" as
a monolith. Indeed, %t is capable of taking an aggressive role on certain
issues regarding education’and manpower. Career edycatiozsis a case in point.
‘career education" is a nebulous concept which its advocates describe as
embracing all those activities and experiences through which one Tearns about
work: It is visualized as beginning early in life and continuing throughout
it, and taking place in and out of schools. Within schools, it is not
intended to be ‘treated as a separate course of study, but is integrated
instead within all subject matter courses. It differs from vocational
education, which is more often associated with structured couyse instruction
-leading to proficiency in specialized, occupation-specific skills.

_ The career education office in USOE, with:%ﬂy sope $10 million in
1978, and 1ittle or no direct federal authority over state or local education
agencies, managed to spur thousands of school districts toward comprehensive
. activity in the name of career education by dint of energetic leadership,

* effective public information tactics, effective technical assistance and 7
judicious use of its limited dollars to involve diverse constituencies outside
of the schools which, in turn, could persuade the schools to institute
program efforts in which they were interested. Similary, it hds been
aggressively pushing the idea of collaboration between schools and CETA _
..prime sponsors in the interest of better preparing youth for work. The

- —=The YETP set=aside .was used as-an additional entity; or¥ew, ———— -
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vocational education function, on ‘the other hand, with federal outlays of
approximately $750 million and considerably more legislative authority,
appeared during the first year of YEDPA, to have resisted encouraging its
professional constituents to address priorities like youth employment, thus
failing to make significant policy impressions at the local level. Only -
during the second year of YEDPA and after a chdnge in leadership did the
office responsible for .vocational education articulate an affirmative and
positive policy encolraging closer local cooperation between vocational
--education-and CETA youth programs. But a change in leadership in the .
Washington vocational education bureaucracy does not necessarily reflect a
deep commitment ‘there, and is hardly enough to assure a cooperative attitude
among” the diffuse, decentralized, and well-entrenched vocational education
establishment. This is especially true when many in that establishment see
direct conflicts between their prime gbjectives (serving employers) and
YEDPA objectives (serving youth). ' : .

T

The Role of Professional Assosiations and
Other Educational Interest Groups

,{»‘ ) ,*Pkﬂ
- There are pluralistic forces affecting local education agencies, -
each exerting a ¥imited amount of influence. The federal and state governments

¢ exert their influence; 'in part, by dint of the money they bring. But there

" are other influences which are also interesting to-study becausé@they wield
influence without money.

, "As a longstanding profession in American society, teaching has
become organized ih ways that represent numerous interests of its
practitioners. Professional societies have been formed to advance the
‘subspecialities within the teaching field, both by academic subject matter
(mathematics, art, etc.) and by positions generally found in the organizational
hierarchies of school systems (school board members, school administrators,

« teacher unions, etc.). State oriented organizations also exist to support
the interests of legislatures, state administrators and even governors.

- From interviews with representatives of 16 organizations and other
education experts, it appears that these national organizations and their
ctate affiliates have potential for promoting educational program policy.
Furthermore, reacting to the reality of YEDPA and ready money, a considerable
number already are advocating a more active role for their constituencies
in some of the CETA-LEA collaboration activities. Almost all national

~ education organizations publish information for their membe¥s, ranging from -
periodic, informal letters or newsletters to monthly professional journals.
Some of the latter reach as many as 50,000 subscribers. Word about youth
‘employment has already found its way into a number of these publications
(e.g., the Community and Junior College Journal; and "Dateline Washington,"
the newsletfer of the National Conference of State Legislatures), and in
some cases, more definitive material describing program models has been
disseminated. In much the same way as their publications may develop greater
awareness and better understanding of CETA/YEDPA among their school

B . S
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const1tuenc1es, 50 may the meetings of these organizations, which can draw
thousands of members,:become a forum for information dissemination and

attitude change. Some associations, for example, have already devotgd parts
.of programs or entire workshops to YEDPA and how it can be re1ated 0
educati:m - :

The variety and number of ad hoc program efforts mounijfby the I

various national education organ1zat1ons serve to reinforce a belief in the
—interest and potential of these assqciations. in-furthering LEA-CETA-linkages. —w—
. While some of these may be self-serving, a number alreadyfhave promoted

positive action. The American Vocational Association, for example, conducted

three confefrences at which vocational- educators learned about CETA/YEDPA

models they could apply in their own school systems. ' An American Personnel

and Guidance Association position paper dealt with better coordination

between in-school and CETA counseling wyhich, in New York state, resulted

in collaborative conferenges between representatives of both groups. The

American Association of Community and ®unior Colleges condliicted a survey

of its member institutions to determine how they were participating in CETA

and what they would recommend in order to improve opportunities for

part1c1pat1on The Nationa1 Assac1ation oF State anrds Df Educat1an is

and is also work1ng with the Nat1ona] Governogs A520c1at1on document1ng :
models for award of academic credit.for CETA woF¥ perience. The Council
of Chief State School Officers has formed special comm1ttees, one on the
youth employment act and anather on career educat1on

-

Achieving Changg Tﬁrpggh7Informéjlﬂetgqrhg'

The network of education interest groups and professional, associations
can be no less potent than formal channels.of authority created by systems of
governance. Indeed,~Because common interests rather than imposed authority
hold the groups tegether there is good reason to believe these organizations
can be even more influential than formal channels of authority in changing
attitudes among teachers and education administrators. Unless and until
employment and training objectives can be squared with the self interests of
all the players, however, the federal emphasis on closer CETA-LEA cooperation
will be running against .the will of crucial players.

YEDPA architects almost certainly erred when Ehey'fai1ed to consult
adéhuate]y these facets of the education establishment. This kind of error
is.predictable and understandable in the source of developing hybrid
1ggislation such as YEDPA because, invariably, one camp takes the initiative
and it cannot be expected to know all the members of the other camps. But,
the exclusien has been costly. Educators have felt that YEDPA was "done to
“them" by manpower policymakers trying to tell them how to do their jobs.

- Begging the question of whether educatnrsfshcu1d have any role in a national
-employment and training policy for youth, YEDPA put local manpower administrators
in the position of specifying how educators would be involved. The YEDPA
arch1tects may have also erred {or just took a calculated risk) in failing

S
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. to recognize the lack of influence the federal CETA and educatien estab]ishméngs
could wield at.the local level, and the necessity of enlisting tH® support
of the education interest groups and associations as an alternate route for
getting word to the local educators. \ . :

: . Saddled with the chore of implementing difficult legislation made

_more complicated by its one-sidedness, the U.S. Department of Labor discovered’
rather quickly the importance of getting the education interest groups and o

——associations—involved. - The American Vocational Association, the Council __. . __-.

of Great City Schools, the National Association of State Boards of Education
all are receiving support now:from the Department for a variety of activities
‘that include identifying model employment and trajning programs involving
‘schools, models for CETA-LEA cooperation, and CETA-LEA Tinkage issues on the

local agenda. At least for the time being (while the ‘money holds out) these 7~
education interests argsadopting a more conciliatory stance with respect to

# mixing education and manpower programs’, and are coaxing their respective

constituencies as quickly as they can. -

¢
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- CONCLUSION
) . . :
- It is apparent that rapproachment between the education and manpower .
_eS;ab11§hments is not likely to be quick, easy, syétematiC»ér consistent, ’

- Because of the access that the Department of Labor has gstablished

_with top leadership in the U.S. Office of Education and a number of education:
associations and interest groups, the superstructure of the education

establishment shows signs of changing. But the signals have to be read

- cautjously. ’ Education leaders can put YEDPA on meeting agendas., issue

statements of suppont for closer .CETA-LEA relations, and adopt a concjliatory

" stance towards youth employment and training programs. But they do

necessarily reflect the sentiments of their constituencies and certainly

* cannot deliver the support of those constituenties. FRurthermore, much of

the support of the education establishment has been coincident with technical
assistance contracts and interagency agreements that have channeled resources
to educators to take on new responsibilities to encourage closer education/
manpower ties. "It is not clear what would happen without those additional
resources -- whether manpower proframs for youth are sufficiently high
priority that educators would difgplace activities supporting more traditional
causes. In short, depth of comfitment of even the Washington education
establishment is not apparent and certainly not guaranteed -- yet.

/ But a lack of depth of commitment now does not rule out joint
interests and concerted action by the manpower and education hierarchies.

In fact, in a relatively brief span of time, YEDPA has produced a broad
“coalition of initial interest. What is needed now is time for that interest
“to take; and some follow-up policies that will foster conditions to permit

the interest to take. '

o Top level conciliation between manpower and education interests

‘does not assume peace at the local level. Before productive CETA-LEA
partnerships can be formed locally, schools and local educators must make

some substantive and administrative adaptations. Difficulties caused by
‘mismatched planning cycles, funding uncertainty, the issue of academic

credit, and the introduction of labor-market related classroom programs can

be gotten around in time. The changes are not radical and jall that is .needed .
is the chance for the newness of the programs to wear off gnd for administrators
to make adaptations in .the way they do business. But ther are also some
more fundamental changes that seem necessary before large numbers of schools
take an active role in employment and training programs. -The income targeting
provisions of YEDPA are emerging as the most serious impediments to CETA-LEA
cooperatian. So far, educator resistance to targeting has been manifested

in objections on substantive and political grounds. School officials object
to targeting jobs and employability development services to economically
disadvantaged youth because economic status is not seen as a valid or

reliable indicator of labor market services, and because exclusion of some
youth from labor market services is hard to defend in an institution with:

as wide a political base as that of schools. B
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7 Targeting provisions seem to pase a.more fundamental dilemma for
‘educators, however. Public ‘education has traditionally been geared to

’ identifying student deficits and measuring achievement in terms of academic
criteria. YEDPA is built on different premises and, in order to be successfully
adopted by schools, requires changes in basic education attitudes. Even

. without the income eligibiljty criteria, there Would be problems because

YEDPA requires schools to @%ew a wider spectrum of student capabilities than

they traditionally have.

~ . o -
“As"with the minor administrative changes, the, fundamental. changes -
require time and.patience. More precisely, they require subtle but constant
pressure in the form of advocacy for'change -- from inside and outside the
education community -- and steady access and exposure to innovative education
programs and administrative models that appear effective with régard to
employment and training objectives. .
_ - : ‘ _
Because of the relatively extended period of time it will take -for
joint CETA-LEA strategies to take hold, the proverbial plea for more
stability, continuity, and predictability .in CETA -- or at least youth
programming -- becomes more compelling than ever. Prodress in CETA-LEA
relations must be cumulative. Yet that is difficult when tH& terms of
CETA-LEA agreements are uncertain until two weeks before programming 46 due
to begin, budget levels are changed in mid-streamy or €ETA staff are constantly
turning over. Strategically it is difficult when there is douht about the :
durability of a national golicy encouraging closer ties between education
and manpower. . . -

Of course, the pléa for stability in CETA is chronic; but even a
stable CETA system would be no panacea. Other factors affect collaboration
between prime sponsors and schools. Given that one of the important YEDPA®
objectives is to change the way schoels do business with 4espect to providing
employment and training services for youth, an inevitable question is who
should have authority over the money used to buy change. Should the money
continue to be administered under the joint authority of schools and CETA
prime sponsors, or should in-school programs under YEDPA be handled
.exclusively by the educators? The costs of the first strategy (now in
effect) are already evident: friction between ‘the two establishments and
competition for the upper hand in deciding what programs are acceptable.

But while the benefits of the second strategy might be more peaceful. "
relations between CETA sponsors and educators, the costs will almost

certainly be excessive loss in efficiency in getting CETA sponsors and

LEAs to work together, and in getting LEAs to incorporate employment and
training objectives into their overall mission, This would be because
increased isolation between the two institutions -- schools and local

manpower administrators -- would be inevitable without the joint CETA-LEA
agreement, A device that creates however artificially, a very real, joint
vested interest. ' \ : 3







