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cunve IRECTOR, THE Door
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SYWPOSIA 1. &

* ADOLESCENT PARENTS .

LocATION: R00M 313
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ISLAT Asa TO
ENAToé SI.‘;EZENBAW

WASHINGTON,

CSMPOSIA LS -

RURAL YOUTH
LocaTion: Room 315
MODERATOR:

RY BuBoLTZ
bASECT(R, kIJRAL MINNESOTA CEPT.
INC., DETROIT Lakes ., MINNESOTA

INER CITY YOUTH

LocaTioN: Room 312 o

MODERATOR: - KATHLYN Moa
. ' IRECTOR., 8N ,
STAFF, WASHINGT S
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EI!HE]E

RIES 1
SYWPOSIA 1, 7
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JOEL E
l,.g Orrice oF MaNPOWER

SOURCES .
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND
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MODERATOR:

SYWPOSIA 1, 9
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GAN STATE.UNIVERSITY _
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND
SYMPOSIA 1, 30
EMPLOYABILITY '
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~ RosALiE TYR(N
EXECUTEVE IRECTOR, ADVOCAP,
LAc, WISCONSIN
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12:00 pom, - 2700 PuM,
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SROSIA L 11 .
CHANGING MATURE OF THE WORKPLACES

LocaTion: Room 322
‘ RESIDENT, ONNELL CLARK

OUNDATION, NEW YORK

WELCOMING REMARKS --R:E'Hou LE : (
TLLIAM _LONALD FER - :
| YOR, BALTIMORE, MARYLAND .

ADDRESS -~ STUART EIZENSTAT |
SSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT
HE WHITE House .

L

PLENARY SESSION

AR TR

LocaTion: Room 317

INTRODUCTION OF MAIN SPEAKER: ARNOLD PACE;ER |
5 |  ASSISTANT JECRETARY OF

orR FOR PoLicy
VALUATION AND
SEARCH

MAIN SPEAVER:  KENNETH B. CLARK
e T A, PHIpps,, CLARK

. ﬁEbmw%\n‘;ﬁls,-IN_c., New York -

SYWPOSIA 11, 1 |
THE ROLE OF INST IWTIONS\
LocaTion: Room 302 | |
| QNA‘SH-DNY'CARN ALE

HINGTON, .C.

( .
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3:15 puMy - S(I)PM

MODERATOR: . geonss AUTR

SYPOSIA 11, 4 -
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THE ROLE OF INSTITUTIONS '- .
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. MODERATOR:

NATHANI L. SEMPLE ' .
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(]VMITTE . )

EEI(R
HINGT(N

- SWPOSIA 11, 3
THE ROLE OF INSTITUTIONS

LocaTion: Room 311

¢

RESIDENT, %C CHaPeL HILL,
NORTH CAROLINA . ‘
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oN WEIN
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: S OCIATE IREOTOR, NATIONAL
SOCIATION OF COUNTIES
. | WASHINGTON, D.C,
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" THE ROLE OF INSTITUTIONS |
LocaTion: Roaw 315 g
MODERATOR: HARRIET BERNSTEIN
ING DJRECTOR: EDUCATICNAL-
TAF EMINAR ., NETITIJTE
UCATIOBAt ADERSHIP
ASHINGTON
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WASHINGTON, I
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@ S o aame A

EMENT # [TANPOWER
RENONSTRATIONﬁEEﬁ?ARCH
. . CorporaTioN,” flEW" YORK -
o SYIPOSIA 1.3 SR N -33*“
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_L - ';_4// - ‘LocATioN: Room 316 U |
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- - Executive DIRECTO NATIONAL'-
OMMISSION FOR. EMPLOYMENT
| OLICY; WASHINGTON, D.C.
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THE ROLE OF INSTITUTIONS =~ -,
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) S SYMPOSIA 11.10 b
T " _THE ROLE OF INSTITUTIQNS
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T MODERATOR §HSAN RAYSON
I - . TAFF DIRECTOR, Hogz
. o ‘ UBCOMMITTEE ON EfPLOYMENT
| , | THE ROLE OF INST TIONS
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) . _ N ‘ . . "./’_..»‘- -
| " LocaTIon: ?OUTH ROMENADE
. NNER HARBOR
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. FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 28, 1979 | . . A Partnership lor the 80's *
= 7:30 A - 9:00 AM, - BREAKFAST o -
9:00 A,M. - 10:00 A, PLENARY SESSION

™OUTH INITIATIVES: EXPERIENCE TO DATE“‘
Location: Room 317
INTRODUCTION OF MATN SPEAKER: AVID\HSR§$ECK

L | S o | SUPRINTENDENT
‘ | L . ©OF LS

MAIN SPEAKER: F. Ravy Mar
| SECRETARY OF

L 10:00 A, - 10:30 AM, | o T J\

. 10:30 Awm, - 12:00 M, ' giﬁ A SERIES o | |

‘ R SOPOSIA 1111~
" ~ ENIITLEMENT

o . B . :
K. ' .. " LocaTioN: Room 302

IR : MODERATOR: eta By

c S | EEN OCIATERiSIﬁECT

. . EVELOPMENT

) p(m RAINING, JACKSON.
1SSISSIPPI <

e omwsAILZ M
' ' IN-SCHOOL E(E]VPLARY PROJECTS

- Location: Room 304
| MIDERATOR: EXEBENJAMIB LATTIMG
. - - CUTIVE DIRECTOR,. JOUTHWORK,
> _ | ' -INc,NAquGTON Co

. SWPOSIA 1115 |
RESIDENTIAL APPROACHES

A LocaTion: Room 311

@ B - o T | EgEEI FINNEZ)RPORATION FoR PuBLIC- |

$

’

4 IVATE - EN'I'UREEN
ILADELPHIA, NSYLVANIA '
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FRIDAY - SEPTEMBER 28, 1979 ‘ ‘ oy A Partnership for the 80's
10:30 Am, - 12:00 p.M, | |
| ~ SWPOSIA 111, -
q RESIDENTIAL APPROACHES |
LT | LDCATION- R6m~5]3 - v
| S IT CARTWRIGHT
- - | ECTOR' ANGELES Joa Corps
3 LIFORNIA
- A T . SWPOSIA I 5

(R EUCRTION AD EPERIENTIAL

. _
LocaTion: Room 315
MODERATOR: NETH Ho
4 ) ' ESUCTOR, &"FICE oF CAREER
) . CATION, NASHINGTON, D.C._ , |
S - SYNPOSIA 111 6 - @
VOCATTONAL EDUCAT !ON _ -
. Location: FRoom 312
< | ~ MODERATOR: - ANTEL . -
OMMISSIONER, ~ BUREAU OF
o &SUPATI(NAL AD AouLt -
CATION,
ASHINGTON ,
SWPOSIA I, 7

[

COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION' PROGRAVS
| LocaTion: Roaw A4

MODERATOR: frm: Pre .
IONAlr CUTIVE, DIRECTOR

L§ LUBS OF AMERICA .
ORK >
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10:30 Am. = 12:00 A, ] -S
| - SYWPOSIA 111, 8 '
STATEWIDE COORDINATION PROGRAMS
Locatron: Reow 316
MODERATOR: - JAcK NUEST g
- (L INORS | - L
| SIPOSIA 111, 9~ R -
U - _STATEWIDE COORDINATION PROGRAMS
. Locaion: Ron 38T

MODERATOR: . _Joan Mius..
ECTOR, LOYMENTIQAVOCATIONAL

. | D ZRAINING TIONAL
Q E | ‘ OVERNORS Rxgsgcmnm
. : | . WASHINGTON
SYMPOSIA 111, 10

THE ROLE OF POST-SECONDARY INSTITUTIONS
LocaTIon: RooM 3’20

~ MODERATOR:
\ MPROVEMENT osr- ECONDARY
CATION, D(Bﬁ/.
SHINGTON,
SYWPOSIA T, 11 | - ,
: . GOMMUNITY COLLABORATIVE. COUNCILS
AN
| LocaTioN: Room 322
MODERATOR: UNGERER DIREC’TOR
- o | CATION CoN
: | Y | mecr, TIONAL PObIER
Q | o | b‘STITUI’E ASHINGTON
B 16
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FRIDAY - SEPTEMEER 28, 1979

u:m P.M, - 2:m PIM:
Z:m PM, - 3!(1) PM.

3:00 P.M, - 3:30 P,
9LU300 P 5:00 P,

X+ & Oyt

location: Room 317
INTRODUCTION OF MAIN SPEAKER: HowstL

MAIN SPEAKER:

APamushipfdf‘h‘a?‘

"WI&EITIATIVES:_ RITTING WHAT VE KO INTO

IVE RE
1cs ESIDENT
CE ON Y

LOYMENT .

AUL YLVISAKE
ACUL

EAN OF
RADUATE
HARVARD

SYMPOSIA SERIES IV

SYMPOSIA IV, 1

L OF EDUCATION,
UNIVERSITY -

 BENEFITS OF COORDINATED PLAWNG
"“LocaTion: Room 302 .,

MODERATOR : 1CHARD T
| IRECTR .

'

SYPCSIA TV, 2

- Location:  Room 304

MODERATOR: ROBERT S
_ EAETAN

17

&R TY bF St. PauL
OGRAMS , MINNESOTA

~ EXPERIENCE IN ATTEMPTING BIJCATI(W\L REFORM

%ECT - PROGRAM ON
SHINGT ON. UL,
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%PM - S\CUP.PS ,9 |

SYMPOSIA IV, 3

THE JOB CORPS EXPERIENCE

Location:  Roow 3311

- MODERATOR:: RY .

IRECT EDUCA}
FPROVEMENT FORT, EAMD .

SOCIATES, ASHINGTON

‘SYWPOSIA IV by
YOUNG PEOPLE "DOING IT THEMSELVES -
LocaTion: Room 313
MODERATOR: - Mary KowLER B
: . . QAQIRMAN OF THE BOARD -
| | . | ATIONAL COMMISSION ON
@_ o _ | ESOURCES FOR YOUTH, NEw YORk -
§ . - o SIPOSIA 1V, 5 | S
\ o N\ tING ECONOHIC DEVELORYERT A YOUTH

LocaTIoNT Room 315

| ' - . IV()DERATOR - VALERIE Pop
y. | - | - PRESIDENT, @%

S | STSIDE
I " LIFORNIA

LOPMENT -
CORPORATION

SYM’OSIA IV, 6
ATTEMPTING, LOCAL -REFORM WITH FEDERAL MONEY

LOCATION. _Room 312

NUIIRATOR ~ ANN MIcHEL
- CONSULTANT, SYRACUSE RESEARCH

o, - | | - ORPQQATION
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A Partnership for the 80's .

FRIDAY - SEPTEBER 28, 197 A
S3:30PM - 500 PMe T ' _ N
‘ SIPOSIA 1V, 7 | \ L\\ :
. FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION e
S | . LocaTion: Room 314 |
» . - MODERATOR:  RICHARD W L
| | {‘ - - SULTANT, BLE FOUNDATION SRV
| : o ro. ' _WASHINGTON, .
: , SYWPOSIA IV, & -

%WHANGE IN POLICY TOWARD  HAMDICAPPED

'lDCATI(N Room 316 7 | |
NDDERATOR ISA WALKE - _
IEEEWTOR, ?‘r FOR THE N
[CAPPED, INSTITUTE FOR . .
~ EDUCATIONAL |EADERSHIP, @
| SHINGTON, . .
SYMPOSIA IV, 9 - |
FACILITATING CHI\I\(‘:E_UNDER YEDPA
LocaTion: Room 318
: | MODERATOR : REGORY L
o . - CUTIVE IRCT , NATIBNAL
T . OUNCIL ON Eﬁptovmm OLICY
' : | NASHINGTON ‘
SYDPOSIA v, 10 | |
N COMPREHENSIVE YOUTH PLANNING UNDER CETA -
LocaTion: Room 0

MODERATOR® VELYN GAN o -
CATIO% PECIALI T, OFFICE OF

ASHINGTON,PﬁREMENT ” |
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7:30 AWM, - g:m A.M.
9:30 AM, - 'LZ:(D \_Al)eho

EIEEIE oshooms

- A Partnership for the 80’s ‘

.
- Locatgn:  THe PRIDE oF BALTIMORE

SMMARY SESSTCN

'DETERMINING POLICY AND PROGRAM OPTIONS

MODERATOR: ILLIAM SPB ) |

. AssoCIATE DIRECTOR FOR

A LOYMENT PoLicy

PANELISTS:

FOR SPECIAL

51&&0(;@5,3* -
TIONAL SERVICES, .

3 ATA (RPORATI(N _

-Ehmon w PINES
IRECTOR. o
Yyor's OFrice OF MANPOWER ’
SOURCES . .
ﬁRLBERT WQS’HW@J o
: SIDENT
. . ICAN FEDERATION OF . .
TEACHERS -
- POBERT TaceArT, 111
. ADMINISTRAT
FICE OF PROGRAMS
EPARTMENT OF | .
Javes R, V EZ .
ERIN e
Eﬁﬁ EWooD IND ENDFM guom_ SYSTEM
ANTONIO, TEXAS |
. . .
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ghTERAGENCY COLLABORATION IN EDUCATION AND WORK PROGRAMS: A STATUS REPORT
TO THE INTERAGENCY POLICY COORDINATING PANEL ON DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND -
HEALTH EDUCATION AND)WELFARE INITIATIVES*

-

Robert Taggart )
Administrator I _ o

, . . Office of Youth Prpgramk
. - . Department of Labor

. Daniel Dunham . : ’ '
Deputy Commisgioner '
Occupational and Adult Edpcation
Department of Health, Education and Welfare

‘ Fvelyn Ganzglass ' S : ' K
" Education Specialist
Office of Youth Programs
Department of Labor

~x

!
O : " . THE MANDATE FOR COLLABORATION

N o | i ‘
: *

The Vice President%s Conference éh Work and Education comes at an

auspicious time to take stock of the status of the relationships be-

tween Comprehensive Employment and Tr ing Act (CETA) and education

programs, and more specifiically, between the Departments of Labor ahﬂ

Health, Education .and Welfare, .October 1 begins a new fiscal year and -

with that a new decade of Federal presence in education and employment

and tralning programming. The positive position which the two Depart- »

ments find themselves today is based on more than 15 yegrs_of.collabo-

rative efforts beginning with the passage of MDTA, spurred on again by

_the passage of CETA in 1973 and the 1976 amendments to-the Vocational

Education Act, and culminating in the most intense period of interagency

cooperation in history since the enactmenit of the Youth Employment and

Bemonstration Projects Act a little over 2 years ago.

Over the last fifteen years, Federal involverent in education and employment -
and training has expanded dramatically, Two of the major aims of this
involvement have been to provide compensatory and remedial assistance _
" to youth most in need and to increase coordination between schools and ~y
labor market institutions. The education and employment and training
\ :

Q *The Interagency Policy Coordinating Panel was established under an Inter-
' . agency Agreement between the Departments of Labor and Health, Education
and Welfare to review and foster cooperative efforts to allevate youth
_ “employment problems. This background- paper was prepared at the direction
o . of the Interagency Panel.
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1 A bartnership Jor the 80 @y -
systegs began with distinctly diverse oﬁjectives—fone educational and

the r economic; diverse funding and power bases--one State and local 7

and the other Federal; and different target populations--one to serve all -

young people and the other concentrated on those with special problems.

Over time, however, the two systems .have increasingly focused on common ¢
concerns. With the impetus of Qggislation, programmatic necessity and

common sense, they have begun to deyglop mutually supportive interprogr

‘linkages. g

»

"The -commonality of concerns in most vividly exprESsed‘in the Youth Employ- o
 ment and Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA) which approaches youthg' prep-
« " aration for and entry into the world of work from both the -economily and

educational perspective, YEDPA was passed as part of the Carter Admin-
istration's economic stimulus’package and its jmmediate objective was to
reduce the intolerably high levels of teenage unemployment, particularly
among minority and disadvantaged youth, 1In addition, however, it also -
sought to stimulate systemic change {n the relationship betweeg educational
and\}pbof market institutions. 1

The provision most directly aimed at bringing about this change was the
requirement that at least 22 percent of the Youth Employment and Training
Program (YETP) funds provided to State and local prime sponsors be qunt'-_
on in-school programs under agreement between the prime sponsors and- local’
education agencieg. .The Act required that all in-school work experience '
must combine work with career. counseling, occupational information, place-
ment assistance and special efforts to overcome seX stereotyping. For both
in-school and out-of-school jobs, it mandated efforts to arrange academic
) credit for work experience. YEDPA also broadened the role of the National
Occupational Information Coordinating Committee;(NOICC),Qriginally
created under the 1976 Amendments to the Vocational Education Act,’by
including a mandate that in the development of. ah occupational infor-
mation system particular attention should be directed to the needs of
economically disadvantaged youth. These mandates were reinforced by
the Career Education Incentive Act of 1978 which provided formula money
to States for expanded occupational information and career-related in-
struction. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act Amendments of |
1978 provided for in-school youth employment programs ked to education.
In reauthorizing CETA in 1978, coordination was requir with activities
under the Career Education Incentive Act. The CETA setaside for supple-
mental vocational educativn programs was increased from 5 percent to 6
percent of Title II reSources. A new setaside of 1 percent of Title II .
funds was provided to States specifically for facilitating CETA-education fa
coordination. : ' ' '

These strong mandates for coopcratiod betweén the education and CETA

systems in carrying out the job preation and employability development

objectives of YEDPA have chalﬁenged both the employment and training and

education sectors to join forces in a united assult on the problems of

youth employment and youth preparatiow for employment. . , Q
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COORNTNATED EFFORTS

Y

. The Departments of Labor and Health, Education apd Welfare have utilized
'all available mechanisms to influence the education and. employment and

. training systems to achieve these important objectives. The goals have

been given priority in the design and implementation of new programs

' as well as the reorientation of existing omes, A range of joing technical
assistance activities have been undertaken. Discretionary resources .
have -been used to provide incentives for cooperation at the State and local
level between the education and employment and training systems. Finally, a
vast array of research, evaluation and demonstration activities have been

initiated to learn more about education and work problems-and programs. ¢ N e

Program Design and imprementatioh

From the initial plannihg stage of YEDPA implementation, the Department -
of Labor has worked closely with the Department of Health, Education and - 3o
Welfare and national aducational associations in formulating policy for . .-. i
the various education-related provisions in the Act. Correspondingly, ' T
there has been extensive interagency consultation in developing regu-

lations for the Career Education Incentive Act and’' the. youth employment

' provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. \ .

' The regulations governing the Youth Employment and Training Programs under
YEDPA were designed to allow for maximum local_flexibility_while ensuring
that the mandates for integration of work and education objectives were
achieved. The regulations regarding CETA/LEA Agreements outlined broad
- parameters for these agreements but left the form and substance to the
process of negotiation at the local level in order to allow for the wide
variance in local conditions. To carry out the intent of the 22 percent
setaside to promote linkages primarily with public secondary schools, the. _
definition of an LEA for purposes of YETP was ndrrowed to focus on public .
* gchools, with the expectation that colleges and junior colleges could be
funded with resources above the 22 percent level. In an attempt to improve
. the quality of programs for in-school youth under the Youth Employment and
Training Programs, the regulations required that in-school programs provide :
career employment experiences which were defined as a combination of well “l.
supervised employment, counseling, guidance and placement assistanée:

Requirements for the provision of academic credit were stressed with a A
* clear delineation of the rolas and responsibilities of the educational

system in awarding credit for specified programs.

e
The: regulations for the Summer Youth Employment Program (SYER) published
in 1978 s¥tempted to move the in-school summer youth program toward.a
year-round focus stressing educational eprichments and career coungeling.
" Likewlise, there was an encouragement to arrange ‘academic credit for work
experience. . ' '
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. . . : ’
Policies regarding Job Corps operations also placed greater emphasis ,
on equcation aspects of Job Corps programming. A new Advanced Career
Training program at the post-secendary level Was added to Job Corps .
Currently, 1200 of the 33,000 Jab. Corps enrollees are being -
trained in residence at colleges or junior colleges. Job Corps reading
and mathematics curricula were revamped and greater attention was
focused on innovat}ye’édxcetional approaches. In addition, Job Carps
! b?gan using vocdtional educution facilities as pa¥™ of its expansion
forts, and brought on vocational education personnel to aid in
curricula improvément : e
Finally, the Departments cooperated extensively in the. staffing and g
development of the National Occupational Information Coordinating
Committee, expanatng”rts mission as rapidly as possible in order to

assure. meaningful coordination. . N o

. N N . ) . ) T.:'
Technical Assistance and,quport ) R . : :
Both Departments have aought .and enlisted the active support and involve~.- -~ - |

-_ment of public and privace agencies and organizations representing the °
many- diverse interests concerned with the CETA-educatidn linkage to pro-
motg better working relationships and to help clarify and proposa_solutions

.. to the issues confronted in bringing the ' systems closer together. ese :
actions have been aimed at influencing key decisionmakers within each of C )

."the systems at the national, State and, most importantly, local levels. ' '
As part of this networking activity, the Departments have individually ‘
and .jo#atly supported gnd participated ‘in conferences,y workshops and
policy forums held throughout the Nation sponsored by % variety of

~ national, State and local groups. .-In adﬂition, the two Departments co-
sponsored & series of confergnces on CETA/LEA rziationshi s at the out- RS
_set of YEDPA. More recently, the Office of Career Educat¥on has conducted.
a series of ten regional meetings co-sponsored by DOL's Office of ‘Youth '
Programs at which nuts and bolts issués of joint programping were discussed.
In addition, a series of mini-conferences brought CETA and career edu- -
cators together iin workshop settings to work out specific problems related
to CETA-education collaboration. Other conferences are planned including
those focused on vocational education linkages S
e '
The Department of Labot, with substantial inputﬂfrom Health, Education
and Welfare, has published a series of technical assistance guides for
prime sponsors on éducation-related issues. These include guides on:
the awarding of academic credit in YEPPA prograﬂs, considerations regarding
the development of CETA/LEA agreements under YETP; career informatimn
~delivery systems; and the possibilities of work-education councils, .
Through educational groups such as the National Association of State -
v Boards of Educatidn, the American Vocational Association, the Council of
Great City Schools, the National Governors! ‘Association, and a number of
public interest groups and national associations representing community

/

based organizations, the Department of Labor has helped factlitaté CETA- TN X
education collaboration by identifying model programs inc¢luding those - Q
- . ’ : ’ v P ' . R .
. & -
n .
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. demonstrating effectivg'CETAreducation collaboration.. Summary descrip-

tions of these model programs have been distributed to prime sponsors

on a regular basis with the intent of fostering replication of exemplary

models. The Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education in the U.S. >

. Office of Education (BOAE/OE) has funded a project to identify exemplary.

' CETA/vocational education programs currently operating in the field and
document what makes them +exernplary in a series of case studies and a
.state-of—thewart paper.

Colld%oration Incentives

In areas where legislative mandates already overlap‘or are couplementary, ’
the Departments of Labor and Health, Education and Welfare have mounted
‘ . a series of discretionary incentive programs. The major purpose of these
programs is to draw the CETA and educational systems together through the
creative coupling of federally-funded and other programs. An important -
secondary aim’is to gain a better understanding of the dynamics of these
. coupled programs and to document identified collaborative models which
. maximize the ﬁtilization of availlable- resources at the State and local
levels.’

gram demcnstration project. This has been administered with the assistance
of Youthwork, Inc., a new intermediary organization created by the joint
efforts of five private foundations to marshall the combined education
and labgr expertlse and perspectives necessary to moynt such a collaborative’
effort: \ Under the Exemplary In-School Program, projects have been developed
in' the ar®ag of (1) counseling, guidamce and job-seeking skills, (2) the
awarding of adademic credit, (3) improved private sector involvement, and
(4) youth operated projects. During Fiscal Years 1980-81 the Exemplary
In-Schocl Program will support some 25 additional projects focused on high-
rish and handicapped youth as well as continuing to carry out its extensive

- Kniowledge development agenda. During this second full year of operationm,

¢ resources provideéd by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare will

. supplement Department of. Labor monies and will fund the noncompetitive

portion of the program.

’ 4 - The largest and most broad ranging effort is“the Exemplary In-School gfant Pro-"
»

s

Another manﬁ incentive prodect is the CETA and Vocational Education In-
& centive Program which is aimed at demonstrating models of linkage bétween
- * vocational education and CETA youth programs at both the State and local .
, - levels. Thése inglude a $3.5 million in jointly funded linkage projects.
. In Fiscal Year 1979 and 1980,up to 20 such model projects will be
sedected, implemented and agsessed. In Fiscal Year 1980 and 1981, the
. focus will shift to replication of successful models through incentive
grants, expansion and extension of existing projects and the dissemination
'of notable project findi gs. ! x . . _—

M e el e - . St . - . oAl
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The Departments have also been working together to try to improve coord- \ 6
ination between CETA and programs in post-secondary eduycation institutions
. through a number of incentive and demonstration projects totalling approx-
imately $3 million, The Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary Edu-
. M cation (FIPSE), utilizing Labor Department resources, is managing a
“ ' , national competition to fund and evalyate program models which provide
a broader spectrum of educational and training services at the post-
secondary level for CETA qualified youth. The .Bureau of Occupational
and Adult Education, with $1 million funding by the Labor Department,
conducted a Vocational Education/CETA Summer ‘Youth Employment Program ?
(SYEP) which tested the efficacy of granting SYEP moniesy?§ post-secon-~
dary indtitutions to involve primarily minority sconomically disad-
vantaged youth in an integrated program of career development, basic
. 8kills development and vocational training. Finally, the Upward Bound-
CETA demonstration project has transferred resources to HEW to support .
programs in ten sites which provide for a combined career-oriented edu-
.cation program and career-related summer work program for eaconomically
disadvantaged high school students. The program is intended to channel
~ students away .from lower level occupations and. into expanding occupational
o areas particularly those in which minorities and others from disadvantaged
backgrounds are severely underrepresented.

The Department of Labpr has sought to promote linkage between the private .
sector,. education and employment and training activities at the local o
level through the Work—-Education Gonsortium Project, which is being

assessed by the National Institute of Education. The project involves ‘
more than 30 communities throughout the Nation in which local Work-

Education Councils have been formed to help facilitiate youth's tran- \
sition from school to work within their communities. The Department has

also provided matching grants to five States to enable them to undertake
statewide initiatives in building on existing work-education councils )

and the experience gained during an exploratory State level initiative

in fdur States funded by the Department of Health, Education and Welfaré,
Lastly, under the auspiges of the thibnal Occupational Information Cooxd-
tnating Committee (NOICC), the Depaftment of Labor has supported a $2 million
incentive program to fund statewide career information systems in selected
States. . Using a matching strategy, NOICC hopes to tap CETA, Vocational _
Education, Educational Information Center, Career Edudation and other

resources available at the State and local levels in support of a coord-

inated career information delivery strategy. The Departments have pre-

pared lettersof supp@rt for this coordinated effort and have made 1t clear

to the field that the use of. formula funds in support of this initiative

is consistent with legislative mandates-and can be made compatible with
\ ' individual program designs, ' :



'provided extensive authority to the Secretary of Labor to experiment with
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These many incentive programs should encourage cooperation on a number
of fronts® The actiyities also become a laboratory for learning about

Ngz;g:am design; implementation and replication., Each has a built-in
re

rch component to determine how well linkages are working and why;ii_
The aim, then, 18 not only to foster coordination in the near term, b
but to provide the foundation for more effective linkages in the future.

Knowledge Development -

| }.Thamyouthnnmploymgne-and«quanQErigionmP;ojccts@ActntlﬁDPA)—ofleZlm;mmmWmu__n~~w~

L4
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and evaluate alternative employment and employability dcvolopment‘approachés
for economically disadvantaged youth. Under a carefully designed "know-
ledge development' plan, a structured array of multi-site demonstration .
projects, large-scale evaluations and complementary research afforts were
initiated on a scale and scope of unprecendented dimensions. Education

. and work issues were a major focus of these knowledge development

activities. . ' .

a legislatively mandated demonstration program which ranks as the largest
social experiment in history., Within 17 demonstration sites, the program,
guarantees a job and/or training (part-time during the school year and

The Qprnerstone‘is the Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot‘%:ojects (YIEPP),

_full~-time in the summer) for all economically dissdvantaged 16— to 19- .

year-olds who are. in school or willing to return to school and who subse-
quently perform gdequately in school. One of the major aims of the demon-
stration is to assess the impact of a job guarantee on school retention,
return and completion. It is intended to demonstrate whether youth who '
have dropped out of school can be attracted back into school through
curriculum adaptations and alternative fducati approaches, and whether
improved school capacity in combining educatiof and. work activities will
improve the future employability of students. {A structured test of -
different modes of enriching educational services within schools was
undertaken in January 1979. There is an extensive research effort to
capture the effects of the program not only on school return, retention
and completion as well as future employment, but also on performance in
séhool and time devoted to studies: The background surveys will provide

‘a wealth of information about thé educational experience of the dis-
-advantaged, including comparable youth outside Entitlement areas.

" { Another knowledge development activity with significant policy
Hmplications is the Education Entitlement Voucher Demonstration Project
which 1s testing the feasibility and value of applying the GI Bill approach
to youth employment programs by providing an "Egudation Entitlement
Voucher" to youth participants in selected programs. It will determine
whether increased training and educatioh at the post-gecondary level, is -
appropriate for CETA youth. ' :

The Education Improvement Effort (EIE) under Job Corps is testing .
alternate -instructional methodologies developed and screened by HEW, In .
the controlled setting of Job Corps, it will carefully test their effectiveness
on disadvantaged youth through a large scale random assignment expegiment~

including pre/post and follow-up testing. . _ .

f)() - , v ' e
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_The School to Work Transition Damonstration Project is another ‘
stryctured experiment in which community based and other groups are
providing transition serviges to high school juniors and seniors.
Data collected from this project and others with similar objectives,
#4111 be assessed to determine the comparative effectiveness of different
deliverers of services and the lmpact of such services on economically
disadvantaged youth., As one variant, there are also a group of projects
which are bringing the apprenticeship system into the school, making
_arrangements for juniors -and seniors with the anticipation that they
will move smoothly into full-time apprenticeships upon graduation.

. A number of YEDPA funded tesearch activities related to the
delivery of career information for youth are being carried out by .
HEW and DOL under the coordination of NOICC. These are 1) a national
survey of career information delivery at the secondary school level;

2) a structured test of the effectiveness of different types of
information and delivery on the measured career awareness of youth;
and 3) a test of the impacts of intensive exposure to career infor-
mation on disadvantaged youth.

DOL is experimenting with the replication of the Career Intern
Program, a tested alternative education program originally developed
by the Opportunities Industrialization Centers (0IC's) under contract

‘to the National Institute of Education (NIE). The Institute is
operating thiq‘yrogram under the terms of an interagency ai&eemenc.

Finally, ‘there 1is a range-of complementary redearch on education - .
work issues utilizing data gathered under the Survey of Income and \
Education, and the National Longitudinal Surveys. A'major new '
longitudinal survey has been undertaken with interagency input; this
will provide a wealth of information about “work-education relationships.

®
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’ _  THE IMPACTS OF A Partnership for the 80’s
4 COLLABORATION ' ' '
The Youth Employment and Damonstration Projcctc Act represents

the most(gzgnificanc single resource commitment in history to the -.

employmant™and employability development of youth. In the short
period between December 1977 when programs actually got undarway
and July 1978 when they reached a steady-state operation,
new employment and training positions were created for young
people. It is estimated that the job components under YEDPA

accounted for two~fifths of the employment growth for all teenagers \
betwéan 1977 and 1978 and nine-tenths for all nonwhite teenagers.

There were very aignificant impacts on in-school youth. " Under
Youth Employment and Training Programs, two-thirds of participants
were in-school youth and half of funds went for such activities,
more than double the 22 percent required by law. A total of a quarter
of a million in-school youth were provided jobs or pre-employment
services unde? YEDPA in Fiscal 1978.

However, these are only the quantitative dimensions. In the
two years since YEDPA was enacted, substantial progress has been
made in forging workable and productive linkages between the CETA
and educational systems. :

- : In April 1978, eight months after the signing of YEDPA, an HEW-DOL
G team made onsite reviews in five locations. Based on this very limited

sample, the review team observed:
‘ s

"YEDPA has contributed to improved CETA communication with

the public schools. In some cases, YEDPA has provided the

impetus for communication.... YETP is reaching students

who would not otherwise be served.... The ability to hire

additional school coungelors and staff has contributed to ,
« the ability of schools to offer services to additional ‘

youth, particularly transitional services for students who

are noncollege~bound."

An interim report on YEDPA implementation prepared early in 1979
by tie National Qouncil on Employment Policy reflected the pace of
institutional change that has in fact resulted from the coordinative
‘provisions in YEDPA., The report &tated:

“"The Council's first report on YEDPA implementation told a
story about optimistic prime sponsor plans for CETA/LEA
agreements. The plans reflected more aspirations of the
sponsors than was realistic. The Second report documented
problems encountered in implementing the first hasty plans;
a breakneck implementation pace that left little time for
considerations about quality; incompatibility between prime
sponsor and LEA calendar years; disagreements over whether

3 C .o ) , <
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academic credit was appropriate for employment aspects ’

of work experience. There were positive results to . -
report, but expactations in the first LEA cycle ending

in June 1978 outran what was feasible. Expectations

for the start of the second academic year may have been

lowered, but, at the margin, sponsors and LEAs seem to

be moving in the direction of more progress."”

Referring to the early straine of implemeritation of the Exemplary In
- gchool Demonstration Project, & recent report prepared by Cornell
University and published by Youthwork, Inc. doCumented positive impacts
of incentive activities: ' .
"There is considerable evidence that the dutcome has baen
a valuable one for both organizatipms (CETA and education)--
the staff have had experience at working together and have
¥~ghared responsibilities in the completion of joint tasks.
Successful negotiation of this level of collaboration appears
to have resulted in more intense collaboration in other areas,
e.g., discussions on further coordination, recruitment of
youth for,programs, and the crossover of staff from one _
~ program to serve as advisors to another.” «

A study of CETA/LEA impacts in large cities by the Council of
Great Cities Schools reported Q?at: ‘

Aside from the improvements in institutional communication
which the legislation promoted, it spurred several immediate
changes in the delivery of school-based employment services.
The réquirement that school®\deaign their services to meet
prime sponsor specifications resulted in heightened
attention on the part of educators to a traditionally
manpower—oriented gaet of concerns. Incorporation of
occupational interest and aptitude testing into program.
intake services was one result. Increased efforts to
coordinate program training and job sites with local )
manpower needs was another. More attention was devoted T
to work site development than had formally been the case
under NYC and the summer jobs programs.
- All these studies point out the false steps as well as progress, \
the frictions which are part of change, and the obstacles to further
o collaboration at the local lével. However, the following positive
themes run through all these analyses. .

- There 1s a willingness, even an eagerness in many
1ocalities to copperate and work things out.

T - State agencies have Increasingly’ assumed a supportive and
; facilitative role _ - !

- The level of collaboration- between ﬂ/ﬁ and DOL has

never been 8o high .

()

L
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B & - A certain momentum has devaeloped at all levels a= .
- individuals’ are* beginning to work together. . .

- Specific barriers have been identified that noﬁ can
be addressed in a positive, knowledgeable way.

Many of the efforts undertaken to date will have their payoff
in future years. The incentive projects are now having an immediate
impact in encouraging collaborative application for incentive funds,
but as new linkages are forged and more is learned about the process,
coordination will improve. The gechnical assistance activities '
_represent.a continuing commitment; it takes time for measages to
circulate to logal decisionmakers, and for cooperation at the Federal
and state levels to filter down. New institutional mechanisms such as
the State Occupational Information Coordinating Committees are just
getting in operation, and their impact will. be in the future,.
Knowledge development activities will yield critical information about

how to improve our education and work policies in future years,

A
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POLICY REFORMULATION o A Partnership for the 80's:

One of the most important results of recent collaboration has been
to establish a foundation for the rethinking of youth work and education’ .
policies for.the 1980s. At the end of FY 1980, the current authorization '
for YEDPA expires. As both the Administration and Congress consider
major legislative changes, the knowledge gained during the past two years
of operational program experience and detailed research and demonstration
activities will be utilized as the baais for decisionmaking, Co

The cooperative spirit that has been engendered through these
activities should permit the education and employment and training communities
.to tackle the difficult issues and barriera to collaboration that have
been brought to the foreground as a result of increased communication
between the two systems..

The%Vice President's Task Force on Yguth Employment has carried out
a careful reviey of program activities, sfirfacing/new concepts and serving
as a forum for broad policy discussion. [This i n conjunction with the
Administration's effort to rethink youth{employment and empldyabi}ity
development policies. The objective is to reach consensus on positive
approaches to dealing with youth employmens concerns.

The Interagency Policy Coordinating Pagel of the Departmentnof
Labor and Health, Education and Welfare haye identified and are assessing
the issues where employment and edgggééggéinterests intersect most

A

significantly, The Vice President's rence will discuss these '
same 1issues, L, _
~_ - Alternative Education Apépoaches

Alternative education approaches have been supported by YETP formula
' © and discretionary funds. In some cases, usually when funded under CETA-LEA
' "agreements utilizing the 22 percent set-aside, close linkages have been
developed with the regular school system. In other cases, little, if any,
communication exists between CETA educational programs and local and State
education agencies. The Job Corps, a major CETA youth program is itself an
alternative education system of significant magnitude. With staggeringly
‘high dropout rates, reduced enrollments resulting from declining birth
rates, and.shrinking availability of dftate and local funds for educationy
school systems by necessity are considering’ alternative approaches to the
education of many youth who would, otherwise, not be served by the
traditional school system. With this convergence of interests and
.operational concerns such as staff development and credentialing, facilities
ilization, budgetary and other administrative issues, there is a need _ ' -
or agreement on.common approaches and consistent standards that can be ’
used in alternative education and related programs. There 1s also a need
to sort out roles and responsibilities in ‘order to utilize the comparative . -
\adVantage Of both the: education and employment systems, c

- ”»
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Employability Developmont Plans . Lo

The major rationale for facilitating institutional linkage and
improving program planning is to enlarge opportunities for individuals T R
whether they are in or out of school youth. The concept of émployability
development plans brings program 1inkage down to the individual client
level dnd suggasts a ‘commitment {o provide assistance in the form of a
structured sequence of interventidhs in response to the assessed long-
term developmental needs of each person, Individuafized educational
plans for whe handicapped are already in use throughout the Nation.

Various educators are suggesting the need for Employability Development

Plans (EDP's) for all y6uth.” Oa the CETA side, the concept was writtem -~~~ -
into law in the 1978 CETA reauthorization. The Consolidated Youth

Employment Program (CYEP) demonstration project which consolidates local

youth programs and seeks to test out ideas which .are being considered

for future implementation* incorporates EDP's as a central concept and

1s seeking local interagency cooperation in the development and

'utilizaiion of this approach.

Competency Certification and Academic Credit ' o )

Ideally, youth employment and training and education programs which
seek developmental goals should evaluate program success by measuring pro- .
gress of individuals toward attainment of specified competencies. For
this to occur, program objectives must be clearly stated in terms of
measurable outcomes or competencies., An important step forward in
creating+a common basis for service delivery would be the development of
certification criteria for competencies gained through educational and
employment and training programs. These standards wpuld be in four basjc
areas: (1) pre-employment competencies indicating ﬁggaaic avarenesg of the
world of work; (2) work maturity; (3) basic educational achievement; and ,
(4) job skills'acQuisition. Acceptance of these standards by private .
employers, educational institutions and other community institutionsg
would hopefully make it easier to develop positive next @steps for program.
participants and would serve as the basis for maintaining or .improvimg .
the quality of program services. The education system is increasingly
adopting systems of certification, and it is clear that employment and
training programs would help youth if they could document their progress.
Here is an area where cooperative action 1is needed at. the local level - ¢
with guidance from the national level :

pasic Skills

The education system s primary role in eqployment programs is to
improve the basic educational- competencies of youth who are not adequately
prepared for labor market entry. In order to accomplish ‘this abjective,
emphasis will have to be placed on the teaching of reading, writing,
communication .and computation at the secondary school level, with - . Y
consideration given to greater utilization of Elemerntary and Secdndary -
Education Act Title I funds at the secondary level and increased linkage '

-13 - - | ,
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of these resources with basic skills components of vocational education ‘
programs. Alternative approaches to teaching basic skills within existing
secondary school programs as well as alternative programs for school drop-
outs will have to be strengthened. In addition, greater access to such
programs by special needs populations will have to be developed through
improved coordination with employment programs and greater sensitivity
within schools regarding the needs of youth who are deficient in basic
skills. v

Quality Occupational Preparation and Skill Training
Both the CETA and Vocational Education systems have been criticized for poor
- quality or inappropriateness of skill training provided, Often the over-
lapping objectives of developing vocational skills and other compatencies
compete with each other and the real objective of specific programs is
lost. The development of criteria for the certification of. competencies -
- should provide the basis for a reassessment of program objectives and
 approaches to meet these objectives. A more individualized approach
should permit exposure to multiple occupations during the career preparation
phase, followed by more intensive, occupation-specific training for young
adults who are mature and have a good sense. of career objectives.
Currently, because of lack of financial resources in inner cities and isolated
rural areas, opportunities for adequate vocational training arq'inadequate.
One of the major issues that must be addressed is how the availability and
access to facilities, equipment, instructional programs and supporting .
services in these areas can be increased, and how access to these facilities
can be assured for mature and career-oriented young adults. N '
School-to-Work Transition Services -

A*wide range of services such as counseling, guidance, the provision
of career information, as well as gervices to overcome sex role stereotyping
and teach job seeking skills, are designed to assist y0uth in more '
successfully making the transition from school to work. Little is known
about the comparative benefits of various approaches to providing such
services nor has it been possible thus far to pinpoint the benefits to
different age groups and different types of youth. Research undertaken
during ‘the past two years should provide policymakers with new insight |
in this area. Under YETP formula funded activities, and even more under
discretionary projects, outside groups such as community-based organizations,
labor unions, and private sector employers have provided such services within
the school setting as a supplement to and enrichment of such school provided
programs as cooperative and career education. A critical assessment of the
experilences of these projects is needed in the process of developing
mechanisms for the effective involvement of outside institutions in the
school setting, :

<
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Any comprehensive youth strategy for the 1980's will require effective
linkages between employment, education, economic development and other
efforts as well as a broadened base for involvement among all institutions
connected to such efforts. A determined drive is needed to improve the

. understanding and capabilities of the employment and training and education

systems so that they can build on and improve the cooperative model that

. has served us well thus far.

No matter what legislation fs implemented, every deliverer of services
to youth, whether CETA prime sponsor, local school administrator or director
q;xone of the many'yoUth”ééfﬁng“dgeﬂéieﬁ;“wlll"hiia“ta‘kﬁbw‘mbre“about'hOW'"““"-"““_"
to organize and administer employment, training and cducat@on services

for youth, | §

t 1

The broad scale investment in knowledge development activities
under. YEDPA can be expected; to begin feeding back to the system
information about what workg and why. Although the full payoff from
these activities will not be felt for a number of years as
projects reach their conclusion and follow-up data on participants is
collected and analyzed, the knowledge gained thus far has helped us"™
better identify the demand{ng tasks that lie ahead. Likewise, the
linkagés which have been established must continue to be institutionalized.
There is a rare opportunity to achieve needed changes in.both the education

" and employment systems®through cooperation_and crossfertilization. *~ - PR

The challenge we face in the coming years is to develop strategies
which addregss the critical issues we face; to synthesize what we know .*
and what we will learn in a coordinated technical assistance .and : )
information diffusion effort; and to continue to strengthen -the movement T
toward collaboration. ' ;

R
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Bibliography of Significant
Work-Education Materials Related to”YEDPA
Considerations and Elementa for CETA/LEA Agreomonts.

Projects Act workahopsr

- Youth Prdgrams.

Office of

Youth Programs., 1977

The Awarding of Academic Credit Under the Youth Employment and

Demonatration Projects Act of 1977. Office of Youth Programs.

Report on Joint DHEW/DOL Youth Employment ond Demonstration
Office of Youth Programs.. 1978

Impacts of YEDPA on Education/CETA Relationships at the Local

Level: Five Case Studies. Office of Youth Programs. 1978

Work-Education Councils and the Possibilities'for Collaborative
Efforts Under YEDPA. Office of Youth Programs. 1978

Systems of Career/Occupational Information for Youth and Other CETA
Participants: Guidelines and Considerations fot Prime Sponsors.
Office of Youth Programs. 1979

Interagency Collaboration In Education and Work Programs. A Status
Report to the Interagency Policy Coordinating Panel on Department
of Labor and Health, Education and Welfare Initiatives. Office of
1979 .

>

Collaboration Models at the Local Level: A Compendium of Ideﬁtifie&
Projects with CETA Prime Sponsor and Local Education Ag_ncy-Ihvolvement.
Of fice of Youth Programs. 1979 ‘

Job Corps Educational Improvemantggﬁfort Preliminary Report, TEAM
Associates, Office of Youth Programs Report. 1979

Educational Governonce and Youth Employmenr issuesu Nationéi Assoc~
iation of State Boards of Education. Office of Youth ?roﬁrams Report.
1979. . . :

_Profiles and
Office of Youth-

Youth and Training Programs Aid.the Urban School:
Commentary. Council of the Great City Schools.
Programs Report. 1979

-

The Youth Entitlement Demonstration Program.

Manpower Deﬁonstration
Research Corporation, 1979 '
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The Youth Entit lement Demonstration. Manpower Demounstration
Research Corporation., 1979 :

Schooiihg and Work Among Youths From Low-Income Households.

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1979

Involving Schools in Employment and Training Programs for Youth.

. National Council on Employment Policy. 1979

On the Education anq;Egglgxqggt pf Handicapped Youth. Youthwork,

. YR 16797 . L . - S S
on the Education and Employment of High-Risk Youth. Youthwork, ‘ »
Tne. 1979 |

Forging New Relationships: The CETA/School Nexus. . Youthwork, Inc.

1979 | -
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INVOLVING SCHOOLS IN EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR YOUTH* o

Gregory Wurzburg N e
Executive Director : - ) o
National Council on Employment C

Dr. Joseph Coleman
f . . President
& o Education and Public Affairs

N

'SUMMARY . OF - FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

z

Current Policy
’ ~

' " One of the hallmarks of the Comprehensive Employment and Training
0 Act has been its repeated emphasis on linking local CETA prime sponsor o
employment and training programs with other local agencies. The various
mandates for collaboration have produced few results, however, for lack of _ -
‘mechanisms to facilitate the process of, or of incentives sufficient to A

overcome the obstacles to cooperation. R e '

[

The Youth Employment and DéﬁOnstration Projects Act of 1977 includes
- the ysual exortations for collaboration, especially between CETA sponsors
and local education agencies. Butf the Act also includes a specific mechanism
~to spur it: a provision under the Youth Employment and Training Program % :
reserving 22 pertent of each sponsor's fprmula allocation to be administere
under the terms of an agreement between the sponsor and the local education
agency (agencies). - - '

The importance of the YETP 22:percent set-aside cannot be over-
stated, It has set in motion the forces necessary for genuine cdllaboration
. between the education establishment and the employment.and training '
: establishment., In-isolatéd instances, usudlly whete schools an A offices
_were already working together, alternative education programs £nd other joint
ventures are thriving. .o e

@ . *This report was prepared under contract #23-11-77-06 with the'
U.S. Department of Labor. The views do not necessarily reflect those of
the Department of Labor . '

g
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The 22 percent set-aside appears to be necessary, but it is not
sufficient for collaboration. For ‘the most part, the results of CETA-LEA

--collaboration-are-uncertain, formal agreements notwithstanding, because
.there are considerable impediments to progress in the collaborative process.

Administrative and substantive differences between the two institutions stand
in the way. Nonfinancial incentives (or the removal of disincentives) are
necessary along with more substantive guidance with regard to program models
and institutional roles, So far, there is no definite policy or set qf
mechanisms to move the tentative CETA-LEA partnerships beyond their present
stage. ) .

In the final ana]ysis, collaboration between the manpower and
educat1on establishments «can be successful only if it is accepted at the
local level. The challenge is coaxing along the two disparate parties.. .
Cases of healthysETA-LEA partnerships as well as ,cases in which there are
chronic 11 feeVings between CEPA prime sponsors ‘and local educatoxs bear out
the conclusion that financial incentives alone are not sufficient to push
the collaborative programs already established beyond the rudimentary stage,
or even sustain the progress aghieved so far. Because of the admin1strat1ve,

'authortty that 1oca1 CETA sponsors have tq the Department of Labor, they

can be "won over" by way of the normal pr{#e sponsor channel. But because

- local schools have no accountability to the Labor Department and little

accountability to the U.S. Officeé of Education, theroute for influencing
them must be less direct. They certainly cannot e coerced. Instead, modeis
for policies, programs, and collaboration are nedded. If they can be used to
convince local educators about the importance of employment and training.
programs for youth, th2 validity of a role for them in those initiatives,

and the feasibility of developing those roles, perhaps their cooperation can

be won. CETA prime sponsors, however, are not the ones to provide LEA officials

with information or gu1d:§ While they are applying the outside~pressure for
change in schools, they are not equipped, nor do they have thg\standing in the
education’community to direct _such change. <The objective.theh is to ut11ize
alternate channels for 1nf1uenc1ng Tocal education policymakers,

'The'Next'Step o - _ B -

The U.S. Department of Labor {s alrea re]yipg on the eoopeéation
of educators in a number of {interest groups and associations to identify
exemplary employment and training programs based in schools and models for

.collaboration between schools.and CETA prime sponsors. 'The Department has

also undertaken a number of joint programs with the U.S. Office of Education’
in-implementing and evaluating YEDPA. -The leadership in the Office of Career

" Education and Bureau of Adult and Vocatdmnal Education has been espectally

coqpera%1ve endorsing the concept of A-LEA partnerships and using the
access they have to qupl schools to prqvide 13eas and encourage progress,

~ Additional measures and a clear articulaftion of some current ad hoc po]wciesﬁ

seem necessary though. D

-1, Because institutions seem most subject to-change in presponse to
ressure 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- educatfon partnership forayouth, to persuade
other educators , , .

41
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(‘ 2. Changing fnstitutions by adding on new functions is probably
easier than changing them by adapting old functions to serve new purposes. Vot

"Although the U.S. Office of Education ts cooperating with the Department of

- Labor in supporting the new tnitiatives under YEDPA, there are education
Jaws already on the books that can serve some of the same purposes as YEDPA,
USOE ought to review fmplementation of those laws and determine whether they
might be implemented differently to better complement YEOPA. .

3. A common complaint in the education community i$ that educators
(with the exception of vocational educators) were not consulted during the ‘
deye]opment of YEDPA. Debate skipped the question of whether education
_should take a role in employment and training programs, in favor of the
matter of defintng how education should be 1nvolved -

Because geucators feel YEDPA was done to them, 1t st111 lacks ‘the *
whole-hearted suppdrt of even the Washington education estab)ishment, to~ '
say nothing of other educators around the country. The single most feasible
strategy for coalescing support of the education and employment and training
institutions around a single purpose might be to create a shared vested

interest between them by developing new legislation through a joint process
involving education and manpower interests.

4, Because of .the federal character of traditional employment and
tra1nﬁng programs’ and the reluctance of the federal government to take an
activist role in local educatiod affairs, the notion of CETA-LEA linkages

) © may pose something of a dilemma for po]icymakers concerned with maintaining
Q the autonomy of local schoels. But since LEA cooperation in YETP is optional
for schools, 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 frequently have been conducted without regard
to overall YETP program objectives or other CETA wyouth programs. A lack of
prime sponsor authority in.these cases has reduced the effectiveness of
YEDPA dollars-.and, more importantly, provides little incentive or pressure
for changing the programs schools provide or improving their services to
economically disadvantaged youth. ~ '

y

In order to assure the independence of LEAs, however, while giving
them a piece of the manpower pie, it might be desirab1e to funnel a portion
of what would otherwise be prime ‘sponsor allgcations down to the localjlevel
by way of state education agencies,.and require LEA officials to administer
that monéy under the terms of an agreement negotiated with CETA sponsors.

- 5. Whatever the respective roles that CETA sponsors and LEAs may’
take in jointly-supported -local education/tra1n1ng/emp1oyment "systems" for
youth, the development of Such systems will take time. National policymakers
ought to take this into accoung in establishing obJectives and timetables,
or expectations will outrun what és feas1b1e

4
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. The Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977
(PL 95-93, Title IIl) is the federal government's, most recent response to
the cris/ s -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 is
its emphasis on tying local manpower programming for youth to the system
-of public education. BOth the Youth Community Conservation and Improvement
" Projects (YCCIP}-and the Youth Employment and Training Program’ (YETP) call
for development and reinforcement of 1inkages between a community's -
employment-trai (CETA) organization and its local education agencies
(LEAs). More significantly, under YETP, a minimum of 22.percent of each
local sponsor's &llocation is reserved to be administered under the terms
of a prime sponsor-LEA jointly-appfoved program for employmeft and training
services.- _ :

Sy e —

Although the notion of mixing education with employment and training
is neither radical nor novel, collaboration between schools and manpower
agencies has seldom come easy. Coaxing local manpower administrators,

‘though not simple’, is a fairly direct process, thanks to the accountability they
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 LEAs towards joining education and manpower services for YEDPA
eligible youth. Some of these grow out of $thool policy related, for

example, to Tength of the school day, ¢redentialing of staff, the award

of academic credit, or out of experience schools have had serving economical1y
disadvantaged youth or underachievers. Other factors affecting LEAs' .
posture towards 1linking manpower and education grow out of a complex network
of influence exerted by interest groups with their often conflicting
objectives, programs and procedures. These various influences are complicated
further by a less than tidy network.of governmental interests (federal, state
and local), the many professional organizations representing one or another
specialized constituency, the internal organ1zat10n of & local schoo] system,
and its const1tuenc1es 1n the“community it serves.

>

" From ev1dence collected so far in case- stud1es conducted by the °
Nat1onal Council on Employment Policy on implementation of YEDPA, it is
clear that the 22 percent set-aside for CETA-LEA agreements is a useful °
starting point for improving relationships between local CETA sponsors and
schools, and for developing institutional complementarity; but that alone
is not suff1c1ent for obtaining the. 1eve1 of resuits demanded by existing
prqgram goals. .

' It i's the purpose of th1s report first to review the progress that
local CETA sponsors and LEAs have made towards collaboration, and then to
offer some strategies for improving the durability and long-term usefu]ness 1!!
. of the joint CETA-LEA ventures. In order to achieve the second plrpose of
‘this report, it is necessary to identify and analyze the diverse 1nf1uences

. .
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that bear on public schools as they establish procedures and make policy,
and to persuade them to support an expanded schoo] role in youth employment
and training programs. N ‘ _ .

The presumption of this report is that in formylating policy, school
- administrators look beyond financial incentives for their policy cues. Federal
and state laws, regulations and guidelines, and their accompanying legislative
histories, of course, are important. But so too are the platforms, statements . 'S
of belijef and objectives of professional or political national and state
organizations, and professional journals, reports, and research. More direct
approaches involving workshops, seminars, lectures, or c]inics for lpca] staff
also shape local policy. e T

This anlesis starts with a review of prime sponsor-LEA experience
under YEDPA so far. It then investigates the systems of governance under
which LEAs operate, the less formal networks of influence upon them, and the

~part they have played in advancing YEDPA goals in local school systems.

\v/ METHODOLOGY

The ana]ysis of early prime sponsors and LEA experience under
- YEDPA -~ YETP in particular -- is based upon the first three parts of a four-
0 part evaluation conducted by the National Council on Employment Policy of
YEDPA implementation in 37 CETA prime sponsorships. The implementation
study includes extensive discussion about CETA-LEA agreements, the mechanics
of local change and the difficulties encountered along the road to collaboration.
The findings most useful for this analysis are in the second and third
. imp]ementation reports, August 1978 and March 1979 respectively.

Data for the second part of this report analyzing channe]s of

influence to local schools other than CETA prime sponsors, were obtained
© from a number of interviews, meetings and "mini-case studies" conducted °

in the Summer and Fall of 1978, Interviews were held during July, August

and September 1978 with representatives of those national educational

organizations or institutions which previously had taken action to stimulate

or reinforce 11nkages between the education community and the employment/

training community, or were in a position to influence the education , -
- comnunity to do so. The organizations represented in. these 1nterv1ews were::

-~ American Vocatwona] Associat1on (60,000 vocational educators)

-~ American Personnel and Guidance Association (42,000 guidance
and counseling specialists)

-~ National Parent-Teacher Association (6.5 million membership) .

N .
-~ National Schoo] Boards Association (169000 local school g ’

) | districts) . yo

P ., T Council of Great City Schools (28 largest urban school systems)




%4

¢

. 4 .
. S : 1‘Ir
1

-- American Association of School Administrators (20,000 members )
-- I;stitute for Educational Leadership
-- American Federation of Teachers (2,500 locals)

-- American Association of Coﬁmunjty-and Junior Colleges
. (925 community college members bf the 1,235 existing)

-- National Manpower Institute, Nork-Educatibn Consortium
(33 communities)

-- National Governors' Association (all states)

-- National Conference of State Legislatures (represents
7,600 state legislators) :

-- Council of Chief State School Cfficers (all states)

-- National Association of State Boards of Education (51 of
57 state boards) . '

- Office of Career Education, U.S. Office of Education

-- Bureau of Vocational, Occupational and Adult Education, N ‘I!'
U.S. Office of:-Education ' '

“ "Mini-cdde study" visits were made to the City of Baltimore and

_the Maryland State Education Agency and to SBringfie]d and Columbus, Ohio,
t

and the Ohio Education Agency. The community visits were\pot undertaken
with the expectation that universal or definitive strategies could be
formulated. Rather, the objective was to map the local leverage points in

a small number of school systems in order to provide some notion of the
complexities ‘of the mechanics of CETA-LEA collaboration and the size of
achieving that on a grand scale. The conclusions are merely suggestive of
the national picture, and might be regarded mainly as hypotheses for testing
with further research or issues that ought to be considered in the process

of policy formulation.

A
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WHY MIX SCHOOL AND WORK? ‘ "

One of the most important features of YEDPA is the provision
reserving a minimum of 22 percent of each prime sponsor's allocation under
the Youth Employment and Training Program to be administered under the tergs
of an agreement between the sponsor and local education agencies. The
provision was included in the law in the hopes that it would provide an
incentive for schools -and CETA systems to work together. In the words of
Senator Jacob Javits, a co-sponsor of .the provision: ' . N

cen competftion between prime sponsors and local 7
education agencies has been the rule, while '

cooperation has been the exception.- There is a

need to nudge these two competing systems closer

together, so that the in-school labor force can.be

served in a more efficient and sensible manner.

C1t1ng the Senate report on YEDPA he added

The Committee believes it is essential that cooperation
take place between prime sponsors and local education
agencies in providing employment opportunities and
training and.supportive services for youths enrolled

in school. In the absence of such linkages,.in-school
youth may contipue to be served by .two separate and
competing delivery systems which bifurcate their labor
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 education, agency o ..
LEAT CETA agreement will not. by itse]f achieve :

educationa] reform or a significant restructuring of B

service delivery systems in most cases., We see it ~

as a way to make the education and manpower "“camps" '

sit down and talk together about their'problems, ~

progress, and aims in dealtng with youth ** ’ ~

Not w1111ng to put -all its eggs in one basket, the Department .

' prov1ded discretionary money to support a number of exemp]ary in-school youth

Job programs and stressed ties between sponsors and LEAs-for.the purpose of
award1ng academic credit under the Youth Community Conservation and

) . .

*Congress1ona1 Record, Senate July 21, 1977, p-'s 12558-'

. **Qffice of Youth Programs, u.s. Department of Labor, "A P]anning
Charter for the Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977,“-
August 1977, pp. 7-8:
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Improvement Projects (YCCIP). The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects
(YIEPP), an experimental initiative testing whether a guaranteed job

encourages youths to stay in school requires, by virtue of its design, some
degree of cooperation between sponsors and schools. But gooperation under /
YCCIP is occurring generally where sponsors and Schools were already getting
along. Under YIEPP, some degree of cooperation was necessary for sponsor's

to survive the stiff competition for the 1imited number of YIEPP grants.
Furthermore, less than 4 percent of all sponsorships were awarded entitlement
projects. A

The first interesting question then {s not whether schools and prime
sponsors can work .together; there are always the exceptions. to prove they R
can. The gquestion 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

has the current 22 percent set-aside under YETP been in encouraging local _ ‘
schools and CETA prime sponsors to work together? A second duestion is, if ' //d/
other strategies are needed, what might they be? ’ T

. (

IS 22 PERCENT ENOUGH?

. The education establishment is, by reputation, a rigid and inflexible .
one that some critics-say changes only slowly. But the last two decades have ‘I’
demons trated that public schools are not totally isolated 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 post-
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 coexistence with local programs. But at least part J§ ;'

" of the reluctance to change can be attributed to the fact that the changes

implied in the calls for a greater education role in the employment and
training administration have nqt been coming from within the education

‘establishment, but from outside, frequently as part of an explictit ¢riticism

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. :

Evaluations of the implementation of YEDPA, nevertheless, show
that YEDPA is contributing to some change that appears necessary, but is far _ "8
from sufficient for long-lasting and useful institutional change. . i

YETP in particular has succeéded in shifting the immediate focus Q

" of debate among lodal educators from the question of whether education should

o 4
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that role should be. This does npt mean that educators have decided that
employment and training can mix with education. Local educators are now
engaged in initiatives that try the mix, though. The implication is that
when and if the first debate is resumed, it will have more basis in
experience than conjecture.

In the first year, there has been a record of some success and
really,no instances of outright failure among the 37 prime sponsors examined
by the  YEDPA implementation study sponsored by the National Council on
Employment Policy. >

. . ]

" Cooperation between prime sponsors and local schools is not an
untried concept, and in many areas, there is a history of joint efforts that
predate CETA. There, YETP money is paying for work experience .components
added on to career awareness and skill training, and in some instances, 1is
providing money for extra staff in the LEAs or for liaison staff between
LEAs and prime sponsors. ' . .

Most prime sponsors, however, started with no establfshed links.
Before YEDPA 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 sponsgrs succeeded in. signing
agreements with the local schools. But, many of the fnitial agreements
were not thought through in the crisis c11mate of implementation, and reflected
more the aspirations of some enlightened individuals (and the rhetor1c of the
Department of Labor) than feasible prospectives for action. The hasty,
mid-semester start of the first year programs did not provide. adequate
opportunity for them to be properly implemented. The prevalent pattern
for the second year of programs in the 1978-1979 school year was to simply
continue the first year designs. .

Even with a second year for extendtng programs under CETA-LEA
agreements, local CETA sponsors and LEAs are almost certainly not going to
be able to put in place the kind or quality 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 planning and
implementation period. The process requires solutions to some fundamenta]
problems thaz underlie attempts to collaboration, and time for 10&‘1 planhers
to find alternate routes around major barriers. ‘

_ Pu]]ing Ihé systems Together

-

The.process of pu111ng together the education and employment and -
training institutions is occurring in two phases. The first is one of
administrative detente and the second is substantive collaboration. In the
familiarization process leading up to administrative detente, CETA sponsors '
have been trying to live down bad local histories of manpower-education

_g. 19
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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

1974. The hybrid manpower field has a fluid literature and lacks consensus

on the most basic paradigms. Local expertise in employment and training

affairs is more. political and managerial than substantive because grantsmanship

and outguessing Congress and the Department of Labor.are prerequisites for

suyrvival. Substantive know-how is useful but not indispensable because so

mych of.local policy is made in Washington. '
. -

The local CETA systems are also unstable orgﬁnizational]y. 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, bes ides
complicating the challenge of day-to-day management virtually erases .
institutional memory. - Though local 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 inevitably present sources of friction. While there are
sufficient instancks to demonstrate that CETA spowsors and LEAs can work’
together, in fact the bureaucratic differences create friction that can

~ provide convenient pretexts for either partner breaking off collaboration.

Since there are intuitively appealing reasons for the two systems to
collaborate, however, the question is whether the substantive differences
are sufficient to rule out joint efforts. If they are not, it seems that
if there is a will to work together, there can be a way. :

In the second stage of the process in which local schools and CETA
sponsors begin working together ---that of substantive collaboration -- there
appears to be less pervasive 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 educators 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 remove incentives that might entice

youth to drop out. “There have been no substantiated reports of students
leaving schaol to take YEDPA jobs, and so that issue has subsided.

. Targeting employability services by income has not subsided as an
jssue. Although CETA administrators, as a rule, are locked into restricting
services to economically disadvantaged youths, school administrators object
on substantive and political grounds. They do not believe family income is.
a reasonable predictor of need for employability services, and they aref
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relations or the more general problem of a bad CETA reputation, and then
getting 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 local schools, YEDPA
was not perceived by most schools as.another CETA program or add-on to pre-
CETA youth programs. This was an achievement whose significance’should not
be underestimated since it appears that a large part of the objection some
local educators have had to mixing manpower and education has really been

an abjection to working with the manpower establishment. . :

Procedural differences have contributed to more serious chronic
friction. The fiscal year for CETA sponsors starts §n October, while)for
schools it starts in September, January or July. This mismatch plus the
accelerated, patchwork style of CETA planning which frequently is not complete
until days before the start of the new year ?or even after the start of the
new year) have made it difficult for schogls to en?age in Jong-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 collaboration in the first year of YEDPA also 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.

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 usually not the same '
ones as.schools, and the U.S. Department of Labor. The procedural difficulties
caused by these two separate systems having to clear their actions with

their respective authorities can cause delays and be a serious hindrance

to a long-term stable relationship. . '

~In the process of achieving administrative detente there has also
- been a number of differences between CETA systems and schools that can,
perhaps, best be attributed to the two institutions being at different
stages in-the bureaucratic aging process. The education establishment is ..
old compared to almost any other public institution and ancient compared to
~the CETA system. Career structures, administrative models, 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. L

Manpower did not emerge as a governmental policy area until the
: early 1960s. The Manpower Administration in the U.S. Department of Llabor,
(‘ 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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CETA-LEA activities may acquire substance over time, 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 objectives, and
client groups. The peculiar need is for a strategy to coax collaboration v
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. 3]0]
is also providing to sponsors a degree of technical-assistance and information
about how CETA-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
employment and training experts without the imprimatur of and collateral
input from the education establishment. Q
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accountable to a constituency that is much broader than CETA sponsoys' and
therefore less tolerant of provisions that reserve services for on{?%a
few. ‘

The emphasis on serving the dropout population naw, as in the past,
is another point of contention., The CETA system and its predecessors have
traditionally served dropouts, blaming schools fer failing to adequately |
serve kids who did not fit the normal mode. Some local educators are ; ,
objecting to YEDPA now because programs-are designed to "recycle" dropouts .
back into reqular channels. One principal complained that "... the very ones
that had been kicked out used CETA as a way to get back into the system."
Most educators, though, do not appear adverse to-making another try with B
dropouts.  Thé 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 sobject to any school experience that detracts
from preparation for those exams. There is also a question of whether local
educators can make policy regarding the award of credit without specific
state mandates on the subject. These debates have frequently, however, been
used as smokescreens to conceal the real issue: the turf- question of who
decides 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 go 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 experiencg or career awareness
training, observers note educators providing no more ove ighd than sponsors
had proposed, but a share of the YEDPA pie has succeeded in buying their
cooperation. ' o , -t |

; ‘' None of the problems encountered in the CETA-LEA relations is .
unanticipatéd, insuperable or irreconcilable. They may provide credible
pretexts for inaction, however, where local sponsors or schools are not

Anclined 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 local 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. o : ~ -
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EXPLORING ALTERNATIVE CHANNELS TO LEAs

. + The need for a collaborative effort between the employment and

training and education establishments at levels other than the local level

1s necessary if local CETA-LEA programs are to work. This need was foreseen

in_ the legislation which includes provisions that both requfve and encourage .
cooperatiop ‘between manpower-and education-authorities at the®tate and =
national level. Five percent of the total YETP allocation is available to _

governors for providing, among other things, labor market and occupational ’
- -information to prime sponsors and schools. The Act also authorizes the

Secretary /of Labor to carry out innovative and experimental programs that

feature cooperative agreements with federal educational agencies. The 1978 .

CETA amendments further encourage manpower-education linkages above the

local leyel by increasing the allocation to state vocational -education .

authoritfies,. to, in part, increase coordination between vocational education »
and CETA establishments. The amendments also reserve a portion of the .

- governor's allocation to be used for coordinating the activities of state -

manpower services and st education agencies. To understand the potential :
utility of thes? provision§, it is useful to know something about the C ‘
education establishent: its formal structure of governance and its informal "!’
channdYs for influence. , . ‘

~
4

Local Governance .

The heart of the public elementary and éecondary_education
establishment is some 18,000 school districts in, fifty states. Local publjc
school systems are govern®d by school boards, and managed by superintendents.
In most instances, school board members are elected by the voters of the T
community they serve, and are independent of the other local elécted of ficialsig.
mayors or county- commissioners, for example. School districts also usually ?5%& :
enjoy independent taxing authority. The lack of a common authority over I 3 A
" local education agencies and other local political bases, which typically . Vi
are the CETA sponsors, makes compatibility less than automatic and cooperation. L
sometfmes an heroic act. S ' | !

: Springfield, Ohio offers an extreme case of diffused authority., . I,
Schools there are ihdependent of the rest of local goverhment, and vocational . = - . -
education is administered separate from the other education programs. P g B

Nonvocational education is handled through the city school system which .
reports to the Springfield board of education. Vocational education is . PR
handled by county joint vecational schools which are supported by the Coen
Springfield Public Schools ahd other LEAs in Clark County, and administered - i
by a county board of education. . - ‘ ' ‘ : Q
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The county joint vocational school has traditionally been 1nvolved
with county manpower program initiatives through CETA Title I contracts with
the county CETA office. Most of the services under those contracts have been
for-adults, however, and the prospects for adopting -the vocational services
for YEDPA-eligible youth are not promising. The JVS has a long waiting list
«Of student applicants and the JVS administrators prefer to select for enhrolliment
youth who do not have basic education deficiencies or other difficulties in
* school. Enrollment of YEDPA-eligible youth IVS is unlikely also because
. the-County's in-school YETP ‘program is administered by the city school system' s
% career education office. To further hinder cooperation between any city
’ school YETP activities and JVS, the cfty school liaison with JVS is not in
~the career education-office, — _ oo

" Although the Springfie]d city school system has estab]ished 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 2
/relationship with the prime sponsor because administrators in the sponsorship
“report to the county government, and he does not want the schools accountable
in any way to the latter.

The degree of cooperation,that now exists between the Springfield
city schgol system and the Clark County CETA office 1s no mean accemplishment,
o given the potential for conflicts within the education system serving residents
in the county and the fact that the school systems and the CETA office are
accountable to different authorities. The success in this instance, under
conditions that seem almost to be designed to thwart cooperation,.can be
attr1buted to the willingness of the two parties involved. The prime
sponsorship is a relatively small one with really only two-.levels of
decigionmaking. It is one in which the youth coordinator has the confidence
of and ready access to the sponsor's top administrator., Through conscientious
. management and a low-key style of doing busipess, the sponsorship has also
managed to stay relatively free of political pressures from the county and
been able to operate as an independent agent. Before-the advent of YEDPA
the sponsor staff had worked with the Joint Vogational School and so the
Stdff was receptive to the YEDPA mapdate for collaboration with schoo]s

- The single most*important factor c¢ontributing to cooperation on

' the part of the schoolsshas been the presence of an energetic and 1maginat1ve

' ‘career education coordinator responsible for conducting the city school's
demonstrat1on career education program funded with state career education
money. . Through his own efforts, he kept abreast of YEDPA as it evolved
and was already roughing out plans for school Whvolvement by the time the
_sponsor _received notice of its 1978 YETP allocation. The fact that some -
h1gher ups . in the Springfield hierarchy were receptive to the not1on of
m1x1ng school and CETA also he]ped 1mmeasurab1y

Co] umpus, Ohio is another case in which the schools and prime
sponsors report to different authorities. Yet despite the fact that the
_ ~ less fragmentation on the education side than is found in Clark County,
' "e Co]umbus CETA-LEA relations under YEDPA are Jess than cordial
<
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The history of manpower-education relations in Columbus has been one
of conflict betwebn a combative, talk-oriented manpower agency and an _ =
education agency that has kept a-distance from manpower programs for youth, -
but does not appear unwilling to cooperate. The Columbus CETA office seems '
to be locked into a management policy of minimal change, and under the hectic
YETP implementation conditions, was almost paralyzed. To the extent there was
an identifiable policy for the YETP 22 percent set-aside, it was to resist the
involvement of the public schools. In both 1978 and 1979 the prime sponsor

 practically forced nonfinancial agreements upon the local schools that

assured only a token role for educators. These have been in lieu of the more :
substantive role originally proposed by the schools in the YETP praposal ... . . . . __
they submitted for 1978, but which the sponsor rejected for being usresponsive |
to the proqgem of youth and because the schools wanted more autonomy than the

sponsor wasswilling to grant. .

IN a relatively small proportion of cases, mayors or other chief
elected officials have direct authority over school board members and/or
school superintendents. When this occurs, the chief officials' line of
authority can be exercised over both manpower and education officials. Not
surprisingly, when the priorities of the chief elected officials include
linking employment and training initiatives to education, the importance of
mechanisms fostering cooperation between CETA and LEAs fades, and administrative
and substantive differences can be minimized by forced agreement instead of
mutual agreement. But even this structure of governance cannot guarantee
harmony or totaHy productwe CETA-LEA relationships. ’

~

. Baltimore is. one of the m1n0r1ty of school systems in which the
school board is appointed by the mayor; the board, in turn, appoints the
superintendent. Under these circumstances, both the ¢ity's manpower administrator
and chief school off1cer receive their policy guidance from the city's top
executive. Thé mayor's policy with respect to youth, employability, and :
education is that schools and the manpower agency are expected to work together
towards solving the city's youth manpower problems. To the extent there is
significant effort by the schools today, thereforg, in address1ng youth
employment and training needs, it is felt to be influenced in large part
.by the*fact that the mayor ordered it. : : . .

‘Without that unified authority, it does not seem likely that the

‘Baltimore CETA sponsor and the LEAs would have worked together as well as

they- Have. . Perceived school resistance to providing for the- educational need}
of dropouts led - the mayor to place administrative supervision of one major
altarnative education program for dropouts in the hands of the manpower agency.
Under this arrangement, the schools-provide teachers for curriculum development
and instruction, but the teatching staff is accountable, in part, to the manpower
agency. Employment and training programs for.the in-school population have .
been organized within the school system's vocational education department.

- The manpower agency cooperates in developing work. experience slots for CETA

eligible youth in the programs. ‘In addition, skills centers are being -

'1nst1tuted in the .schools, but overdight responsibility goes to the mayor's

manpower and economic development representatwes ' . : Q
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In other communities, where there is no single policy authority ' -
- over CETA sponsors and LEAs, cooperation does occur, as, for example, in

Springfield, Ohio. The impact seems to be lessened. However, the
permanence of change 1s uncertain, and the pace of change may be slower,

Other Influences on LEAé ' T :‘b

Local governance 1s not the only factor {mpinging directly on LEAs, 3
I and indirectly on prime sponsors. There are less structured influence networks =
at work that _school administrators find at times to be no less compelling
than formal authority. Even in Baltimore which by most measures, seems to
have achieved effective involvement of local schools, and where there is no
lack of formal guidance, local Jjob markets and employer attitudes have a -
powerful influence on the role that-schools take in manp&wer programs. The
highly competitive indudtrial job market in downtown Baltimore attracts
jobseekers from the city as well as from the growing Baltimore suburbs. In
this climate, the schools admit that they "cream” in the selection and placement
of work experience students, in order to demonstrate the quality of student
- the schools can produce and beat out the competition from suburban schools.

: There is a strong suggestion that school€{ which have developed
" productive linkages wath the business and industries of their communities
&~ are better able to mount successful youth employment programs, particularly

as work experience, cooperative education, and job placement are concerned.

In Baltimore, there has been a history of highly visible involvement
of industry-with schools since c¢ivil disturbances .in Baltimore. in the mid-
1960s. Following those disturbances, several business leaders in the city
who were concerned abowt the role the private sector cowld play in improving
life in the city, formed a group that started taking a critical look at the
schools and offering suggestions for improvements. Significantly, the schools
proved receptive to the criticism and to making changes,

: " Since it was established, the group representing both emp1oyers and
- schools has served as an umbrella organization sponsoring programs to up-
X . grade reading and arithmetic instructan; cosponsoring with. the Maryland
Cognc11 of Economic Education a projefgt to assist teaching principles of

ec ic education, underwriting a program to give all children greater
awarggess of the world of work, supporting a computerized, individualized -
learntng project. The group and some of the corporations it represented also
participated .in a dropout prevention program funded with Elementary and
. Secondary Educatjon Act money. More recently, several Baltimore businesses
_have taken part in "Adopt-a-School," a program in which individual

—¢orporations have~deve+oped“cooperatfve—re?atTonship ~nearby schoots,
"and. provide assistance in such activities as counsel ng, serving on - .
.vacational advisory committees, and providing opportunities for work

exper1ence, cooperative education and other job placement programs.
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, Schools have continued to be ﬁ‘eceptive to the partnership with the . '
employers for a number of reasons. For one, industry is .not telling the
schools how to teach -- that is recognized as the schools' responsibility and
expertise. For another, industry has assisted in finding jobs for students.
Furthermore,, industry has stayed out of the political arena where educatfoj)

priorities are set. :
)

‘The linkages developed between Baltimore schools and businesses may

 bé an important part of the foundation for the more recent CETA/YEDPA program

initiatives.” The concept of combined academic/work programs was tested and
successfully applied by business and schools at their own direction, before

. YEDPA.. The businesses saw economic gains in investing in education and

training of students who would eventually find ‘their way as employees into S
their plants and offices. The schools saw educational gains and the potential

for more “relevant" education through contacts with a larger world outside the

school building. . -

LEA ties to industry in Springfield and Columbus, Ohio, are less
formalized and comprehensive than they are in Baltimore, and observations
are certainly less conclusive when it comes to judging the impact that local.
businesses might have on LEA policy regarding school and work. In both areas
the vocational components are, of course, sensitive to placement opportunities
for, graduates. But since the interests of local businesses appear (o be short-
term, extending only as far as getting trained workers at minimal cost, the
only real influence they have is in encouraging schools to select the best"
qualified youth for participation. This simply reinforces a bia$S popularly Q
attributed to vocational education, against serving "problem" youth, and it
does not prod the yocational educators or other educators in the direction of
more cooperation with prime sponsors. [f anything, the situation militates
against it. _ . '

¥

One Model ‘of Local Influence

The three ingredients that seem to be most important in determining
the way the Baltimore business community has influenced the school system
are a mutual percebiion of objectives that serve a common ingerest, 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
influenceulocal*egucatorsminmihe_same way, it _appears that YETP has some

ggnQicaps to overcome.- Maybe the most important one is time. Sustained
elationships 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 Q

of national policymakers for frequent shifts in manpower policy, and their
impatience for quick results is any indicator of future patterns, there

7
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appears to be little 1ikelihood that YETP can provide the basis for a
long term relationship between LEAs and prime sponsors.

It is also not clear that the commitments of CETA prime sponsors to .
developing CETA-LEA linkages reflect genuine local sentiments. YETP money
is federal, not local money and its purpose is seen to be supporting federal
objectives which do not necessarily correspond to local objectives, and are’
therefore, not necessarily compelling.

Strengths that CETA YETP administrators have in their favor are
flexibility and adaptability. The progrdm allows sponsors the opportunity
to implement a wide range of possible activities. But this:can perhaps be
parlayed better into a strength for dealing witH-LEAs not by CETA sponsor
innovations, but by sponsors 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
some sponsors are reluctant to loosen their grip on money if they still are
ultxmately responsibie for funds that may be imisspent. The second problem
is more one of turf, 1ike the one seen in Columbus, in which sponsors are
unw1111ng to enter any relationships in which they do not have a strong

.upper hand. There, the CETA system is thwarting what meager {nfluence

employment and training policies can bring to bear on public schools.

.

State Level Influence on LEAs

: In the formal scheme of things, local education agencies are
actually creatures of the state. They exist at the sufferance of the state
and have taxing authority, policy and administrative authority given. them
by state constitutions and laws. But, by tradition, LEAs have evolv
relatively autonomous units and the amount of actual influence that state
education agencies, state school superintendents, and state boards of
education have on them is not as great as the formal hierarchy might imply.

. H

State ‘education author1t1es are not effective leading dramatic

departures from established policy and the status quo. They are not in a
positien to force unpopular policies on unwi]]wng local educators. Although
they can lead some policy change at the margin and provide technical assistance
to help local schools along, they are not equipped nor inclined to direct
state-wide policy overhauls, especially with regard to something as controversial
and uncertain as YEDPA and policies for school participation under the YETP
22 percent set-aside provisions.

T *¥h4s—éees—net—1mp%y~thaf%the~r0%e—of SEAS‘h&S‘ﬁECESSETTTy been one

of disinterest or inaction. It does imply that state education agencles
cannot be expected realistically to be agents of sweeplng change in public
schoo] systems. .

The two states studied for this evaluation present polar examp]es

“™0f the roles that states have taken in ppoviding leadership with respect to

the role that LEAs ought to take in local YETP programs Ironically, the

!
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lo¢al results of the state level efforts, a]thougH not absolutely conclusive,
do not seem to differ remarkably. ' )

The Maryland State Education Agency (SEA) has taken 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 1inkages between
the two. The heads of the education and manpower agencies also signed a '
letter endorsing CETA-education cooperation, 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
education together. The SEA itself was appointed prime sponsor for the
Balance-of-State CETA program, and the SEA educational coordinator for CETA
training sites on the state manpower planning council. Although the SEA ,
appointed task force completed its charge afier several more meetings, 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 negotiated agreements with =
local schools. But virtually all, prime sponsors in 3all states concluded ' Q
‘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 serijous
difficulty, the SEA provided outside encouragement and assistance until ‘an
agreement was reached. But, even in Maryland with its active state support y
for YEDPA, the state level education and manpower administrators have
cultivated a restrained policy of providing specific guidance and help only.
when requested by local officials. Consequently, it seems that the state
level education office may be providing useful assistance in the areas where
schools had already accepted the basic policy of linking 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 implementing 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. ‘ .

The attitude of state level administrators_in.Ohio stands in
contrast to what has been happening in Maryland. ‘Neither the state education
A ind : .

+n 3

IV

- in- announcing YEDPA to local 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 schoo?
superintendents' meeting, the state has provided ne policy guidance with !
regard to linking schools and CETA sponsors. The only steps taken in the '
15 months following enactment of YEDPA were the appeintments of an SEA
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representative to the state manpower council, and -an employment and training
representative to the state education council.’ _ ’.

| In Springfield,,the only case observed®n Ohio where an LEA actively
pursued collaborative arrangements 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 of a pilot career
education project in the Springfield school 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 suppott, an indirect state rold
might be inferred. But, at best, it has been a very limited role. Despite .
the interest of the state in supporting several career education pilot . :

projects, there has been a distinct 18ck of state Teadership in providing the

‘with technical assistance and certainly not state pressure quiding the content

of local career education activities. The state career education administrators
were silent with’ regard "to how local career education projects might interact s
with YEDPA, or participate in CETA-LEA agreemerits. '

. The Ohio state education agency provided little guidance in the first -
18 months of YEDPA to local administrators interested in developing policies
with regard to the award of academic credit for work experience or
employability development classes gffered 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 experience. There are plans for the state to establish,
a pumber of pilot programs in local schools forsthe 1979-1980 school year,
to test some models for the award of academic credit for work experience.
Those models are expected to involve 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 pressure
fram YEDPA interests inside and outside the SEA. But.even in Maryland it
seems likely that SEA endorsement of the credit for work policy espoused
in YEDPA is more 1ik€ly te manifést itself as a relaxation of current rules
and not affirmative actign to encourage local educators to award credit for
YEDPA work experience. ' .

i

_ Because education has been, by tradition and as interpréted°in
constitutionadl law, a matter reserved ultimately to the states, the federal o —

rete—in—education has been supportive and supplemental, first as a statistics:

gathering agency, then as a research-gnd demonstgation agency. Only in

the past few decades has the fedEral‘SQvernméht attempteéd a more active role, ;
stimulating state systems to advance theé~quility-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.

N, ‘ \M. )
60T o

21



X+ #0 .&cussaoom

A Partnership for the 80's

The federa ernment, however, continues to take a backseat to state and’
local authprities in formulating educational policy. As a result, except

in the arema _of equal opportunity (including compensatory educatioén), there
is no definitfye nationa] education policy. The federal government's program
interests are generally ddded on to the state and local priorities.

Furthermore, although federal education expenditures run into the
billions of dollars, they are small in comparison to the state and loca)
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 not feel much urgency
to be responsive to the wishes of the federal bureaucracy. This becomes most
apparent when one observes the wide diversity of programs offered by schoo]s
and the wide]y varied priorities they. assign to them.

-Diversity of education programs from community to community is
held dear, for political as well as educational reasons, because schools are
held to be socializers, bringing the values and aspirations of the young
closer to those of the community which supports them. It was primarily for
this reason that today, twenty-five years after the Browp decision, the
issue of school desegregation has not yet been totally resolved. it is no
wonder, therefore, that even if the federal education establishment had
gone full speed ahead supporting local CETA-LEA collaboration, 1t could not
have leveraged much action at the local level. But, at least initially, the
education establishment -- -the federal part included -- wds not inclined to
go full speed ahead in support of YEDPA because it was not consulted in
the process of YEDPA authorization. Hence, there was little reason or
opportunity for the Office of Education-to formulate policy to go hand-in-
hand with the Department of Labor's implementation efforts.

In fact; however, in the months after .YEDPA was signed into law,
the USOE showed some willingness to go along on a cooperative basis with

-Labor Department's Office of Yguth Programs. Judged by the standards of

cooperation that existed between OE and DOL before YEDPA, the cooperation
between the two agenctes that exists now is something of a breakthrough,

The merqﬁﬂack of hostility between Labor and the vocational education office
in OE would have betn an improvement over the usual relationship that has
existed. - But the positijve interest in collaboration and joint activities
that the Office of Youth Programs has undertaken with the vocational
educators and career educators in OE is. unprecedented in HEW-DOL re1at10ns
centering around CETA.

‘What thé'U.S.‘bff{Ee'ofﬂtddéifidnjiéﬁﬁaing_Under YEDPA

s

. Federal policy in support of YEDPA was initiated with an August 1977
memorandum of understanding signed jointly by the Secretaries of Labor ahd

Health, Education and Welfare, to work together in & number of ways, including.

establishment of an interagency coorginating panel. HEW was to "seek

Cae . 6

n :
N“.’“ N
A8

h:



to ensure the involvement of.local education agencies and organizations 1n

the operation 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 encourading collaboration between
schools and employers.

In carrying out its responsibilities under this memorandum of
understanding, HEW has already engaged in a number.of projects with OOL
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.

USQE has been quite cooperative in addtng YEDPA activities to :
its established workload. But achieving change by adding on new responsibilities
- is not the same as achieving change by making adaptations in old responsibilities,
The education establishment in HEW might be able to leverage some of its
influence under legislation other than YEDPA to support closer cooperationa)
between edugation and preparation of youth for the world of work.

A review of current education leg1slat10n on the books provides
some ideas for the potential access that the Office of Education has to loca)
educational administrators, and more importantly, the existing overlap in
purposes and objectives between this leg1slatjnn and YEDPA. The laws now
- in force already establish program activities. s1m11ar to, or at least
consistent with some of those encouraged by YEDPA. They also establish
precedenxs for income targeting provisions and steering education services
to pupils not usually well-served.

While the extent of USOE authority over school districts 1s
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 can also influence state educatfon agenC1es
. administering federal formula funded programs.

The Vocational Educat1on Act of 1963, Title I, Part A, Subpaft'l*
(Formula-funded with state author1ty) T —

- Sec. 101. Purpose: to assist /States7 to extend,
improve, and where necessary, maintain exist1ng

e —programs-of-vocationat-education, todevelop ew- _—
_ programs .., and to provide part- time emp loyment
: for youths—who need the earnings ... to continue

their vécatronal training on a full-time basis ....
'

*Emphasis added
Qo

ey

- .23-



R o B scxassnooms

_ o A Partnership for the 80t
.g\ _ " . Sec. 105(a)(15). Any State which desires to =
B participate In programs under this Act ... shall : (

astablish a State advisory council ... and shall
. include as members one or more individuals who
represent the State Manpower Services CounciT ....

- Sec. 107(a)(1). §fqte.f1ve-year vocational
-@ducation plans shall/ ... set_out criteria ...

for coordinating manpower proqrams conducted b
JCETA prime sppnsorss with vocational education

__"mggggggmi_assisted under this Act ....

The. Vocational Education Act of 1963, Title I, Part A. Subpart-? o -
(FormuTa-funded with state authority) - . | _

Work Study Programs

* . sec. 121(a)(2). Employment under /State-funded/
. Tocally operated work study programs/ shall be
furnished only to a student ... who is in need of ~
such employment to commence or continue his

vocational education program ....

Cooperative Vocational Education Programs

. - Sec. 122(e). /State-funded/locally operated .
S _ cooperative vocational education-program§7'sha11 .
include provisions assuring that priority for
* funding cooperation vocational education programs
through local educational agencies is given to areas -
that have high rates of school dropouts and youth .
unemployment .... ' ‘ .

The Vocational Education Act of 1963, Title I, Part A, Subpart 4
{Formula-funded with state authority) =~ .. = )

Ry

A

Special Programs for the Disadvantaged
- Sec. 140(a) -.I;[IYO-aséist them in* conducting

special programs’ ... to pay the full cost of
_vocational education for-disadvantaged persons.

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended 1978),
Title 1, Part A, Subpart ZﬂfFormula-Funaea with state authority)

!
.

S -~ Grants for Local Education Agencies in_Counties with
Fspecially High Concentrations of Children From Low-Income

Families

14

\\ . Sec. 117(a). /T/o provide additionaI';ssistanCe : .
v ‘To loca¥ educational agencies .in counties with Q
. especially high concentrations of children from

: , Tow-income families .... :

{
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The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended 1978),
tle s Part

v -

et

> Youth EmpToyment (Federal discretionary authority)

Sec. 341(a). The Commissioner shall carry.out a
youth employment program, the purpose of Wgich
shall be to prepare children to take their place
as working members of society.

%ec. 341(b). ... Support actijvities to ...
, enhance job opportunities for youth in

coordinating educational activities with youth

employment activities, particularly those ... ~._. ... .. . .
under CETA; (4) encourage educational agencies

and Institutions to develop means to award academic
credit for competencies gerived from work "
expertenqe ceen o - i

q

The Career Education Incentive Act (Formula-funded Qith state

authority)

|

Sec. 3. Purpose: ... LTYO:éésist States and

Tocal educational agencies and institutions of
post-secondary education, including collaborative
arrangements with the appropriate agencies and
organizations, in making education as preparation
for work ... a majer goal of all who teach and |
alT who learn by increasing the emphasis they place
on career awareness, exploration, decision-making
and planning .... Ed |

Se¢. 8(a)(3).

. makihg payments to local

\\vﬁ$§gpation agencies for comprghensive programs

'Post—secondary Educational Demonstration Projects (Federal

ncluding:

(A) developing and implementin comprehensive.
career quidance, counse11n3ﬁ.p13cement and
folTow-up services ... ‘

(D) developing and implementing work experiences
For students whose primary purpose is career
exploration ....

discretionary authority)

- oF postsecondary-educational career demonstration . .

for the conduct

Sec. 11(a). ... /T/o arrange ...

MS
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projects which = ‘
. (2) have unusual promise of promoting post-
econdary career guidance and counseling

_ rograms,

(3) show promise of strenghtening career ‘
guidance, counseling, placement, and follow-
up services. -
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'of Education can influence schools to align themselves more closely with YEDPA,

)

It is evident that there are many channels through which the Office ‘

without direct pressure, but by providing quidance for LEAs that want it.

“As 1t 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
services. The YETP set-aside was used as an additional entity, or new, ,
independent programs were mounted with career education funding. (although in
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 problem of youth employment in a comprehensive way, had not

been developed; such a model certainly had not been implemented, at the state
or local 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 education establishment, is somewhat more stable,
and has the added attraction of being identified as an education program.

As a rule, there is a large gulf, however, between the potential
and the actual utdilization of existing legislation and USOE authority to serve
some of the fédera]eybjectives embodied "in YEDPA. Naturally, chdnge requires _
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 (regardless of the memorandum of understanding -between
the Secretaries of the Departments). - '

It is misieading, however, to treat the USOE "establishment'™ as
a monolith. Indeed, it is capable of taking an aggressive role on certain
issues regardihg education and manpower. Career education is a case in point.
"Career education" is a nebulous concept which its advocates describe as
embracing all those activities and experiences through which one learns about
work: It is visualized as beginning early in life and continuing throughout
it, and.taking place in and out of schools. Within schoels, 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 course instruction
Teading to proficiency in specialized, occupation-specific skills. '

1

: The career education office in USOE, with only some $10 million in
1978, and little or no direct federal authority over state or local education
agencies, managed to spur thousands of school districts toward comprehensive

activity in the niame of career education by dint of energetic leadership, -
effective public information tactics, effective technical assistance and

judicious use of its limited dollars to involve diverse constituencies outside

of the schools which, in tura, could persuade the schools to institute

program efforts in which they were interested. Similary, it has been

aggressively pushing the idea of collaboration between 'schools and CETA

prime sponsors in the interest of better preparing youth for work. -The Q
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’ Voqational education function, on the other hand, with federal outlays of

approximately $750 million and considérably 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 change in leadership did the
office respansible for vocational edutation articulate an affirmative and
positive policy encouraging 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, decentraliied, and well-entrenched vocational education
establishment. Th1s is especially true when many in that establishment see
direct conflicts between their prime objectives (serving employers) and

'YEDPA objectives (serving youth).

The Role of Professional As@ciations and
Other Educational Interest Groups

There 3¥e pluralistic forces affecting local education agenc1es,
each exerting a limited 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 because they wield
influence without money. ‘

As a longstanding profession in American society, teaching has
become organized in ways that represent numerous interests of its
practitioners. Professional societies have been formed to advance the
subspecialities within the teaching field, both by academic subjegt matter
(mathematics, art, etc.) and by positions generally found in the organizational
hierarchies of school systems (school board members, scheol administrators,:
teacher un1ons, etc.). State oriented organizations also exist to support _ c
the intefests of 1eg1slatures, state administrators and even governors.

From interviews with representat1ves of 16 organizationSQand other
education experts, it appears that these national organizations and their
state 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 members, 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 Washingtan,"
the newsletter of the National Conference of State Legislatures), and in
some. cases, more definitive material describing program models has been
d1ssem1nated In much the same way as their publications may develop greater
awareness and better understanding of CETA/YEDPA among their school

.
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constituencies, so may the meetings of these organizations, which can draw .
thousands of members, become a forum for information disseminatien and .
attitude change. Some associations, for example, have already devoted parts
of programs or entire workshops to YEDPA and how it can be related to
education. : .

The variety and number of ad hoc program efforts mount?d by the ™
various national educationorganizations serve to reinforce a be ief in the
interest and potential of these associations in furthering LEA-CETA 1inkages.
While some of these may be self-serving, a number already have promoted
positive action. The American Vocational Association, for example, conducted
three conferences 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 which, in New York state, resulted

in collaborative conferences between representatives of both groups. The
American Association of Community and Junior Colleges conducted a survey

of i%s member institutions to determine how they were participating in CETA
and what they would recommend in order to improve opportunities for
participation. The National Association of State Boards of Education is
tryihg to determine what educators can do in the implementation of YEDPA, \
and is also working with the National Governors' Association documenting
models for award of academic credit .for CETA work experience. The Council

of Chief State School Officers has formed special committees, one on the
youth employment act and another on career education. ;

Achieving Change Through Informal Networks

The network of education interest groups and E}ofessional associations
can be no less potent than formal channéls of authority created by systems of
governance. Indeed, because common interests rather than imposed authority

. hold the groups.together, 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 2edera1 emphasis on closer CETA-LEA cooperation
will be running against the will of crucial players.- .

YEDPA architects almost certainly erred when they failed to consult
adequately these facets of the education establishment. This kind of error
i$ predictable and understandable in the source of developing hybrid
legislation such as YEDPA because, invariably, one camp takes the initiative

—and it cannot beexpected—to—know all the members of-the other camps. But,

the exclusion 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 educators should have any role in a national
employmént and training policy for youth, YEDPA put local manpower administrators

p1n the position of specifying how educators would be involved. The YEDPA -

architects may have also erred {or just took a calculated risk) in failing

. 8 'l?
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It {s apparent that rapproachment between the educagion and manpower
establishments is not 1ikely to be quick, easy, -systematic or consistent.

Il

! | ~ . _
_ Becayse of the access that the Department of Labor has established
with top leadership in the U.S. Office of Education and 'a number of education
associations and interest groups, the ‘superstructure ofthe education
establishment shows signs of changing. But the signals have to be read .
cautiously. 'Education \eaders can put YEDPA on meeting agendas, issue ~ —
statements of support for closer CETA-LEA relations, and -adopt :a conciliatory
stance towards youth employment and training programs, But they do-.not
hecessarily reflect the sentiments of their constituencies and certainly
cannot deliver the support of those constituencies. Furthermdre, 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 programs for youth are sufficiently high
priority that educators would displace activities supporting more .traditional
. causes. In short, depth of commitment of even the Washington.education
‘establishment is not apparent and certainly not guaranteed -- yet. -

. ¢ L . bl
p _ But 2 lack of depth of commitment now does.not rule out joint ~. - _ A
g 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’i} time for that interest
to take, and some follow-up. policies that will foster conditions to permit
the interest to take. ‘ ‘ ' -

: 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 c¢lassroom programs, can, .
‘be gotten around in time. The changes are not radical-and all that is negded -
is the chance for the newness of_the programs .to wear off and for administrators ¥

to make adaptations in the way théahdo.busﬁness. But there are also some

LY

more fundamental changes that seem@ecessdry before large numbers of schools
take ‘an active role in-employment “ENE 'training progr_ams.‘x The income targeting
provisibns of YEDPA are emerging as the most serious.impediments to CETA-LEA
““cooparation. So far, educator resistance to targetify has been manifested
in objections on substantive and political grounds. School officials objett
to targeting jobs and employability development-services to economically ~
disadvantaged youth because economic status is not seen as a valid or o
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. :

*
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to recognize the lack of influence thefféde?SH'CETA and education establishments
could wield at the local level, and the necessity of enlisting the support . {
of the education interest groups and associations ‘as an alternate route for o
getting word to the local educators. S

° s+ 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
associations involved. ' The dmerican 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-vartety of -activities:
: that include identifying model employment and training programs iavalving 7
O schools, models for CETA-LEA cooperation, and CETA-LEA linkage issues on the
, local agenda. At least for the time being (whi)yae the money holds out) these
education interests #pe adopting a more conciliatory stance with respect to
mixing education and manpower programs, and are coaxing their respective .
" constitﬂgncies as quickly as they can.
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_ Targeting provisions seem to pose 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 differenf premises and, in order to be successfully

. adopted by schools, requires changes in basfc education attitudes. Even
without the income eligibility criteria, there would be problems because
YEDPA requires schools to view a wider spectrum of student capabilities than
they traditiona1]y haxe

'« As with the minor administrative changes, the fundamental changes
require time and patience. More precisely, they require subtle but canstant
pressure in the form of advocqu for change -- from inside and outside.the _
education community -- and steddy access and exposure to innovative education
programs and administrative models that appear effective with .regard to y
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
.stab1]1ty, continuity, and predictabi]ity in CETA -- or at least youth
.programming -- becomes more compelling than ever. Progress in CETA-LEA _
relations must be cumulative. Yet that is difficult when the terms of ' ¢
CETA-LEA agreements are uncertain until two weeks before programming is due
to begin, budget levels are changed in mid-stream, or CETA staff are constantly
turning over. Strategically it is difficult when theregis doubt about the
- 0 durability of a national . pohcy encouraging closer ties between education
. and mahpower. ) .

-Of course, the plea for stabx]ity in CETA is chronic; but even a
stable CETA system would be no panacea. Other factors affect co]]aboration
between prime sponsors and schools. Given that one of the important YEDPA
objectives is to change the way schools do business with respect 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 bé 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
tra1n1ng objectives into their overall mission. This would be because
increased isolation between the two institutions -- schools and local
manpower administrators -- would be inevitable wWithout the joint CETA-LEA

o agreement, a device %hat creates. however artificially, a very real, joint _

‘ vested. interest. - : . ' s
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THE UNIVERSE OF NEED FOR YOUTH EMPLOYMENT ' ) -

THE REALITY BEHIND THE STATISTICS*
o

u Gt

[CH g

‘ \Marion W. Pines
. E Director ¢ -
Mayor's Office of ufnpower Resources

| 4

o

____ Robert J. Ivry

.“Manager, Youth Services - : .
Mayoti!s Office of Manpower Resources e,
- Joel Lee
Legislative Assistant
Mayor's Office of Manpower Resources

The universe of need is the number of kids in ouf country who need and

can benefit from federally supported youth-employment programs. It's
impossible to walk through Baltimore or any other central city and fail
to see the priorities-—education, jobs, and training. The need for com-
prehensive services is obvious. To become fully employable, youths need
basic academic skills, work experience, training, ¢ounseling, and often,
child care. Yet, the current debdte about the universe of need questions
whether the need is there at all. Most notably, studies by the General
Accounting Office (GAO) and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) find
that the federal government is supplying more jobs during the summer

than there are eligible youth to fill. In-part, the purpose of this

paper is to refute the findings of these two studies—-to demonstrate that
the emperor really isn't wearing new clothes at all and the need- among
youth has not vanished simply thPough statistical manipulation. To refute
those studies, we will first look at the datp'on which those,optimistic

. findings are based, and second by using our experi#nce in managing the

largest jobiguarantee program in the country--the Youth Incentive Entitle~
ment Program--show just how wrong the traditional, data bases can be 1in
reflecting youth_nqed.

Almost all studies about the universe of need for youth rely in whole or

in part on employment statistics. Academjcians and statisticians may see
this as heresy, but current employment data have very limited value in
reflecting the universe of need for youth. In fact, many observers question
how accurate the current state and local methodologies are for assessing
adult need, let along youth need. Yet ‘the common base of information

about the magnitude of yauth is always unemployment gstatisfics. Even

the meihod for allocating federal youth resources. under current legis-
lation is based, not on youth need indices like the dropout rate or the
number of youth in poverty, but on employment statistics for -adults.

/ : - ' . 2
F 4 - -

*This paper was presented at the Conferenée on Employing Inner-City Youth,
at Oakland, California on August 2, 1979.
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Why must we rely so heavily on these unemployment rates? The short ’
answer is that they are the best available data, the only existing h .
barometer of need uniformly collected and regularly available on a
national level. But all too often, policy-makers ignore shortcomings
of the data as well as the basic assumptions behind those data.

Unemployment data, especially when, used as a yardstick to measure youth
need have a great many short~comings. The Bureau of Labor Statistics
looks at two ‘major behaviors: Are you working? And, 1f not, are you
looking for a job? 1If the answer to both questions is no, you are con-
gidered to be out of the labor force. As you might guess, all too often
‘youth are considered out of the labor force. Why is that? First, any
youth enrolled in school .is considered out of the labor force and, con-
sequently, not unemployed. The statistical assumption made 1s that anyone
who 1s enrolled in school does not need or want a job. We realize that
this assumption is questionable. This means that young people enrolled
in full-time schooling are excluded from the BLS universe of need, in-
gpite of the fact that they may be looking for a job or trying to combine
work and school or need an income to continue school. Our experience
with the Entitlement program proves just how wrong this assumption can be.
Second, many youth may not be actively seeking work. They may be dis-
Louraged workers, who feel that looking for a job isn't worth the effort.
Many people perceive that no jobs exist for them; they do not, therefore,
"waste' the energy to search for a job, especilally 'if the search leads

. to the rejection that has often characterized their lives. These dis- '

couraged workers are also not counted among the unemployed in most esti-

mates. We assume that the further any group is from the mainstream of

American economic life, the higher proportion of discouraged workers.

The rate of discouragement is highest for the poor, minorities, older

workers, welfare recipients and, perhaps, especially for youth. The

range of possible job opportunities for the last group is limited geo-

& graphically by a lack of mobility, conceptudlly by inadéquate knowledge

E about the job market, ‘and practically by inflexible school schedules
and child care responsibilitieé Consequently, they give up, or they
initiate a job éearch. dkesult-—theyuare never:houhted as unemployed.

Therefore, any estimate that equateg &he current employment and job- ' «

search definition of unemployment with the true universe of need will

be too conservative (i.e., limited) in its estimate, because 4n-school \

youth and youth who are discouraged workera are consistentk& excluded
) . Policy and Procedural Limitations"},

P

Job-Search Time’ . ' . 1 - ;: S |

In its needs assessmént’ of the Summer Youth Employment Program, the Offico y &
] of Management and Budget relied exclusively on these unemployment stﬁtisﬁics y
. Beyond that; OMB decided that the universe of need should he limited €o. .
. thos@ youth who are unemployed for five weeks. -Clearly, many yquth ‘do not
sustayn an unsuccessful job search fof five weeks. More “‘ofte'u,'%‘t_:hey‘f will . Q
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Mrest the waters" to see if a job is available. If they find no job, many
8imply stop looking, especially if the job gsearch reinforces feelings of
rejection,and failure.

We have direct experience with how difficult it 1s for youth to sustain

.job search. Self-Directed Placement is a program designed to provide

intensive job-search assistance. The success rate for SDP is phenomenal
for adults. About 80-90 percent of the disadvantaged adults get jobs
during the four weeks of the SDP program. We thought this might be a
great way of assisting youth. But of the 16 kids first referred to SDP,
only six of them got jobs. The SDP staff found that after the first few
calls and the first few rejections, the youth gave up, and even the

strong peer support couldn't bolster their courage. In an environment
without the support that SDP offers, it is unlikely that kids would sustain

a five-week job search.

iy

-

Yet those youth who do not sustain a fiye—week job search are not cpunted.
in OMB's analysis. The analysis begins' by excluding in-school and dis-

“couraged youth and then,limits the univeise of need even further by setting

a five-week job-search parameter. Through statistical manipulation, OMB
grossly upderstatea,the universe of need as it develops an index of need

that is-more palatable politically and less relevant sociologically.

IllbgicalvPolicies. _ o x ’

The*ééneral Accounting Officé#hasﬁindicated that 1t, too, thinks there 2.
are more jobs available during the summer than thexe are eligible and o -
1nterested youth to £111 them, Based on this supposition, GAO recommended o

a éut in summer programs. GAO rested its case_on two observations:

. ' : ' ~ ’ '
1) a number of youths eprolled fn SYEP were ineligible and
C \ : . ¢ . )

2) a significant number of the enrollees were 14~ and 15-year-olds.
From these two findings, GAO decided that qhé:univegae’gT need had been
exhausted. Prime sponsors had enrolled &ll eligiblé.xouwp&apd were still
under-enrolled. Thus, GAO deduces, primes, in orderlt@%mbqt‘hiring levels,
consciously enrolled ineligiblezyouth and a higher proportion of 14- and
15-year-olds. o7 ' L |

w
. -

.

Their assumptions arg faulty. The fact that errors have been made in
determining eligibility and that prime sponsorg have seep fit to target
resources to l4-year-elds is not .a strohg basis for aésumipg that the
universe of need has been met. The fact is that prime sponsors do target
summer jobs to l4- and 1l5-year-olds.” 'They do so with sound economic and

soclal rationales:

For youth under 16, the summer pragram 1s often the bnly S SRR

employment recourse because of child 'labor laws. _ _— g

g
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Many feel that the behavior-change components of a work-
experience program are more effective when offered early in a
| youth's experience with the world of work.

Patterns of juvenile delinquency are built during ages 14 and

15. By providing thase youths with working outlets, many kide

may be able to redirect their energles toward constructive .
activity.

The kind of quantum-leap analysis done by GAO is a disservice to re-

>

Both the GAO and OMB studies -find that youth need 1s more ‘than met by
current federal employment programs. Both suspiciously try to solve the
youth, unemployment problem by "providing'-~or, more to the’ point, pretend-
ing-Ait doesn't really exi®. OMB uses unemployment data without ac-
knowledging its shortcomings and then creates additional parametiers to
further 1lifkhit the universe of need. GAO uses some questionable logic

to reach the same conclusion. o

It is distrubing that, in this case, the policy decision to cut the federal

‘budget has dictated the results of research. Most of us would prefer that ' .

research guide policy setting.

Baltimore'g experience in operating a Tier 1 Entitlement.program might
well be instructive in measuring a particular universe of need. From
our Entitlement experience, we can draw some reasonably firm conclusions
about the universe of need and substantdate our judgement of just how
conservative our local unemployment statistics really are. -

The Youth Incentive Entitlement program is the national research and demon-
stration project, designed for a limited segment of the youth population,

 to'test the relationshipof a job guarantee to in-school performance

ol

recention; completion, and future employability. The Entitlement method
i analagous to counting the bees in the area by setting out a jar of
honey. By guaranteeing every eligible kid a job, we got them to "stand
up and be counted" in numbers that dwarfed our original estimates. Using
traditional methodologies from unemployment statistics, the projected
estimate of need would have been a fraction of the actual demand for jobs.

Eligibilfty Requirements

Under the Entitlement program, youth are guaranteed a job if they meet
the following eligibility criteria: '

1) . youth must live within the geographic boundaries of the

entitlement areas, . . Q
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2) youth must be a member of the famlly who receives cash
welfare payments or whose income is below the OMB proverty

standard, . - .
3) youth must be 16 to 19 years old, inclusive, ans

4) youth must be enrolled in a secondary school or re-enrolled
in an educational program that leads to a high school diploma

or GED, - . L . O

S J . ¥

’ The Entitlement program defines a target |group and a distinct, although
limited, universe of need. As part of r planning for the program, it
was necessary to estimate the number of young people who would be eligible
and interested in taking jobs. The simplest way for us to have estimated

. the mumber of eligible youth in the Entitlement area would have been to
check unemployment figures on the number of unemployed youth, 16 to .19,

“ years old, and to apply some estimating factor for the number of those
unemployed youth who were in poverty families.  Not surprisingly, BLS
data indicated that in the entire city of Baltimore, there were only
7,000 unemployed youth and only 5,000 unemployed minority youth. Using
BLS data, we would have estimated.that the universe of need in the third
of ‘the city covered by the Entitlement program would have.be%pAZ,SOO.

(. ‘We knew in our gut that this figure was absurdly low.

. To achieve .more accd%ate estimates on the size and location of the popu-
lation in need, we had to devise better measures for identifying the
_universe using more relevant local data bases. We looked for those sources
most likely to be updated regularly and most relevant to a youtliful popu-
. lation. We zeroed in on local administrative files. From the public
schools we developed information on school enrollments .and dropouts for
* 16~ to 19-year-olds in each census tract. As a proxy for family income,
we looked at the number of yeouth qualifying for the school lunch program.
From the local welfare agency we received information on the number of
families receiving AFDC in each census tract, as well as the number of
_youth in their files and the addresses of potentially eligible youth.
We combined these major sources of information with our own manpower
registrant files and demographics on public-housing residents.
Aggregating this rich local data base enabled us to accomplish two.impor-
tant tasks:

1) 1identifying the neediest contiguous area of the city to become
the Entitlement area within the parameters s under YIEPP and

\2) estimating the universe of need in the target area.
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Our estimate was that about 8,800 youth would be eligible at any one time.
Remember, had we used BLS and census data, we would have agsumed a universe of
2,500 - - less than one-third of our actual estimate. I'm pleased to report
our estimate was almost exactly on target. Based on our estimate, we

‘expected 13,700 youths to enroll during the first 18 months. Today, after
:18 months, we have enrolled 13,000. Our estimate was 5 percent too high.
The estimate from unemployment data was understated by 70 percent.

It was suggested earlier that a number of reasons why normal unemployment

measurements might significantly underestimate the universe of need for
youth. The BLS methodology ignores all in-school youth and many youth
who are discouraged workers by considering them as out-of-the-labor-force.
When we estimated the Entitlement universe of need, we made no such
assumptions about the labor force status of in-school poverty youth. On
the contrary, we assumed that 100 percent of these in-school eligible
youth and as many as 80 percent of the dr~nouts would take us up on our
offer of employment. BLS labor force-participation data suggest that only
41 percent of the youth population would take a job. Based on our ex-
perience with a job-guarantee program, it appears that normal unemploy-
ment estimates severely and §ystematically undercount the extent of

need and the motivation to wokk among urban youth.

The Certification Process . .

What makes Baltimore's staggering enrollment levels so revealing are the
rigid and burdensome program guidelines for eligibility certification,
which 1mpede, rather than facilitate, youth participation. While a
guaranteed job is the big prize, youth must go through a bureaucratic 1
scavenger hunt to find it. For the irony of Entitlement is that despite
the job guarantee, youth must often work harder to get the job than to
keep it. No one can tell me, or any of my gstaff for the Entitlement-
program, that poor kids are unemployed because they don't want a job.

When these kids who are all poor and 98 percent minority, see that a

job is available, they stop being 5d18qouraged workers" and go to un-
believable lengths to get that job. :

Consider the hurdles youth.must clear just to get into the program: \‘

1) Youth learns of program and obtains a thick referral packet
full of forms from a referral source. :

2) Youth and parent/guardian complete fqrms to reflect age, citi-
zenship, school, income, and resiﬁency-statps-and identify valid
jocumentation to certify eligibility for each of the five areas.

3) Youth goes to State Department of Labor to obtain 4 work permit.

4
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4) Youth goes to school to have school status verified or, if _
out-of-school, must re-enroll in an education program. !

5) Youth goes to a Social Security office to apply for a Social
Security nard ‘ .

6) Youth brings completed packet to a,registration location. Packet
must 1include: ‘

~-work permit; ' '

--appropriate documentatiou to verify age, including birth
certificate, baptismal certificate, driver's license or
voter-registration cardj :

--income-statement form-

-~documentation to verify income, including either Medical

* Assistance card, W2 Form, recent check stub, or tax return;

--residency status form;

--documentation to verify residency, including rent receipt or
utility bill;

~--school-status form;

—documentation to verify school statue (usually an auchorized

, letter from a school official).

It should come as no surpr&se that leas.than 50 percent of enrolling youth
comé to registration with all of the necessary documents properly filled.

" But let me go on with the enrolling process required for kids tb get their
15~ hours a-week prize.

*

7) Youth then has eligibility verified at regiatration
8) If eligible, youth 18 registered for Entitlement

9) Youth is then matched to a job that
--complements his/her education experience;
--18 compatible with school hours ;.
~-reflects his/her vocational aptitudes and interests;
--18 in his/her own neighborhood; -
--often requires a job interview before the\iatch is complete

10) Youth attends orientation prior to start-up.
11) Finally, youth reports for first day of work

While we in Baltimore have done our best to simplify this procedure, it

is. quite ¢lear that youth must demonstrate motivation, persistence, and
. patience just to get a ''guaranteed job." It makes our Entitlement en-
e rollment figures of over 13,000 youth and the motivation of the kids all

the more impressive. It clearly demonstrates the value of using demand
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for a guaranteed job as the true meaaure of the univers of need. We now
recognize that many in-school youth need and will take jobs if they are
available and, moreover, that many of these motivated youth do not look
for jobs when the search is competitive. It is not because they are
lazy; it is because they believe that there exist no jobs that they can
qualify for, or be-able to get to, or that are flexible enough to allow
them to stay in school and work at the same time.

The eligibility standards for the Entitlement are rigorous--much more
rigorous than any parameters applied to statistical analysis of the
iverse of need. But even with the narrow Entitlement-defined need,
we found that more kids fell into that eligible universe than were pro-"
jected to fall into the broader universe of unemployed. As we have seen
within the city of Baltimore, the universe of need, as measured directly
by participation in a job-guarantee program, is subltantially larger than
universe of need projected by traditional statistical means. Yet in
making national policy decisions, we rely on the traditional unemploy-
ment data -sources. That reliance can mislead us into-believing that need
among youth is adequately being met with the current level of resources.

N

Extending the Univeree

What would happen to our estimates for the univé?;e of need if we were to
extend the eligibility beyond the current narrowly focused target group and

‘restricted geographic area? If we projected the universe of need for the .

whole city of Baltimore, instead of just within the limited boundaries of

the Entitlement area, we would anticipate that the number of eligible youth
would more than double, from 8,800 to roughly 19,000. If me went a step
further and included youths aged 14 to 21 instead of 16 to 19, the popula-
tion would double again from 19,000 to around 40,000. Finally, 1f we raised
the maximum allowable family income from the current OMB poverty standard to
70 percent of the lower living standard (the current CETA economically disad~

‘vantaged standard), the universe of need would double again to 1include more

than 80, 000 youth. .

- 1f ‘we offered a job guarantee throughout the city of Baltimore to x
* every youth .14 to 21 years old whose family had an income below i
70 percent of the lower living standard, we would expect to have
80,000 eligible kids knocking on our doors.

The Job—Guarahtee Costs

GAO and OMB may contend that most of the needy kids in our country are fully
covered under current federal spending levels on employment ‘programs; but

our experience under the Entitlement program belies their contention. The

cost of providing a part-time job to 80,000 needy youth in Baltimore would

be about $175 million. Offering, in addition to a job, a minimum of support- .
ive services and educational assdstance would cost an additional $40 millidn.
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A total cost of $215 million, just short of a quarter of a billion dollars,

would meet the complete universe of job need in the city of' Baltimore. Under
~all Titles of CETA in Baltimore, we spend about $30 million for youth annual-

ly. That includes Title I1 B, YCCIP, YETP, and Entitlemont, the summer pro-
_ gram and the Job Corps. We therefore have the capacity to meet only one-
seventh ‘of the true universe of need for youth ‘of Baltimore. Stated diffdf-
ently, we have resources to help one in seven eligible youth.

. .
Training and Supportive ~Services Costs '

Up to this" point the discussion has focused on the cost of providing a job

for all the needy youth in Baltimore. Providing jobs, however, is only the
first step for building appropriate work behavior, by providing income to
allow youth to stay in school and contribute productively to the economy.
1f, however, the objective of federal employment programs is to assist youth
" in successfully entering the private job market, much more needs to be done.
_We have found through experience that a job alone is not enough to take dis-
" advantaged kids from a point well outside of the mainstream of the labor
force and involve them directly in the mainstream. It takes remedial educa-
tion, skill training, coungeling, and in some cases, extensive supportive
service ’

Let's take, for example, the most severely disadvantaged youth: a l4-or 15-
year~old dropout who is functionalidly illiterate, s parent and in constant
trouble with the law, has no skills and limited motivation. What would it
take to make this youth employable by the time he/she reachea adulthood?

-

We have found that it takes a developmental approach, i.e., providing a

sequence of education, employment, and supportive services that are mutually

reinforcing and complementary. It may well take seven years of continuous
_comprehensive services, beginning with several years of intensive remedia-
tion, to bring the.youth to ‘the level of functional literacy._ ‘This would
be followed by preparation for a high school diploma, career exploration,
skill training, and transdition activities to prepare the youth for higher -
education or full-time employment. These youths may require continuous
supportive services, counseling, assesgsment, transportation,. and day-care
services (since more than 20 percent of our youthful clients are parents
themselves) : :

What would it cost to make this severely disadvantaged l4-year=-old youth
employable by age 21? A work experience alone for seven years would cost
$27,000. Adding {n the academic support needed to bring this youth to
high school completion would increase the cost by $9,000. ‘Counseling
support over the seven-year. period would add another $2,000; child-care
services, an additional $6,500; and post-secondary.skill training would
add $3,000. Thus, the grand total to bring one severely disadvantaged
youth into the mainstream of the labor market by age ‘21 could be as high
as $47,000. ' - /
We know that it is not just the severely disadvantaged potential drOpout
who is suffering in the labor market. Our experience with graduates of
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our SummerfCorps Program showed that fewer thad 12 percent were employeu
three monéﬁs later. This 1nd1cates that a short summer experience 1s ot
gsutticient/ to affect the youth's access to opportunities in the labor
market oritheir competitiveness for these opportunities. These disad-
vantaged youth who remain in school through graduation still need some
level of service, though perhaps not as intensive, to prepare them for
the transition to full-time employment after high school completion
Providing one youth in this category with work experience,administrative
support, and transition services from the age of-14 to completion of
school would cost $15,600.

The -total cost for this comprehensive treatment to a cohort of disadvan-
taged adolescents through entry into the labor market in Baltimore would
be  $280 million over a seven-year period: $108 million to provide sgerv-
ices to approximately 2,500 severely disadvantaged l4- and 15-year-old
dropouts; $171 million for services to .13,000 disadvantaged in-school
youth.

These estimates represent oniy one cohort of the population in need,

The annual cost to provide this level of service, both jobs and training,
to the whole universe of need is difsgbult to immediately assess, but it
would exceed the original $215 million estimate that provides for jobs
and limited support services only. To determine the total annual cost

- for comprehensive services in Baltimore--inclyding gkill training, child

care, transition, and more intensive behaviofal coungseling--we conserva-
tively estimate another $60 million. The real annual cost of meeting the
universe of need {combining work, training, &nd intensive servides) in
Baltimore might exceed $275 million. Compared to our current resources of

"about 30 million, we could address only one-ninth of the universe of need.

I'm gure the .problaem ie.the eame in-every central city-ia the country: the
need greatly outstrips the resources available to meet the demand.

New Legislative'initiatives

Congressman Gus Hawkjins has introduced a bill that would expand the
Entitlement concept to all poverty areas in the nation. We support his
proposal. To control costs, Mr. Hawkins has taken great care to identify
both theneediest youth and the neediest areas. The proposed eligible
population 18 limited to 16~ to 19-year-olds with family incomes below the
poverty level living in geographic areas with greater than 20 percent poverty.
By controlling parameters used to determine the universe of need, the

Hawkins proposal addresses two issues at once: it serves the neediest

kids and areas and reduces the cost to practical levels.

- . . \ -
Conclusions and Recommendations

" Oyr cities are being cut in two directions. ?irst,'unemploymenf'statistics,

which channel federal resources, consistently undercount the number of- job-
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less in cities. Our cities have the greatest concentration of the poor,
welfare recipilents, minorities, and the disadvantaged. It is specifically
these groups that are often undercounted in employment statistics. It was
noted earlier that these are the groups that are most likely to be among
the discouraged who stop looking for work because their prospects are so
dim and who, consequently, are never counted in unemployment statistics.
Since much of the estimating proceduve for calculating unemployment is
based on Unemployment Insurance registrants, these statistics can be
assumed to further undercount innet-city need. ‘
But, second, unemployment counts are used for more than simply assessing
needs. They are used to distribute federal employment and training funds..
Using these adult unemployment figures to distribut® federal resources
for youth in effect diverts funds for employment programs from needy
urban areas to less needy suburban areas. A brief example may illustrate.
When we first received yoyth funds under YEDPA.for six subdivisions within
the Baltimore Consortium, we agreed to devise a youth-need funding formula
to redistribute the resources withfn the Consortium. The youth-need index
we developed relied on many of the same data sources used to estimate the
size of the universe of need under the Entitlement-~local dropout rates,
youth in poverty, and so forth. Under our locally developed youth formula,
.o one suburban county within ghe Consortium received an allocation that was
’ about 14 percent of the money availahle for the whoe metro area. Had we
used the straight share of unemployment method used to distribute that money
nationally, actual need in this county would have been overestimated by
more than 100 percent.
The combined impact on urban areas of using adult unemployment statistics-to
distribute federal youth-employment - funds is significant. The figures
seriously underestimate need in urban areas and thén tend to target funds
away from those urban areas in greatest need. The current systems are
devastating to urban areas.

We cannot belleve that the current federal effort meets the universe of
need for youth. It .certainly does not do so in Baltimore, and the same
likely holds true for most cities. It i& incumbent on us to ensure that
- Congress and federal policymakers understand the assumptions behind the
>/ . currently popular needs assessment and understand why they are misleading
and inaccurate .

Nationally, we should pursue an agenda that begins by looking at the o
experlence of CETA prime sponsors that have operated Entitlement programs. .

Using that experience we can perhaps identify data sources, both statistical

and administrative, that are better proxies for youth need than the current
methodologies

~include these in funding formulae, Ptrsuing the two objectives would allow
us to face the real magnitude of need and ensure that adequate resources are
. targeted to meet those areas with tbe greatest concentrations of need.

st

e -~ Next, the administration and Congress must begin to use new data sources and

s
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PRACTICAE ALTERNATIVES FOR EDUCATING THE PQOR: .
EDUCATION REMEDIES FOR YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT

~ This paper presents the conclusions and some of the- supporting
evidence from a longer paper on this sameasubJect.1

The Einds of alternetive education desorioed_herewoould,'if

P

qidely adopted, “turn around the steadil ‘worsening record’of

unemployment for poor minority youth The present level of CETA A

v e l’?

m what is needed to’ provide

\.

_their edubetion. ‘But work experience is not enough it must be o gi
coupled w1th a substantially different, more expensivehform of - '
schooling that does mdre to teach responsibility. In the last two
years the schools, abettgd oy the CETA system, appeer to have made a'

more progress in developiiaithis kind of education than either the

R
‘sohools or‘CETA would have accomplished if acting independently.

These are the principal conclusions of the 1onger paper-'They

N \

are based in part uoon experience W1th the experimental in-school S

] 2o

CETA youth programs that were asszsted by Youthwork‘ Ine: in behalf
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Afber fifteen years of Federal programs and bmllions of
< 8

1idollars, the'problemsrof minority youth education and employment
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.appear to be worse than before. This hag-occurred at a time when

<

thene has been substantial progress of the very kind sought by

many of these Federal programs. Teehagers are stayingz.in school

longer. The?differences oetween years of schooling for black youth

and whiteA&outh are almost wiped out and,_fot_the teehage children

of the poot, blacks may.now be. gettihg more - schooling than whites.

- As hoted in Schooling and_Work'Amonz Youth From Low Income Housenolds: = -~

4

A Baseline Report from the Entitlement Demonstratlon, "Black youths

have the hl%hest propen81ty to be enroiled in school during the 1ast
1977~ 1978 sohool year --- the whlte enrollment is fully 30 percentabe

points below that of blacks.
But black teenagers don't seem to be ggtting more for their time

nor for the money they are glVlnb up by not worklng Tne differences

e

in aoademlt aohievement between black and white teenagers remaln about

what they were. before the national programs for remedial ‘and extended

education began 15 years ago.j it the quality oxqéonooliﬂg is
\v

measured by ﬁ%w much is_.learned per year ot attendanqe\ tne quaxlty

'of schoollng for black:- youths has dropped. Still the&é is a. maJor

-

Vo national effo“t to get black youth to stay in- school or return to,it,'
N\

' '-‘kthls in splte of the studles that show that little 1s galned by

returnlng to the kind of - sdhool from wnlch they have dropoed out.ai ..N
The underlying: problem appears to be a growlng dlsparity in the

overall educatiod of black youth as cowoared to whlte and the recent .

hincreaee in yearS of schoollng has not. been enough to oweroome it:‘

- If the, qualafy of education is judged by how well it prepares ohe

for a full and use ful llfe ahd, in the 1mmed1ate, by how well it

* ‘z-

A .
4 ) ] * \" . !
; . .
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.".. rates of poor mlnorlty youth, as comp&red to mlddle

+

_ prepares one to go to. work, then unless the growing disparities

between employment for black youth and white canzbe atcributed to

other causes, the eduoatlon of black youth has worsened

v

The: education of young people, ae*dlng Lo James Coleman, oM
lconsists in roughly equal parts of schoéling, learning from peers -
and surroundin s, and 1earn1ng from family 5 This was the o A; ,

\lw
conclusion he drew from the comprehens Ve seudy of Ameriean .

educatlon he direvted under the Civ4l ngh S Aot of 196& A, some =

Bl

what similar conclusion is reached by - Herbe%t Earnes, the Di“e tor
of the National Lonbitudlnal Study of the baokbrounds, eduuatioﬁ,

and work hlstorleq of 10,000 youths who were 16 to 19 in 196? _er

" his Jud cement, “the clearest and mos¢y . dlseouraglng findwn{" from - ;
the stu y 1s that the surest way to elimlnate the dlfferenoes in the

«'

-work hlstorles of black _and white youths would be to "elimlnate the

dlfferehces in the quallfy of ‘home life." né , " |
There 1s another alternatlve, that of alternatlve orobrams of Qm”

schoollnp and work eXper1enco that not only provide bette"'schoollﬂg

but also do more to shape peor 1nf1uence and’ to bolster the family

or, in effect; to replace it., - : o ‘ o o

a

CONCLUSTIONS

. The conclusions thab,are dﬁéﬁh from the matepial preéented in
D WS WA . .
the longer paper of thlS sgme tith are theoe. L '

»

- fhe ovenall educatlon, employablllty, and emplojﬁent

class youth, have continued to worsen. ove! the past RN
. 3 R . ] i . e . . - . : . ‘1;.?{;-
"fifteen years. ‘ . : N o L
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- Membenship schools offer the greatest - promise for

‘ co . . T
- . Ct s Do Cow
- . . 1 A
- .~ . . ‘v ' - * .- .
‘ . S . v Coas
. . ) 1 o . . . .

- Racial discrimination may now bo more ooncentﬁnted

‘; ,<i\’

on,youth and youth jobs. may have moved from wherd o

'S Y

"most minority youth live. "But these do not anpear to

be major causes oi the growing disoarity between the

employment rates and labor force participation of

=

The principul veason for he growing diso§€

“'employment is that the increase in years schooling

%

‘-

has not been enough to overcome a’ worsening tn the

effects og the other majonfcomponenbs of education:

-
Vo

home 1ife, oﬁers-snd the community a ‘darge.

- 'During the past, fifﬁeen yéars, alter ative forms of

A

education have been devgioped which combine schooling,
respon31ble work experienoe and a kind of school
Pamily.' Together these provide a supportive communlty
| whose values‘gre consistent with society at.large and
conouc1ve to employment. They 1nclude residential

schools such as the Job Corps and “membership schools

popr minority youth—as COmpared to middle 1ass youth

which combine small size and individual attention with"

group exnectations and suoport

X

impPOV1ng the education of the poov.c Membershlp

*

schools 1nolude eparately run Special purpose schools

schools—w1th1n-schoolo, career otudy cenkors” street.

e -
.

acg&’mies, and pre- app“entice trainlng program
% J

Their .common f%ature is the abillty to instlll a’
* » . ‘.\ RN

7
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~1ower cost, areé believed to produce higher beneiit*

LS

sense of beionging and\‘thrOugh it, of regponsibility.

They emphasize basic skills training and require their

‘members to take on gradually increasing. reeponsibi]ity

at the school and freguently in part—time work in the
.o {

community as wqll,: They are small enough for members

to know one another and to take responsibility for one .

)

‘another.h They are run by independent boards, community

: organi?ations, oommunitq COllGFGo, labor organizations,

and,_most commonly, by the public school systems.; They .

strive for the development'of personal autonomy by means

of an intermediate stage of-personai develdpment that

depends upon memberahip in a group holding vaiues 4'/;?21

con81atent with doing well in a JOb and in society

v, b

These’ alternatives cost morej; the residential sdhoole

$1O 000 to $12,000 per participant year; the membership

‘schools $2,500 t¢ $?,OOO per‘year as compard&d to

$2, OOOFto $2,500 for most public high' schools.
Coqt benefit analyses indicate that. the benefits of
residential. schddIs equal or slightly exceed their

cost7and byaextension, the memberehip schools, \ o

.because they appear to schieve comparable results at-

. /
o -~ / ‘ v S

cost: ratios.8 S

The de81gns of the alternatives appear to be replicable

on 8 practical baSis andfwithout ex09331ve Start up

-

h ' ' B ! ®

-



costs, That s, participant selection, curriculum,

administration and governance,‘ﬁorsonnel training,

. evalgntion and?the other components of a program appear
_ »

¢ &

. to have been adequately designed.

4

(1)

(2)

f- The mpost - importunt features of ‘a memb{pship school are:

Membevshio- There is a sensé of belonging or v
- of membership that.requires agreed upon levels

of performance of several kinds. Membership 1is
voluntary but conditicnal upon performance., If

a person does not measure up to standards set by’
the group, that person-is voted out, usually with
the -option to apply for readmiftance. A sense of

" membership usually depends upon small size, a ‘
“source of pride and several other features &

described in the full report. &

Work Exverience and Bridges to Society: There is
a bridge between membersnip in tne scnool and
membership in society. The connection comes

from working for a variety of employers, from
public service with a number of agencies, or
through affiliation’ w1th a labor organizatlon.

Resvonsibility: There are opportunities to take
on new responsibilities for oneself and others, o

reupon51b111tleeuthat are manageable and rewar&ing.

-~
nxoeutatlons and Choices: There are optlons for
personal choice =-=- on what to learn and what to
do == but these come second to well-defined
expectations for all, in levels of bagic skills,
in 1e‘els of partlclpation and cooperation.

x

Rewards: There is-a syetem of indlvidual and

“group reward for good performanue. -

Good Standlng:‘ There is emph851s on®achievipg

"standing' or repu@ation, a concept that goes.
beyond earning a credentdal. It gets more at W

tne things of importance to empleyers; a work ’ . \'¢

history, crdditable reterences, evidence of .
accomplisnmejyt in an internship, pre-apprentice

‘training omr: 4 work-related hobby. .
: N ”
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(7) Individual Attention: _There 1ls emphasis on getting .
to know one's nceds -- physical, emosional and

_intellectual ~- and responding to them. Partly,

it is an emphasis on mekipg adult.friends; teachers,
coaches, counselors, employers or fellow employees
at a work site; adults who can serve as a mentor or.

model. ‘Though this is often- the most telling part
of éeducation, in most schools, it is left to chante.

The, extra costs of these alternatives cannot aq a rule be

covered from statg or 1ooa1 sources; the Federal

’

Government must pay most of them. .
&
The CLTA system is, or can begome, an effective way to -

prov1de the Federal funds which, when added to state and
local funds for education, will cover the extra costs |
of educating the poor. - -

There are no basic impediments to collaboration between

-

CETA and the state and local educational agencies. The
two problems most frequently cited -- the award of
academic credit and the targeting of resources on the

poor -~ can be solved if both CETA and the school systems :
X ’
will abide by present law. That 19, if in the agreements

between them there is a binding understandlng that the

g

schools wills (Sections of the CETA legislation, PL 95-521
are cited.) | - ' {

- award academic credlt, in- accordance with
staté and local\policies, for what is
learmid from experience, not for’ exoerience
itself, (Sec. L45(a) and (b)s

™~
- make certain that what 1is learned through
o work 'experience -- and preparation for it --
| is part of an individual educmtional plan
%+ ‘that is devélopgd by school authorities for
' each student, (Sec. U36(c)(l) and (6)); .




20

- use CBLTA funds as needed to compensate
. persons who, by school system standards, X
. are competent to supervise programs of
) learning through work experience and
preparation for it, (Sec. }36(c)(3)); and

- . ugse CETA funds, as necessary, to pay costs
of subsidized employment and the other
extraordinary costs of educating the poor.
Use CETA funds for other ybuths to cover
the selection of work experiende and -
reflection upon it, along with certain
R other services. .

ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION FOR THE POOR: THE THREE FEATURES

The alternatives recommended here are in effect a second_
chance for youth who havarreached their teens without a basic
educatién}ﬂ That is, they have neiiher the skills nor the self
managemeﬁt needed for a reasonable chance of success «~- at work or
in society. Thi; secoﬁd chance gsparts from the usug} sequeﬁce of
"learning. Instead of Qoncurrenﬁiy providiné the founaations for a
1iberal education and for an occupation, the alternatﬁves'emphasiée
péeparation for employment. They count on adult éducation to do the
‘broadening later on, | |

Thesé.altérnativeg‘}nciﬁde the features that are aséoci!:ed
_Qith improving one's_chéncgstiﬁ the 1abor.force.9 They give greater -
empﬁasis to three features that'éppear to have particu%ar importance
in the education of ~the poor: | membership schooling, work éxperience,"
and much greateﬁ opportunity for the criﬁical incidents_that affect
one's 1life for the bgtﬁer,1o xih - - v |

=  MEMBERSHIP SCHOOLS -

f/° - Most of the edpcation‘rgsearch in America has been unable_to

.'distinguish a good school frgm a bad school but a-1979 report on



| gy

England's schools, Fifteen Thousand Hours, concludes that the nature
11

of its ethoss distinguishes a good schodl from a bad one.

A school's ethos, the report noted, is influenced by the back-

¥
grounds of .students but even when backgrounds are alike, some

*

schools manage to create the ethos of a learning society while others

do not. What's needed are the kinds of schools that provide a bridge

‘bctweon‘the_ethos of strect 1ife and the ethos of mainstreanm life.

A number of what could be called “"membership schools" are doing just !

1

that. They provide a bolstergpg or a substitute for family support
Ey means of what amounts to a "school famiiy". They provide memﬁerf
ship ih a small ‘society that Servés as transition between membersnip
in a family to'membefbﬁip in society at large. ‘''hey recegnize

membership as the keystbne to teenage motivation for_suoce%i/;p the

1

society at large. For, with few-exception, teeonage motivation is
based on being liked by one's frienas and is the percursor anyd °

complement to motivation that stems from mentors and models, from’

1

awakened interests, from a sense of how society works and a desire
[ Y ’ ’

AT

to make good imr it. What seems indicated from descriptions of

-

alternative programs of schooling and_training1zis that mggf/ﬁ/

distinguishing feature of” & successful alternative school 1§ the

quality ot membership.it provides.

7
b

~ # _ . -

% Ethos is defined "fundamental ot irit -- tI

it Ethos . is deflned as undamental character or spirit the )
underlying -sentiment ‘that informs the beliefs, customs and '
practices 9{ a group or ‘a society." The Random House Dictionanry.

v '
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: 301n1ng a new group, develonin5 a new interest finding a

JWORK EXPERIENCE \

]

-

The underlying assumption of the Youph“Eﬁpléymént and;
Demonstration PvachLS"Acﬂ (now Title IV-of the C?TA_Amcndments of
1978) 1s that experience in a job leads to Amproved work attitudes
and to greater employability and employment. The.0vera}1 statistics
bear this out.13 But work experience doesn't necessarily create

favorable éttitudegdtowards work. Recent evidence makes clear that

NG

at.titudes towards work depend‘ih great part upon the nature of one's

1

work experience and upon reflection about it. Three separate

ongoing studies are providing insights as to what features of work

experience produce the kinds of 1earning'that are looked for by
| &

ten?hers(mnd by students thémselves.15 Taking on responsibility
appears to be the[key but the responsibility must be manageagle
and it‘must havé an element offnovelty -~ it mpst entail

responsibility of a new kind or of groétor degﬁeo.16

CRITTQAL INCID"”TS ' _ . ’ 1

CPltl(al 1n01d0ntb probably account“for much of the "Puck and
chance" that seems to ‘have as much affect on what one makes of life
as does .education or training, IQ_or.famiY§ background, thougn each

of these can make fortuitous incidents more likely to occur.

~

Critical incid?gbs are’ the events ﬁhat, on looking back, can be seen

"9

to have Changed the direction of one's life, incidents such as
hooking up w1th a. boss or teacher who takes particular interest in

you or gho has connections, being given new Pe¢ponolbllltleo,

aith.

" A great handicap in the education of the poor is that th are
depriued of the. reneated opooxtuﬂity that is afforded the wel -to-do
4 o \ - B .().)‘l')‘“\_ N . e
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to foréet onét failureé to start over, to find new friends, to choose
new >urround1ngs, to be encouraged to find new interests, to make
new work connections, to be protected from most of the conqoquence%
.of their mistakes and through thcse, to develop a sense that they
oan pro&ail Not so with. the poov “Their out»of~school opportunity

‘
for new startq is.naually far tess; the oonsequences of their
mis takos are usually far greater, Traditional schools seldom have
the resourtog to make up for these dlfferonce% Membershiﬁ?échools --
through'individua] attention, group support, mentors and models at
y

qohool and at work assignments, and more employment contac S =--
greatly increase the opoortunlty for fortuitously critical 1n01dents

¢

and substantially reduce the likelihood of ii1 effect from wrong turns.

2

THE TXWWA COSTS OF “DUCATIRG THE POOW .

The cogt of residential and memborshlp sohoolo are greater

than for rogular "schools. It costs mouf to provide equal education
| »

e

for theuoooﬁ.
The extra costs includes

ized Work: Pay for part-time work isua~feature of

Subsidig
.’ ' L . . 1
X \\&f// many residential and membershipsschools although in.

X
residential schools most of the pay is in the form of

room and board

-

Community: There are coete in creating and malntaln1n5

N memoérship. Tt takes time, talk, and special evgnts to

v ' . . _ . .
/. develop group,cohesiveness; Some kind of retreat or
e other.getting~to-know-you event 18 generally needed once -’

a year -- sometlmes more. Regular meetlngs of thé
school community are needed "’ to resolve di%putes and to

carﬁytgut legislative, administrative and judicial

¥




WHO SHOULD PAY THE EXTRA COSTS OF EDUCATING THE POOR -~ AND
THROUGH WHAT SVYSTEM? o .

A \

CETA has been given the principal responsibility for bringing

aboﬁt improvement in the education of poof'youth. It was thoughg
in 1977 that the almost certain ﬁensioh thatlwould be created
between the education establishﬁent and the empIonent and trdin&ng'
buresaucraclies would have creative effect on:bot .19 Seberai studies
®. have trled to derermlne whether the well- documented tension has been'
more than offset by new-found collaboratipon and whetherithe tension
will continue to be creative enough to make this delivery system a’
permanent feature of Federéi éid to local programs Qf_education.zo
The conclusion drawnlfrom most of these gtudies is that
collébérgtion betweéﬁ CETA and thg schoolsxhas greatly increased
" and would bé still more produoﬁi{e ir CéTA &iqwndt so clearly have
the upper hand in forging the fequircd agreeméﬁps between CETA

| | A\ I _
) prime sponsors and the educational agencies. A more ,equal partnership - J

'1s‘peéomménded bUt'CETA:;ﬁs it stands, not.only provides loual

. authorities with fuhds that are needed to develop.eduéational
alternatives for the poor but also the option.to choose between
wayslto.achieve them; The ggconagry schééis can.grbvide the
alternatives that they ife éduipped to offef ahd;want'fo caﬁry/out.
Communlty colleges, communlty and other orcanlyaulons, both public -

t and prlvate, can provide ‘alternatives not otberwise practlcal for

~

the schoolq n If, as a condltlon for recelv1ng CET% funds, the state

o

and local educatlonal agenoles cover thelr normal share- of the costs

> of secondary education, the CE TA share should be. enough.to cover the R

L

s ~
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extraordinary costs of alternative education for the poor. It

several local institutions can vie for the funds to carry out

-

those alternatives, the schools may find the tension is both creative

and desireable. ThHe schools should however be less encumbered by

. 1

CETA Peguiations, should receive more assistance -- mostly" tnrougn
statg edgcytional agenc;3§ -- in making goodvuse of CETA resources.
The'échqols and CETA acting pogéther can provide much of the remedy
for the inequitable disparities in youth employmentgfa remedy that

ié practical éducatioﬁally, adminisgkatively and politically.

\

:

s A



\
Moy, -

B.‘ James 63&Qman

- 6, Herbert Parne

.. sométimes omitg th

'q7

[ 4

1. Practical Alternatives for Bducating the Poor: Education
Remedies lorr Youth Unemployment, tne repédrt trom whicn
this summary is drawn, was prepared for Youthwork, Inoc,
805 15th St., .W., Wash., D.C. In addition te¢ the
material presented-in this abreviated version, the full
report cites, by project example, a number of probleﬁs

~and suggests some solutions in.connection with the,
1978-1979 procedures for administering CETA youth
programs in the schools. 'A copy may be had by writing
* Youthwork., - e

2. Schooling and Work Among Youth From Low-Income Houggholds:
A Baseline Keport From-tne-Entitlement Demonstration,
Manpower Demonstration nresearch Corporation, New York,
NoY.’ 19790 . -t A ' '

3.. The National Assessment of Educational Progress. he 1978
analysis of reading scores throughout America s wed. &
reduction in disparities between the scores of nine and

hirteen year old black, children and their white counter-
parts. But this could&bb accounted for by the significant
gains of black childron just in the Southeast region of the
United States. The gains in this region merely orought
black childeen to. the level of difference betwéen black and
white children that exist, and have existed, “in"the "other
regions. The reports on reduction in black-white disparities
in mathematics for nine and thirteen ygar olds =~ but not

for seventeen year olds ~-- were noted in the press after

this report was drafted.

N

<

N

.

8. in a presentation made at the "Seminar on Youth .
and Work,'" spansored by the Na iohal Council on Employment .
Policy, Washidgtgp;QD.C., June , 1979. o ' G
: : VA , " S .

J .

. 7."Robert-Téggart;'Tﬁe Kﬁsessmeht o%gﬁbb Corps Performance and

rams, U.s5. Lepartment ol

Impacts, The 0ffice "ol Yough PPOg

_.Labor, 1979.

-8, No cost=-benefit sbu&ieé; comparable\to the Job Corps‘anal&séé‘“'

reviewed by Taggarts have been fqund. The cost of alternative
"schoals, as reported-in."Financing Alternative .Schools", ;
Section VII of Alternstive Educptidn; - A Sourcebook for
Pgrents, “Teachebs and Aaministrators, fario D, Fantini, -
E&Etoﬁ, generally. does,
in "unoccupied classrooms" nor itemd for which specdal -
funds are raised. It seldom includgs costs of fund 'raising;
1 ‘ ¢ cost of services provided under Federal
1yses of the budget offexemplaﬁy~in-sghoql.
: . | , ;

‘programs. But ‘ana

. ;‘;h_..:..:... _- Coe . ' .
in an.article in Integrated Education, cirga 1959.°

not include the -value of facilities v .
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: programs funded by Youthwork, Inc. in 1978 1979, permit
o an estimate of average costs and the records of schools -
- such as the Career ‘Study Center in St. Paul suggest
that benefits are comparable to those of a Job Corps
Center, ngorous cost-benefit studies of seversal -
membership school designs are needed, ) '
9. SeeLin phrticular, Regis Walther, Analysis and Synthesis of .
_ . -.D,0.L, Experience in Youtf,Transition to Work .Programs.
‘ v ° Walther concluded from his examination of 73 studies of
' ) manpower and training programs that "better labor ‘market
performance was associated with a warm supportive home -
atmo&phere,” was associated with having been accepted- :
——-- - - - and gained retognition in school,with having found self" @'"-““““J
= esteem from occupational or educational achievement, with
having admired someone with "mainstream" values, and with
having had an enjoyable job in the course of the school

years, , .
..

10, Christopher Jencks, et al, im Inequalitv: A Reassessment of
- the Etfect of Family and Schooiin¢ in America, founa tha® a .
. . persons background and education could not adequately accQunt.
' for subsequent job. status ana income; luck andg chance see%ﬁ@
to have comparable effect. In Who Gets Ahead? -~--.The
peterminants or Economi Success in America, a -Later. analysis
by Jencks and associates, iuck ana cnance themselves seem
closely ‘associated witn-ong's background. But the persounal
h¥tories of penrsons who rise above humble beginnings and the
recordas of outstanding schools suggest that the association
between "iuck and cnance" and one's background -is not
. ihherent, only a function of .the norms of Americsan society.
777" fThere hasn't been a study to prove it but a lot of evidence
¢ . & to suggest that alternative forms of educgation cap do more to
o0 %‘ contrive, for persons of less fortunate backgrounds, the
incidents that, on lgoking back, seem to have brought great

luck and chance.

- . © ) . q'-
11. “MichaeL,Rutter, et al, Fifteen Thousand Hours:; Secondary
' Schools and Their Effects on Children, Harvard:University -~

4 -

Press, Cambriage, Mass., 19/9. ..

12, See in’ particular Edwin Fenton, A Heport on’ the Civic Ecucation
Schools, the Education Center, Carnegie Mellon Univevsity,
19763 Elsa Wasserman, unpublisped dissertation, ‘rhe Harvara
Graduate Schaol of Education, 977, and Fartini's Alternative

. Education. - . {- I

13% _Adele H;}rehg annd Philip Wirtz, Educational Antecedents to
Youth Emplovment, Social Research Group, The ueorgc washington

ﬂjﬂniver81ty, Washington, D.C., 1979.
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15.

18,

19. .

20.
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Eflen Greenberger and Larry Steinberg, University of Cnlifornia,

Irvine, in a progress report made to the Nationdl Institute of .

Education in April, 1979. A report on this study of work
‘axperience and attitudes will be published later in 1979

Diane Hedin and Dan- Conrad Student Percevtions of
Psvgholori(al Social and Corxnitlve Growtn, Center for Youth
Development and Researcn, University ot Minnesota, 'St. Paul,
April, 1979. =«

Harry Silberman and Sally Hamlin, A Social Learning
Interpretation of Cobmunity Learning Activities, Center for
the Study of Evaluation, UC.A, *April, 1979.

" Thomas R} Owens and Sharon Owen, Investigating Student

 Perceptions of Essential Elements.of Experiential rducation, .
The ﬂor'hwest Re&lonal Laboratory, Portland, Dregon, 1979. =~ T

Richard Graham, Youth and Experiential Learning in Youths
The Seventy Fourth Yearbook'of the _National ‘Societ ‘or the

Study of Haucation, Univer31ty of Chicago Press, 19
\

See especia y., Elsa Wasserman. Also, Allsn Glatthorn,
"Decision Haking in ‘Alternative Schools", in Fantini e 215.

Jack Wuest, Alternative School Netweork Administrative Costs for
- Youth Operatéd Projects, an unpublished report to Youthwork
-

.Inq:, Sept., 1979., . ‘

Richard Johnson and William Spring,'co-drafters of the Youth
" Employment and Desmonstration Projects Act of 1977, in

conversations.

See especially Joseph Colmen and Gregory Wurzburg, anolvin@
.Schools in Empnlogment and Training Programs, The National
Council on Employment Policy, Washington, D.C., 1979.

“iti-
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COMMUNITY-BASED POLICY POSITION AND RECOMMENDATION TO .

1 THE PRESIDENT'S TASK FORCE _ )
v ON YOUTH EMPLOYMENT . ‘

’

. . ( -
Mr. CRairman, since the 1960's, citizens' groups have been involved
, .

k. 3

.inlworking in local communities to Bring'about pobitdve change for B |
. v s . L 0 et . . .
the constituencies that they are mandated to serve. 1In this regard,

s ‘¥ .
we have féﬁéhfﬂté‘égek réééVéiobmeht.'Wéﬂﬁdﬁémﬁééﬁ'EE”EHé“éuﬁtih§i‘T"mew
"g. \ . : <, . . ) .
edge agitating and mobilizing resourcep/to change the direction that this
A .

A .
. . —
. country takes with respect to its disadvantaged. 'Citizens' groups,

whrich include families and you%h,-i.e: Caﬁﬁﬁnity—aased Organizations, .

rmust have an active role in the setting up of national and local ‘ .
. \ ‘ . -
Priorities with respect to the substance, methodology, Yesource allocations

and implementation for youth employment, training, and educational program: .

. L} T
In this regard, we recognize the legitimacy of the presence of

other écto€s in the policy formulation process ;nvoiving youtﬁ,

such as educators, administrators, unions, -private businesses,

and local units of government. As such, we support the idea that we
. ‘ .

. (
must have new partnerghips which involve all of the above. Yet,

4
3

we .are adamant that citizens' groups (CBOs) be includeq as full and

equal parthers . in the policy fogmulation process

28 previously ‘stated.
We affirm the righé of fitizens to help themselves., As such, we
;\robnize the need to continue and expand youth employment, trgining.

and educational programs to be operatéd d}réctlf'by CHOg. In this regard,

Comﬁunity—Based Organizations must have the right to d¥esign their programs.

. It is for this reason that wt waﬁt to take this occasion to

M r

. make sure that this conference gives ¥Tull recognition to }BOS" and our

. iy ‘ . v A ,
right‘toxpagticipate in yoUtH'employment,:training,'and educational

programs. Therefore, we offer the followiﬁg-pélicy recomlehdations:

- .
w . N .
LY N -
. \b\ . C -
[ J ' .
. L L] .

1

B ]
oo ~




- Thdt tHe CROs would sugport cnllaboration and cooperation with 1oca1

.

school boardn and local school distrtcts for the imprdvement of the quallty

-
-

" of education of the schools In the distﬁmct. ) - .

- That CBOs be rncluded as ay crUCiaJ provider, of CETﬁ'services eapecially

a

‘; . R those related to youth Lhro&gh all titles of CETA ' , .
* '. - ¢ - \
T .~ That CBOs have the right to determine its own criteria for those persons who
- A )
B “shail be hired To §EAFf tha CBO pEGGTanm . “for “YEDPA tyaufh—ﬁmpioyment—m~_-.mmum__m“_T

./ LY
/

n " pemonstration Empleyment Aqt);
o ~ That We oppose any resolution that would in effect give the school board
the power 6f signing off on any CETA funds on educational t;aining.

- That we oppose the reéolution requirind CBOs' pérsonnel to have the s;;3*~

redentials'as locai education staff. b ' ; .
Lo

- That we support the 1977/ CETA regulations tha¥ established CBOg as
critical partners in the’ pollcy formulation and program providers tor youth
employment and training programs. We wiqh to advise this conference that we

M did not come to our basic policy decisiqn hesitantly but rather engaged in,
l
s deliberations on Thursday, September 27,_1979 with 22 :epresentatlves of
, - ) 4 . l 4 .
organizatiéns, local and national, that dould be commonly termed citizens'

' y o

and/or CBOs. The organizations include:

vy B Neighborhood Center--Day Care Association
National Youth Work ‘Alliance
' National Council of La Raza
, ' SER~-Jobs for Progress, Inc.
Cities~-In-Schools :
WHCAC ' o . ¢
Greater Hempden Task Force Op Youth
N - ' Nortb Central Youth Service Bureau
‘ ' -~ Urban: Initiatives :
' Alterfnative Schools Network . - #
‘Casa Rel Sol '
National Urban-Indian Council
Association for the Advancement of Mexican hmerlcans
Open Road
U. S. Student Association
Georgetown University-~Sociology Department
. National League Of Cities
[MC v. | | | .center f?r Independent Living 1 Uﬂ

.".! [T . - L}

$




-t
-

- )
_:'_ o ) b ™
v T . : ‘
! B ' X )
Instiitute of New Cinefra Artists, Icn. i . .
. . Puerto Rican Youth—Fublic Policy .Institute ) _
- . Ssan Bernadino West Side Com, Develop. Corp. -
' ' . N T IrL.W.O0. ) y ' )
e Coil Prep ' :

OBECA/Arriba Juntos |

- -

"We rgaffirm t he ﬁeed for a national coalition for CBOS -

R such as"that”aevélbpad'aurlﬁg'thé'LQ{tlé”ﬂbdk‘Ybuth“gaﬁtérvntu—~~“

1

. and as such have authorized the formulation of an organizaing
cammittee;' In conclusion, we seek dbnly equality and the

T right to include the citizeﬁs that are to be affe¢£qd by and
through the youth programs_in %he process for program . N

L]
+

development and program implementation. We .extend our tbanks.f‘

* s

in partnership with others who feel that the business of
educating and training our yéung people is everybody's

. . .
business including CBOs.

-

Ny
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY - .
\~ v . . ) . . . .’/\
SESSION: I - !puth' . o L e
* Their Problcms and Thcir Promise ’ : .
,SYM?OSIUM: I.1 - Dcvclopm-ntal Needs af Youth T <:'
. \ DEéCRIPTION: The symposium will discuot the intallectual and dcvclopmcntal needs

- of youth and how these attributes should influence the types of programs and

T ‘policies that-are -sdopted: — The-session-will -focus-primarily on-youth }4—21 s
* years old. - _ -

X . . ) -
MODERATOR:° Diane Hodin, Associate Director
' ‘ Center for Youth Development and: Research
48 McNeal Hall, 1985 Buford -
University of Minnesota

$t., Paul, Minnesota 55108"
W 612 - 376-7624 |
PA) STS: : .

ity

Kenneth Libertoff, Clin;cal Psychologist = Mary Jane Paloﬁaki
-R.D, #1 National Pducation Association
Gould Hill Road _ . 508 Hildebitle Road
Montpelier, Vermont 05602 : .Collegeville, Pennsylvania 19426
Q . 802 - 223-2168 | 215 - 356-1645
" Patrick Moore, Director . . h

Mid~-Williamette Valley Manpower Consorcium ,
1600 State Street . ' ’ . ' T
~ Salem, Oregon 97301
7 503 »‘588-6326

STARIER QUESTIONS. N
’ ) *
. (a) What do the differences in the davelopment across the cight-year age
span from 14-21 imply for appropriate policy? Should there be different
strategies for younger youth than thdre are. for older youth? ~

(b) Are there particular developmental neads for ninority and disaavantagea
youth which require special a:tcntion?

-~
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" A Partnership forthe 80's’

STMPOSIUM SUMMARY | . o

'SESSION: I - Youth: : : e

Th’;r Problcms and Their Promiac ] : .

' SYMPOSIUM: 1I.2 - Discrimination

DESCRIPTION: Some argue that the high unemploymont ratc among minority youth
reflects discrimination and unequal treatment in both school and workplaces:
. This fymposium will focus ‘on the strategies and programs nesded. to help minority
youth overcome barriers to employment.
. -
MODERATOR® Gwen Mikcll Remy, - . )
' Georgetown University and Council : ‘
for Greater City Schools
2480 16th Street, Northwest
Apartment 703 . '
Washington, D.C. |, 20009 . ' .

SN 202 - 234-4238 ) - B
PANELISTS: .
Meldon S. Hollis, Special Assi t to | Charles Warfield, Director
. the Assistant Secretary for Ed¥cation _ of Operations ~ Push Excel
310 G Hubert Humphrey Puilding 530 East 50th Street e
200 Independence Avenue, Southwest . _ Chicago, Illinois 80615

Washington, D.C. 20201 ~~ - 312 -~ 373-3366
‘202 = 245-6655 S - '

STARTER QUESTIONS:

(a)' Can chq highcr rate of black and Hispani& unemployment among youth be
» attributed largely to discrimination on the part of employers? Other
institutions? . - .

(b)”™ Vhat kinds of programs seem to work best,in breaking down the discriminatorv
barriers ‘which do exist? : )

-t
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STMPOSIUM SUMMARY

SESSION: T - Youth:
Thnir Problems and Their Promise

1 4

N SY@?OSIUM I 3 - High Risk Youth ' «
’ » N .
.
DESCRIPTIQN' This sympocium will focus on strategies.for addressing the needs:
of high risk youth including youth offenanrs ‘and status offcnders.

ECREE .- e mmr e heee it o mae e e e e s,

MODERATOR' Pctcr Edclmnn Esquirn
Foley, Lardner, Hollabaugh and Jacobs
: 775 ?cnnsylvhnia ‘Avenue, Northwost - . "
¢ ' ashingten, DJC. 20006 S ' .
’ ' 202 ~ 862~5300 :
PANELISTS: _ | ; .

William Modzcleski Acting Chief Jaxmes Turanski, Executive Director
~ of Technical Assiitancc Section The Door - A Canter of Alternatives
- United States Department of Jﬁstice N ' 618 Avenue of the Americas

Office of Juvenile Justice ; : Nev York, New York 10011 °

_ and Delinquedcy Prevention 212 - 691-6161 ’ !

633 Indiana Avenue ' o ‘ .

Washington, D.C. 20531 . o : : | -

202 - 724-7772 . ' S

STARTER QUESTIONS' ' R : _ ~

- (a) Since minority, disadvantagpd youth have problems entering the world of
' work, what are the effects of additionmal barriers such as court record,
_educationnl or developmental handicaps, and youthful parenthood?

(b) LEAA, 'YEDPA, and a number of ‘public school systems have launched innovationa
to address this problem. What are some that have %worked? What principles
can be learned from them? ‘
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A Partnership for th¢ 80's
- \ »
SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY .
SESSION: I - Youcb' - N ' K/// , B
: . Their Problcms and Their Promi:c ’ v
» SYMPO IUﬁ: I.4 - Adolescent Parcntl( A b

" make it extremely difficult for the adolescent parent to successfully complcto
school or participate effectivaly in the world -of work. - éhi: symposium will. . -
focus on these problems and programs that have helped adolescent parents over-
come these barriers. :

-,MODERATOR:' Lula Mse Nix, Director

Office of Adolescent Pregnancy Programs
Room 725E, Humphrey Building J
- 200 Independence Avenue, Southwest \ s
Washington, D.C. 20201
202 - 472-9093

N
PANELISTS‘ 4
Rhonda Einhorn, Legislative Assistant  Lois White, Principal
Office of Senator Metzenbaum  Laurence G. Paquin School
Russell 347 . . 2200 Sinclair Lane
Washington, D.C. 20510 . Baltimore, Maryland. 21213

-

202 ~ 224-8983 301 - 396-9398

STARTER QUESTIONS:

(a) = What goes on in the life of a young person'whcn.hc/shé is su&denly a
parent? WhTt effects(does the new status have on&hi:/her l1ife?

(b) What programs have been successﬁul'in preparing young people for parent-
hood?’ . A .

(c5 What kinds of support are necessary fb prdvide a aucceﬁsful-eﬁployment
or emwployment preparative experience for young parents? S

/ .

+

“Increased responsibilities, combihed with personal and social problcys

S
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STMPOSIUM SUMMARY  * co ‘ o ,
SESSION: T - Youth: . o ‘ ~ |

' . . Thedr Problemz and’ Their Promise -
SYMPOSTUM: I.5 - Rural Youth'

DESCRIPTION: With limited local job 6pportuniti¢s and experiences, ruril youth.
_have a particularly difficult time securing employment. In addition, because o

of the ggncra;ly low density of population, institutions sarving youth are
widely scattered, creating special coordination and logistical problems. This
» symposium will focus on programs and strategies that have helped rural youth
- overcome thefe barriers.

’

MODERATOR:: Larry Buboltz, Director ° ‘ ) ‘ .. . f
v Rural Minnesota CEP, Incorpqratad ' .

- 819 Lincoln Avenue
~ ' Detroit Lakes, Minnesota 56501 .
218 - 847-9205

PANELISTS: _

_ Rufus Abernethy William Newman, Director *
c¢/o Maryland State Teachers Association of Planning and Evaluation.

! 344 North Charles Street Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers
- Baltimore, Maryland 21201 . . Association . -
301 -~ 727-7676 . : Post Office Box 33315 o
' . . Raleigh, Noxth Carolina -

Robert Landman, Assistant Director 919 -~ 362-7631

Office of Policy, Planning
and Evaluation
Community Services Administration ) :
Brown Building, Room 548 : ‘ {
1200 Nineteenth Street, Northwest ' . .
Washington, D.C. 20506 ..
- » 202 ~ 632-6630 -

STARTER QUESTIONS:

S

.
(a) Are rural youth different? Is the "youth culture" which characterizes
youthful /urban sociery shared by rural youth?

(b) What barriers to education ahd empioyment are unique to rural youth? .

' ' . (c) - Can we generalize abouc the best means to serve rural youth’ What~ !
elements do successful programs have in common? ‘
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY

: N | .
SESSION: I - Youth: = Ce
' Their Problems and Their Promise

SYMPOSIUM: 1.6 - Inner City Youth

DESCRIPTION. Enormous barricr: face urban youth as they strive to complete school
and successfully make the transition to work. Often faced with limited resourcis,

" the urban ihstitutions have not been able to provide sufficient services for these
youth! * This symposium will focus on the needs of thie inner. city youth wnd thc
programs that have expcricnccd success in serving them. ' .

. MODERATOR: Kathlyn Moscs, Director | | . ‘7

Education Staff

»

of Urb

'\~ ! USOE, F

< Room / : ) _

Washi , D.C. . oo A .
202 -7245-7852 . -

e
. . . ]

PANELISTS.
Oralid Mendez, Project Director . Phyllis Williams, Chicf Manpowcr
'SER/Jobds for Progress . ' Planner
- 4921 San Francisco Boulevard . ¢Mayor's Office of Manpower
.Sacramento, Californis 95280 180 North LaSalle Street .
916 - 432-3642 : Suite 800 :
- Chicago, Illinois 60602
Santee C. Ruffin, Director 312 - 744—5882 \
Urban Services ' C ' )
1904 Association Drive
National Association of
_ Secondary School Principals
Leston, Virginia 22097
.703 - 860-0200 . ' ; -
STARTER QUESTIONS: ’
. VR )

(a) How différent are the problems of inner ¢ity youth from the general,
social problems of the‘urban disadvantaged? Is there really a distinct
"youth culture"? : : A -

'(b) - What special barriers to educational attainment and employment 'do inncr
. ceity youth face? :

_(t) What programs show promise of reaching and serviﬂg inner city youth most ' -

success;ully? What have we learned about how to make #n effective urban
school? An effective employment program?

!

T *)ie
%'_(- ) . L. 1 \/' i

’ u6h
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY o | B
SESSION: - I - Youth: | | S .

' Thcir Problcm: and Their Promi:u -
+ ) 4
STMPOSTUM: 1I. 7 - Bilingual and Bicultural Programs )
.1 -
L DESCRIPTION: Youth for whom English is a sccond laqgnhgg oftcn nded spccia; ________
services to succeed in school and to make the suécessful transition w work.
This symposium will focus on programs and strategies that hnvc helped these
youth overcome 1angungc b&rricrt. _— : |
MODERATOR: -'_ Josue Conznlnc, Director of Bilingual Education |
B . , Reporters Building . N
- 400 Maryland Avenue : _ . 2 . N
Washin .C. 20202 ' e LT ’ A
zoz-ﬁa-ﬁl o S
-PANELISTS: S ' .
Juan D. Solis, Director o .Raymcnd Valdivesco, Dircctor
National Center for the _nge-;topﬁg‘nx:,.of-.}f-- "~ . Aspira’ -
: ~ Bilingual Curricula Lo .., 1625 1 Streét, Nor:M :
+ . 11122 Cortillion Drive 3 .. Washington, D.C.: 20(506 '
Dallas, Texas 75228 _ L. 202 - 342-9170 & L
214 = 742-5991 . ' N L
STARTER' QUESTIONS: v I B
_ _ ) A
(a) If a lack of basic educational skills :Ls a geney.l problem for youth \
M coming out of schddl, what are the special problems of Hispanic and
other'linguistic-minority youth? o _ -
"(b)" Has ‘the past decade's national experience in bilingual ‘ducation proven ‘
helpful? Is the commitment still thete? . .
(¢) . What specially-focused emplqyment and traininé programs have been méct
successful? What are the common elements that contribuyte to progtan
success and how can they be replicated in the future?
s . <
a ] ' ' ‘ . )\ | N “ !
‘![— ) ) -
. .
' 10¢
i \‘\_*;_7,
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S omm e

. . o o A Partnership for the 80is
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| STMPOSTUM SUMMARY ‘ ; s,
. oy y .
SESSION: - I - Youth: | - F :

Theix Pﬂoblemn tnd Thotr Ptomisc.ﬁ”

N
by

. . - SYM?OSIUM: I 8 ~ The Damographiq; of Ybuth», . o . . e ' .
' ; o (SN T
. DESCRIPTION: Thi: symposium will focus od the projectod changing demogrnphic:

SR ‘of yoyth from 1979-1989 and the extent to which these cpnngea may influcnoo
: - - the pactnorship bctwoen c%asdroqmt and- workplncos.._ . .

NS

. MODERATOR: * Joel Loé, Special Assistant for Legislative Affairs - - N
. Mayor's Office of Manpowenfxenqurces . v :

= 701 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
301.- 396-1910

PANELISTS ‘

Gibert Cardenas Regiohal Economist ay d Swinton, Senior Research .

’ “'Southwest Border -Regional Commission Associate s .
1111 Twentieth Street, Northwest n The Urban Institute
- - Washington, D.C. 26036 : } . 2100 M Street. Northwest
g8 202 - 634-3917% A _Washington, D.C. 20937 .
o N - - 202 - 223-fes0 . % -
. ' ' .

SIARTER QUESTIONS’

' (;) .’Is youth unemployment simply a product of the baby boom? Will it go.

' away by itself if the numbers go down? If they go down’ overall, how

are particular populations (blacks, hispanic, inner city ydﬁth, eta.)
affectcd? : . _ . _ . -

4 ¢ N

(b) What are tho projected changes for the decade ahead? Ig the size of < -
some groups growing while others decline?

{e) What - are the implications of changing demographics on institutions such
as schools and the marketplace? o

. -l{?:) o : f i - _. \ .
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Y o v ) | ‘
SYMPOSTUM SUMMARY | | , ~
SESSION: I - Youth: | o .
Y Their Problems and Their Promise vt
| STMPOSIUM: 1.9 - Basic Skills in Education and in Work

P

DESCRIPTION: Both educators and employers ci%c the necessity of basic skills,
not only for securing employmant, but for survival in today's society. N

» - This symposium will focus on the importancn of basic skills and institutiondl ... ..
rcspontibilicy for teaching them. d ~—

-MODERATOR.

PANELISTS:

¢a) -

& :
‘pBarbara Jackson, Dean * ‘ o

School of Education . ' .

Moxgan State University ' : . o

Baltimora, land 21218 : 3 g S
. 301 - 444-338§x

\

Antonia Cortese, Vice President g -~

AFT, . S

New York State United Teachers . : , - .o
Association . { : F o ' :

80 Wolf.Road

-Albany, New York 12205 . .
518 - 459-5400 . B} »

STARTER QI@STIONS' : : L N ,.

Is thera a. common definition of “basic skills"? Are emplbyabilitj
'8kills" included in the definition? Is a Jack in basic skills a pro-

.blem for graduates, as well as high school®dropouts? ‘Is this the

(b)Y

fundamental problem facing &ducators and emgloycra alike?

.

Who should be teaching basic skills? What ha e ve learned about cffcctive
methods for instruction? .
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SYMPOSTUM SUMMARY

SESSION: I ~ Youth: ’
Their Problems and Thcir Promiao 'S

SYMPOSTUM: I.10 - Employability * ‘ C e \

-~ .

DESCRIPTION The putposc of this symposium will be’to define employability

and examine the factors in classrooms and workplaces that assist youth in
 becoming egployabln._ :

MODERATOR: Rosalie Tyron, Executive Dircctor

Advocad - ' ‘
./\\ : 174 West Divisiot Street : - )

! Fon~du-lac, Wisconsin 54935 - .
14 - 922-7760 ' : !

PR .. : L _ .

PANELISTS: ., - . O T
Arlene Reed-Delaney ' Jennifer Sheffield : v
524 Madison Avenue . ' Lineagraph Corporation
Albany, New York . 12208 f 3518 Travis - Suite, 110
3}3 - 463-6136 : ’ . Houston, Texas 77002

713 < 524-0147 .

STARTE% QUESTIONS:

' (a)-, What does employability neal? Can someone ba "undmployable"? . “

(b) What .are employers looking for when hiring for entry-level or othar
jobs that young people might be applying for?

{
(¢) What can (or should) the schools do to enhance cmployability among
their graduates?' Employers?. The CETA system?

1]

~10- o | (

b
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. #
© SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY ' : .
SESSION: I - Youth ’ :
Their Prdblcms and Their Promise e

STMPOSTUM: I.11 - Changing Nature of the Workplaces

h ]

DESCRIPTION: The .labor market is consistently chaﬂging, placing new demands on

youth and the institutions that serve them. This symposium will focus on
these changes and their effects on schools and the -employment snd training- - -
system. ) ) : _ . N i

. ) , . -
MODERATOR: .. John Coleman, President

- Edna McConnell Clark Fognd.lion\, ) .
250 Park Avenue, Room 900 . i
New York, New York 10017. -

212 -~ 986-7050

rd

PANELISTS: . - : | Co : . ¢

 Anthony Harrison ‘ Mark kobcrts, Economist
Exacta Services . AFL~CIO
Fourth Avenue North . * 815 Sixteenth Street, Northwest

Birmingham, Alabama : Washington, D~C. 20006
205 - 324-1563 . . 202 - 637-5171

STARTER QUESTIONS:

(a) Can we be sure we are preparing young people for the workplaces they -
will actually cornfront? If we know what the workplace is like now, .
how will it change in the next decade? What are the affects bf technology?
of collective bargaining agreements?

(b) How can we design an employee~preparation system' which reacts and adapts
appropriately to a changing labor market’

7/

e
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While there is general)agreement that much needs to be done to meet the

employment and’educational yneeds of youth, particularly the winority and
disadvantaged, there s considerable debate about what services are necessary,
what institutions should provide those segyviées and what the various levels
government can and should do to encourage and support those services. Each

of the concurrent Thursday afternoon panels will discuss tha following list e
of questians designed to explore these policy issues.

-~

% § : )
SYMPOSTUM DISCUSSION QUESTIONS : | o~ ’1 _
. . - - ('(, [} tot
. . . ’sz’/ [A y 7
1. Collaborative Incentives at the National Level: From a national levaly how
can we best promote coordination between the educational community and the =

CETA system? _ : - )

(a) [Is forced compliance and coordination the best avenue? Is the 22% set-
aside for LEA's under CETA an effective mechanism to promote coordination?
Should this mandated coordination include a similar responsibility fqr
LEA's.

vw (b) Should incentive funding be available to both CETA prime sponsors and °
" \local school systems who jointly plan for youth services? 1Is this the most
effective way to promote coordination?
' (c) | Does mandatory mutual approval of program.plans between CETA and local -
' school systems significantly promote coordination? Should CETA sign-off
_ on ‘LEA plans? Should LEA sign-off on CETA plans? .
e R

(d) | How can we'compensate fpr the differences in planning and funding.ecycles
\between the prime sponsors.and LEAs? Are legislative changes needed?
Are integrated grants feasible?
2. Institutional Collaboration at the Local Level: At the loch level, how
— i should the delivery system be organized? Should the manpower and education .,
.\ﬁ system relate in a collaborative, integrated manner with joint programming or
should we encourage defined, non-overlapping roles7 - '
(a) Who should have institutional_responsibility for drooouts or those
' graduates with less-than-acceptable basic skills?
(b\, Do legislative and philosophical differences between CETA and the
educational system inhibit full scale collaboration? Do school
svstems see employability developm‘nt as a. grime role for themselves?
(c) Does targecing under CETA run counter to equity principles within P
the educational system?
) (d) Do we prematurely force career.choice in youth by requiring them
to select Sccupational training preferences too early? Who should

be responsible for o¢ccupational training (education, CETA, private
employers) and how do we promote the broadest possible range of
career opportunities for vouth? '

. ‘ ¢
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,Can the private sector cnéoura&c éaordination? Can the local Private
Industry Counc{l under CETA have an effective role in .encouraging
coordinatio&ﬁbl o local education advisory councils have a rple?

“The School to Work Transition: °~ What are the most-effective ways of

enhancing the school to work transition and encouraging the private sector
to hire youth, ‘3&rticulnr1y'disadvantaged youth?

)

(c)

(d)

\ .

»—

* ®

development of youth? . What do they have to gain by doing so? What
role should they play?

(&) KShould the private sector play an-active rolc in the cmployability

P |

What does the private sector want from an-employability devélopment
system for youth? Fully trained workers? Youth with basic cognitive
skills and a willingness to work and 1¢grn?

Are financi incentives for hiring important to the.privafu sector?'
e.g., Targeted Jobs Tax Credit? on-the-job training? work-study?
Would a sub-minimum wage'for youth be a stong incentive?:

'Can the private sector, with or without incentives, provide enough ’
employment opportunities for youth? Is thgre a need for. fedcrally
supported public jobs creation for youth? 1If so, is this a 'temporary
need caused by a demographic bulge or a permanent problem created by
structural shifts in the geonomy?

ey
g
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~

MODERA;QR: : - Anthony Carnevale

. X 1625 L. Street N.W. \-
. . Washington, DC 20036 : \ .
w 1202 ~ 234-5786 . -

¢

PRIME SPONSOR PERSPECTIVE: Billy Don Everett, Executive Diyector
: : o o - - Central Texas Manpower Cantortium
P.0. Box 727
San Saba, Texas 76877
915 - 372-5136 '

1 . <

EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVE: - " J. Walter Potter, Principal
: - Aberdeen Senior Eigh School
Paradise Road
Aberdeen, Maryland 21001

301 - 272~7600 ' (\
x\v" . . . X ) ! ' ‘ . . . .

Q PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVE: ) Robert J. Lohr, Assistant Manager

‘Human Resources

Bethlehem Steel Corporntion

Martin Tower o
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania 18015

212 -~ 694~3934

&

! »

COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATTON PERSPECTIVE: C‘Eol Gibson, Uirector of Education

National Urban League of New York City
500 l‘at 62nd Street .

'New York, New York 10017 .

212 - 644-6500

b

YOUTH PERSPECTIVE: : Tyrone Carter

‘ ' ' | 1929 West Mulberry Streat
Baltimore, Maryland 21223
301 - 945-9396

<y

~14-
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MODERATOR : ) ' Nathaniel Scmblc, Senior Legislative A:soéiiﬁn .

. ' House Committee of Education & Labor
1040 LHQB . ¢
- . -Washington, DC 20515
. : S 202 - 655-4000
A\ . . “or Q
: . _ .
— . PRIME S§GNSQR.pERSPECQIVEg . Lee Panqu;rnlla. Director .= . L m;Lim_n
: : v " King/Snohomish Manpowcr Consortium
. . , ‘ 1811 Smith Tower Building

Seattle, Washington 98104
206 - 628-4767 .

) : ' . : . : ' » . ! . -\, o
. ) . 7 - . . . . !

 EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVE: ' }  Thomas A. Shannon, Executive Director
. ' National School Boards Association'
' . ’ N - 1055 Thomas chferson Street N.W.
> i _ Suite 60

Wa.hington, DC 20007

. ! Y . . . : ’ . _ :
PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECIIVEZ . David Mahoney, Chairmen . s
- ' ‘ - . Nortom Simon, Inc.

‘ 277 Park Avenue

. " New York City, New York 10017
) . . 212 - 832-1000 ‘ .

COMMUNTTY BASED ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE: Anthony Gomez, Administrator

Dixision of Youth Programs
SER/Jobs For Prograss
Ratiohal Press Building
529 l4th Street N.W.
| . Washingten, DC 20045

: » L.+ 202 - 638-5373 a

YOUTH PERSPECTIVE: | ' Anita Sullivan
' 2431 Lauretta Avenus

Baltimore’, Maryland 21223 -
301 ~ 233-8085
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MODERATOR:

o

. A S
PRIME SPONSOR'PER§PECTIVE: " Charles Tetro, CETA Dirtdtof

(8

A Partnership for the 80's

George Autrey, President
' . MDC
’ . % P.0. Box 1057 .
: Chapel Hill, North Carolina 29622 °
. 919 -~ 968~4531

' \ . .l , _

o " Penobscot Consortium Training & Euployment
. ‘ ' Administration

H(//’_ T ' = P.0. Box 1136 . RS

I

SN\

r 333 Illinois Avenue -

Bangor, Maine 04401 - S
- , . 207 - 945-9431
[N . =
. \) ' » ) ’ 'S
EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVE: SR .7;t" Margaret S. Buvingcr, Immndiacc Past President

Natidnal School Board ‘Asgociation
1502 Ramona Drive

Enid, Oklahoma 73701

40S. - 237-5888 or 202 - 337-7666

) ] . L L

PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVE: N “Thomas Bradley, President

COMMUNITY'BASEQ ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE: Raul Yz‘guigr:g, National Dirgc:cr

Metropolitan Baltimore Council
AFL-CIO Uniouns

) 2701 West Patapsco Avcnua

¥ g ' Suite 110

) ’ Baltimore, Mnryland 21230

301 ~ 242+1300

National Council of La Raza
1725 Eye Street; N.W.

Suite 210 - "
Washington, DC 20006

202 - 659~1251

N\

YOUTH fERSPEéTtVEE : ~ Anne Eppers

3614 Parkdale Avenue
* Baltimore,. Maryland 21211
301 - 462-6236

E . e e e e PR
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MODERATOR:

b

" PRIME SPONSOR PERSPECTIVE:

»L

-EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVE:

.

PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVE:

COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE:—

YOUTH PERSPECTIVE:

7
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*

Jon Weintraub, Asdociate Director

National Aa:ocintion of Counties _
Sth Floor .
1725 New York Avenue N W.

Washington, DC 2000?

202 - 785-9577

2
Marion W. Pincs, Dircctor

Mayor's Office of Manpower R.oouréc:
701 St. Paul Street :
Suite 500

Baltimore, Maryland 21202
301 - 396-1910,

Eugenia Kemble, Spccial Assistant to the
President

American chcra:ion-of Teachers.

11 Dupont Circle N.W.

Washington, DC .20036

202 ~ 797-4485

Alan Kistler, Director of Orgenization & Field
. ' Service

AFL-CIO e

815 16th Street N.W.

Washington, DC 20006

202 - 637-5280

Margaret Lane, Director

Education Servides oo -
Baltimore Urban Leaague

1150. Mondawmin Concourse

- Baltimore, Maryland 21215

301 - 523-8150

Debra Mack

2402 Barclay Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21218
301 - 889- 8529
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‘-'.-‘.'-l.‘.‘ . C o .
MODERATOR: - ; Harriet Bernsctein, Acting Director
. ) Eduatignal Staff Seminat -
d ' Institute for Educational Leadership

1001 Connecticut Avenue
Washington, DC 20036 _ - g
202 - 676-5900

PRIME SPONSOR PERSPECTIVE: Carlos Duranm, Opcratiyons Mansger - -
7 _ OCETA

505 Marquette N w.

Lower Lobby

Alburquerque, New Mexico 87103

505 - 766-7204 )

7 : " N ]
. EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVE! ' . Thomas Y. Hobart, Jr., Vice President
. . m . .

80 Wolf Rqad :
! Albany, New York 12205

~

'l! S . .
PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVE: ' Richard W. Arnold

Educational Relations - A, T & T
195 Broadway - HET

? ' ; New York, New York 10007
- o o212 - 393-6331 -
COMMUNIIY:BASED ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE: Charles Bremer; National Director

: i A. Phillip Randolph Educgtion Fund
‘ . 260 Park Avenus South -
New York, New York 10010
212 - 533-2307

Al

YOUTH PERSPECTIVE: ‘ Vanessa Muller
e . 21 N. Ellamont Street
: o : Baltimore, Maryland 21229
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. S5YMPQSITM II.6 ) SYMPOSIUM PANI-:LISTS '
mnmoa:§ E , : - James O' (:on.ncll Chief chislntivc Assistant
. : Office of Senator Javits _
.~ 321 RSOB SN
Washington, DC ' 20510 f
¢y .« 202 - 224-8358 4
. R .
_..  PRIME SPONSOR PERSPECTIVE: & . S Patricia Bambery, CETA Coordifator
: Waghtenaw County Y
} : 4 ' 212 8. Fourth Streat ‘
2nd Floor

-Ann Arbor, Michigan 48108
313 -994-1640

EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVE: . John Crew, Superintendent
' : C . Baltimora City Department of Education
3 East '25th Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21218
301 - 396-6863

@

PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVE: " Robert.Jones, Dirdctor
' . . - ‘Personnel Programs  Services
General Motors Corporation i
3044 West Grand Blvd.
, ; Detroit, Michigan 48202
, 313 - 556-3192

‘.

i

COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE: . Mark Thennes, Exscutive Director
S , _ - National Youth Work Alliance
-2 : . ~ 1346 Connecticut Avenue N.W.
' : Washington, DC 20036
202 - 785-0764

YOUTH PERSPECTIVE:.' I Roland iubia . T
: ' 4811 Gwynn Oak Avenue a o
Baltimore, Maryland 21207
301 - 4&8-4770
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MODERATOR : - Robert Pemn, Vice President P
‘ : . - Opcration{'Managemcnt '
MDRC , | *

3 Park Avenue
New York, New York 10016
212 - 5$32-3200

PRIME SPONSOR PERSPECTIVE: Jud Whyte, CETA DPirector
' . City of Humboldt »

930 6th Street
- Eureka, California 95501

707 - 445-7622°

V

EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVE: Dori% Coaxum '
Charleston County Education Association
123 Meetin Street
Charleston, South Cirolina 29204
803 - 723-9706 '
..

. . . .

'PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVE: : Michael Collins, Assistant to the Dié;ctor
Department of Education
Union of Operating Engineers

1125 Seventeenth Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20236 '
202 -~ 347-~8560 .

. ¢
COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZA?ION PERSPECTIVE: . Jeffrey Newman, Director -
S ' : . National Child Labor Committee
.1501 Broadway
Room 111" '
New York, New York 10016 ™
212 - 840-1801

T

YOUTH PERSPECTIVE: Charles Lightfoot - .
< ' ' 9390 Indian Camp Road S Y
' ' : Columbia, Maryland 21045
1301 - 997-5275
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MODERATOR: v

PRTME SPONSOR PERSPECTIVE:

‘ S\

e - M g

- —
EDUCATIONAL PERSPEGTIVE: . |

A4

o ~ :
* PRIVATE SECTOR/PERSPECTIVE: o

2 .
&
i

COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE:

YOUTH PERSPECTIVE:

AR
“WORKPLACES
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i

-

/ . ‘
Issbel Sawhill, Exacutfive Director
National Commission of Employment Policg
1522 K Streat N.W.

Suite 300 .
Washington, DC = 20005 ~
202 « 725-1543

. : - 4
Leo Turner, Manpower Director
- 0ffice of Employment and Training
222 St. Louis Street
_ Suite 330 _ : r Bt
- Governmental Building . :

Baton Rouge, Louisiana

70801
504 ~ 389-3077 |

Michael Timpane, Acting Dirccfof
National Institute of Educntion

1200 19th Street N.W.

Room 722
Washington, DC 20208

S S
Dorochy hialds Assistant to the Direttor

AFL-CI0 - Departygent of Education
851 16th Street, N.W. :

"Washington, DC 20007
. 202 - 637-5148 - '

t

Jodi Landers, Exacutive Director.

HARBEL

' 5807 Harford Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21214
301 - 426-5650

_ Cauries Adams
", 221 N. Fremont Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21223
301 - 235-0795 or 485-8318
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'y

MODERATOR : '& Trey Coleman, Youth Specialist
_— ' U.S.sConference of Mayors'
. _ ~620 Eye, Street
. - Washington, DC - /
s 202 - 293-7300

T PRIME SPONSOR PERSPECTIVE: o Aaron Turpeau, Manpower P¥nning Director: v —
' - ' L 98 Mitchell Street
- ' Suite #6 , :

. Atlanta, Georgia 30303
o 404 - 658-6117 '

- N

EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVE: Bernard Freitag, Vice President
: ' _ » ‘ National Education Association
' ' . 1201 15th Street N.W.
< | e _ Washington, DC 20036
' 202 -~ 833-4000

* N . .. ' "

" PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVE: . Thomas Chappelear
) e ' , General Motors Acceptance Corporation
ME ' AN : ‘ P.0.. Box 968

Greenville, South Carolina 29602
803 - 269-5239

.

~

COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE: Paula Raposa
’ ' Y . SER/Jobs for Progress
s . National Press Biilding
. ' . & 529 l4th Street, N.W.
Y . Suite #27

4 | | Washington, DY’ 20045
: _ - ) 202 - 638-03 f e .

”

¢

' B .
> YOUTH PERSPECTIVE: | ~_ John Drew
' ' ~ : ' 569 Presstman St.
LN . . - . Baltimore, Maryland 21223
- L B o : 301 - 523-8423 - )

' 3{22— Lo
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MODERAIOR: Susen Grlyson, Staff Director ;
: _ . House Subcommittee 6n Employment Opportunities
‘ - : : ‘ . Room B346a, RHOB . -
: ' Washington, DC 20515
202 =~ 225+1927 '

/ v
, PRIME SPONSOR PERSPECTIVE: . - Steve.Arcslona, Opcrltions Supcrv:l.:or
— U _ ’ . -Qffice = Employment... . e e e
. 1449 Mission Street

San Francisco, California 94103
418 - 334-43S52

. N
EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVE: Richard Dolcy, Assistant S:*tc Suporintqndcnt
: Division of Instruction
P.0. Box 8717
BWL Airport ,
Baltimore, Maryland 21240
301 ~ 796-8300, ext. 510

°* 7

PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVE: . Louis Smerling, Chairman of ‘the Board
) Fisclfer Nut Company :
A : ' 5251 West 73rd Street t
: - Minneapolis, Minnesota 55435
, ! ' _ 612 -~ 831-5844
e
COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE: Ted Watkins, Director

Watts Labor Community Action Committee
' - 11401 South Cantral Avenue
- o Los Angeles, California 90059
' 213 - 564~5901

e

v »

YOUTH PERSPéCTIVE: Teresgsa Ausherman
: : 40 Carroll Street
Westminster, Maryland 21157
301 ~ 8&8—6808
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J .
MODERATOR:

3
i

PRIME SPONSOR PERSPECTIVE:

”~

PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVE:

‘N
fa

~ COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION PERSPECTIVE:

*  YOUTH PERSPECTIVE: . .

\

o - | o 24

=
=

Office of

. -Room South 2220
., 0.8, Department of Labor

.. 300 Constitution Avenue N.W.'

. - Washimgten, DC 20210 .

T 202

. Severn, Maryland

vorldic
WORKPLACES
&CLASSROOMS

A Partnership for the 80's

John Chesgton
Policy Development

13

523~6037

g
!. .~ . -

Raobert McPhcr:on, Professor

LBJ 'School of Public Affairs

Cb-Diractor Ccntcr for tha Study of -
Human’ Resources

107 West’&ﬁ h Street

Austin, Texiks 78712

512. - 471-7891

~"fniroshi Yamashita, President
National School Board Association
1350 Ala Moana Blvd.

......

Apartment 2805
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 4
808 - 548-5809 '

Larry Miller, Training Director
Electrical Industry

2701 West Patapcco Avenue

Suite 215 .

Baltimors, Maryland 21230

301 - 242-1300 B

Anfette Kearney, Natienal Director

-National Council -of Negro Women

Youth Employment Program _
815 Second Avenue
New York, New York

4

212 - 687-6870 X

Ken Bat;s_' ‘ - N

828 Hazel Trail
Crownsville, Maryland 21032

' 301 - 923-3073

Joyce Mason (Alternate)

8351 West Baltimore and Annapolis
21144

301 - 354-2989 °

o
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»

SESSION: III - Youth Initiatives:
: Experience To-Date

- STMPOSIUM: 1III.1 - Entitlement
DESCRIPTION: The Youth Incentive Entitlement Program is the most ambitious
and most catefully analyzed of the YEDPA demonstrations. It tests the
notion that a part time job guarantee will help keep economically dis-
advantaged youth in school. Research findings from both the national
and local perspectives will be presented at this symposium. T
MODERATOR: . Beneta Burt, Assistant Director
Youth Programs, Job Development and Training
Office of the Governor ' '
Providence Capitol Building
200 East Pascagoula Street
Jackson, Mississippi 39205

\ 601 -~ 354-7705 , .
PANELISTS: : -
Linda Harris, Manager : Ernst Stromsdorfer, Vice President
_Research & Evaluation ' '‘ABT Associates
! Mayor's Office of Manpower Rusources 55 Wheeler Street
701 St. Paul Street Cambridge, Massachusetts' 02138 |

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 : 617 - 492-7100
301 - 396-3392 : :

William Koloff, Directot

Youth Incentive Entitlement Program

Detroit Board of Education . :)
453 Myrtle Street ‘

Detroit, Michigan 48201 \

313 -~ 831-1280 :

STARTER QUESTIONS:

- (a) What have been somivof the problams in implementation of this large-

- scale program? ’ . s

'(b) What has been the impact on the school system? Has attendancg and
retention improved? Have young people re-enrolled because of En-

e
titlement? When Will formal research be prepared with definitive 1
answers?
(e¢) 1s Entitlement serving the population it was intended to serve?
: " (d) VWhat led to the trend towards "enrichment" programs and alternative
Q : educatipn for eligible drop-outs? What has been successful?

125

.‘ . | o / ~28~
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY .

SESSION: IIT « Youth Initiatives:
Experience To-Date

SYMPOSIUM: 1III.2 - In-School Exemplary Programs

DESCRIPTION: There are many excellent examples of close coopcratiﬁg between the
education and employment/training systems at the local level. Yquthwork In-
-=- . - - -gorporated is managing a national exemplary program. - This symposium will focus .O0R ...
' both research findings and local program impYementation.

MODERATOR: C. Benjamin Lattimore, Executive Direcggyﬁ
Youthwork , Incorporated
- 805 15th Street, Northwest
: Suite 705 L
Washington, D.C. 20005
202 -~ 347-2900

PANELISTS: _
Fred Monaco, Director ‘ James Webster, Consultant
' Student Placement Programs Summer On the Move Program
635 Ridge Avenue Kaiser Aluminum & Allied Chemical
Q Pittsburg, Pennsylvania 14212 300 Lakeside Drive . '

412 - 321-4934 Oakland, California 94643
) . 415 - 271-3300
- Richard.Spees, Vice President _
airs - Western Region "+ Phillip Yourish, Program Director

Public
Kaiser Aluminum & Allied Chemical Independence High School
300 Lakeside Drive - . 179 Van Buren Street

+ Oakland,‘California 94643 ' Newark, New Jersey 07105

415 - 271-3300 . | 201 - 589-8827

STARTER QUESTIONS:

»

(a) What are some of the exemplary in-school programs funded by Youthwark
and what are the program components that contribute to their success?
. . .

{b) What institutional innovations have occurred as a result of the CETA/LEA

relationship? .
(c) What is the potential for institutiohalizing model programs and replicating
then in other communities? - . e o
Q | 1 4 +
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY

SESSION: III - Youth Initiatives:
' : Experience Tq-Date

SYMPOSIUM: III.3 - Private Sector Linkages

DESCRIPTION: This symposium will feature descriptions and analvaii of local
programs which have successfully involved the private lcctor, and/or
1lbor unions in-training youth for employment. -~ - - - R —

o~

MODERATOR: Graham Finney, President
CPPV
1726 Cherry Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 91903
215 - 564-4815 -

pMs

Robert Feagles, Senior Vice President Millicent Woods, Assocjate Director

Personnel Administration Economic Security, Education & Manpower
Travelers Insurance Company . United States Chamber of Commerce
: -One Tower Square 1615 H Street, Northwest
Q Hartford, Connecticut 06115 Wasnington, D.C. 20062
' ‘ 203 - 277-4619 202 - 659-6107

Rudy Leonardi, Director

New Enterprises

Open Boad _

155 9th Street .
San Francisco, California 94103 : -

415 - 956-1579

STARTER QUESTIONS:

(a) Under what terms and conditions are both large and small privatc Y
. sector employers most likely to hire disadvantaged youth?

(b) What can government do to improve the access of youth to private sector
! emp loyment? .

(e) Wh;t are the key linkages between private employers and educational and.
training programs in the employment of disadvantaged youth? ' 9 .

(d} . Where is the market for young people in the private sector?

. 3




. o U | /30
-0 - EEIOE caskéoms

' .' _ . . A Partnership for the 80's
SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY : , ~
\\\N SESSION: II1 - Youth Initiatives:
Experiegce To-Date ‘\
SYMPOSPUM: IIl.4 - Residential Approaches . _ ‘,; )

DESCRIPTION: There are advantages to providing "comprehensive services" to youth
in a residential setting. Job Corps provides a range of assistance designed to
increasa the future employability of youth. The program includes basic education,
vocatiohal training, counseling, health care, food, housing &nd clothing. The ~
‘Young Adult Conservation Corps also has a residential component. A panel of °
reprasentatives from both programs wi!l discuss the benefits of the residential
approach.

MODERATOR:  Kit Cartwright, Director

' . Los Angeles Job Corps Center _
1106 South Broadway ' -
Los Angeles, California 90015 '
213 ~ 748-0135

. PANELISTS: ' _ ' .
David Carrsco, Director . " Jerry Oettle, Director
Q El Pagso Job Corps Center Breckinridge Job Corps Center
306 North Mesa . Morganfield, Kentucky 42437
El Pasq, Texas 79901 © 502 - 3892419 Y
915 -~ 542-1663 ' ' ' - - )
. - : _‘\
Margaret Murphy, Director L.

San Pedro Center .
California Conservati%n Corps
Post Office Box 534-

San Pedro, California 90733
213 -~ 831-0185

'How is a residentfal experience different from a community based
-experience? Ts this sutting more effective for changing perforumnce
gnd attitude? :

14

(b) What alternative qducational curricuIa are provided in residential

~N

programs? v
' e (c) H¢w do Job Corps and the YACC programs differ in what is offered to ,
| Q disadvantaged youth? | .
1\ . / | . ) .

. . i V; ‘ ' . .::!, .. .
ORI A oy eric . \ ) . . o
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SESSION:

. , .
IIT - Youth Indtiatives: '
" Experience To-Date

SYMPOSIUM: III.S ~ Career Education and ExporicntiallLoarnipg

DESCRIPTION: A variety of efforts tq infuse career awareness into the total
~education program have been attemptad, many sponsored by the faderal govern-
ment. The Experience~Based Career Education Program is one of the most succéss~-
e - ful federal educstion demonstrations. . Career -education and Experience-Based - -
Career Education representatives from the federal and local levels will discuss
the adggtations schools have made to incorporate career aducation into the schodl

curric Lum.
MODERATOR: Kenneth Hoyt, Director - J
Office of Career Education

Seventh and D Streets, Southwcst &
Room - 3100

Regional Office Building #3

Washington, D.C. 20202 ' .

202 - 245-2284
PANELISTS‘

‘Walter Davis, Dircctor of Education

AFL/CIO | .

| Rayma Page, Chairman

Lee County District School Board
2055 Centrul Avenue

312 - 864-2040

STARTER QUESTIONS'

(e) How can youth employment be approached as a total community problem - -

Fort Myers; Florida 33901

815 - 1l6th Street, Northwest
Was gton, D.C. 20006
) 813 - 936-1524

202(~ .637-5000

Baa Forrest ' 7 Robert Wise, Assistant Director
Women's American ORT Education, Home, Community
1100 Sheridan Road and Work Program
Evanston, Illinois 60602 National Institute of Education
‘ ' : 1200 - Pourtocnth Street, Northwest
\ . thhington, D.C.
' ' 202 -~ 245-5706

%’:q;.' L]

(a) How can institutions adapt to better prepare youth towards career

objectives? g
i X . ! 7

(b) how should commmity organizaticons and priyate employers interact and
work with the employment and training and the educational system in

promioting career education?

i.e., something beyond simply the CETA/Education 'connection'?

S . . . -
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY

SESSION: III -~ Youth Inziiitivet: | ¢ ; ' .
Experience To-Date . : (.

SYMPOSTUM: TIII.6 - Vocational Educ‘fion

DESCRIPTION: HEW's largest contribution to the school=to-work transition is through
the Vocational ‘Education Act. Traditionally seen as more rural and suburban
oriented, vocational education is now putting more emphasis on serving the dis-

T advantaged and handicapped. ' This symposium will focns on the role of Voeational

Education in helping prepare youth for jobs. : ~
7 MODER%TOR: Dan Dunham, Deputy Commissioner
; Occupational and Adult Educntion ~T

Seventh and D Streats -y
Washington, D.C. 20202 .
202 - 245~8166 0

PANELISTS: . ' .
Cene Bottoms, Executive Director '
American Vocational Education Association -
2020 North Fourteenth Street
"Arlington, .Virginia 22201
Q 202 - 624-5845 :

Phyllis McClure, Director George Quarles, Chief Administratorx
Vocatinal Education Project : "~  Centgr for Career and Occupaticnal
- NAACP : ) Edcation

Legal Defense and Educational Fund - _ New York City Board of Education .
" 802 Fifteenth Street, Northwest 110 Livingston Stteest .
Weshington, D.C. 20005 ~ Brooklyn, New York 11201

202 - 638-3278 ‘ 212 - 522-5122 '

STARIER QUESTIONS‘ '

(ai Occupational skills training who should do it, in what se:ting; and at
what stage of a young person's education? What has our’ expcricncc in the .
- public school setting taught: us about this issue?

T (b)  Some studies have citcd vocational education's ‘d4fficulties with access
for low-income, minority and handicapped youth. Is this a fair assessment?
Wh:f changas can be o:pected?

* (¢) . What new directions are seen for vocational education, in the next decade?
What directions should it take? What legislative or structural changes
will be necessary? -

- _ : L ) | .
Q -
. 'i. . .

o SR l. _-mf 13
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. . \
SYMPOSTUM SUMMARY '

_SESSTION: III - Youth Initiatives:
Experience To-Date

SYMPOSTUM: III.7 - Community-Based Organization Programs

L : )
DESCRIPTION: The focus of this symposium will be on community-based organizations
.which train youth for employment in conjunction with local schools. Model
programs, sponsorcd by CBO's, will be featured.

MODERATOR: Edith Phclpc, National, Exccutivo Director N .
- ¢ Girls' Clubs of America
133 East 62nd Street = - . ' -
New York, New York 10021 '

212 - 689-3700 °
PANELISTS!

Chris Bogden, Executive Director " Robert Jackson, Program Manager
COIL, PREP : 0IC Career Intern Program

1535 West Baltimore Street _ 100 West Coulter Strest .
Baltimore, Maryland 21223 _ Philadelphia, Pentnsylvania 19144
301 - 233-3300 8 215 -~ 849-~3010

STARTER QUESTIONS: - '

(a) Is thers a special role for comunity based organizations? What
particular skills, insights, or contacts do CBO's bring to the problems
of education and job preparation? . .

4

(P) . Are there especially successful models of CBO collaboration with schodls?
With local CETA systems?

(¢)> How should CBO's be integrated intd the partnership of "Workplaces and
Classrooms'? On a local level, how is this done? As a matter of federal

policy, how should 1t be treated?

(d) What other roles do CBO'd\zfrform in addition to service deliverers?
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\ SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY . | L

SESSION: III - Youth Initiatives:
Experience To-Date

SYMPOSTIUM: '111.8'- Alternative Education . . -

DESCRIPTION' This cymposium will focus on the role alternative education prograus
play in bridging the gap between thc classroom and the workplace. )

MODERATOR: _ lnck Wucs:, Coordinator
Alternative Schools Network )
1105 West Lawrence - Room 210 . . 4
Chicago, Illinois 60640 :
312 ~ 728-4030 -

v
]

PANELISTS: _ Al McMahi1l
' . Elaine Gelinas, Director - . Deputy Director of Education
Summer Street Triple E Program Employment and Economic Policey
c/6 EDCO . Administration -

Brookline, Maasnchusetts 02146 ‘ . 15 Beacon Street -

- 617 - 738-5600 T : Boston, Massachusetts 02108

. . . . 617 - 725-3570 .

‘ Q Ir&g Eamcr, Headmaster T ‘ - ' ‘

Park Heights Street Academy

3901 Park Heights Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21215 / , _ _ .
301 - 367-34&6 ‘ o Ey

-

STARTER QUESTIONS:
* 7/ ¢
(a) Should tharc be alternatives within the existing public school system,
- or aiternativcs to the public schools, or both?

. (b) Which youth are best served by alternative educatién?_
(e) What are the program components that contribute to ‘the success of

alternative education programs and how can they be "adapted to meet the
~ needs of other communities?

-

q}
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SYMPOSTUM SUMMARY

* SESSION:  IIT - Youth Initiatives:
Experience To-Date

SYMPOSIUM: 1III.9 - Statewide Coordination Programs

* DESCRIPTION: States are in the position to fecilitate coordinaticn betweep the N
.employment and the education community at the state and local levels. Examples
of successful state initiated coordination efforts will be dilcussed.

MODERATOR: Joan Wills, Director - EVIP
National Governors' Association
444 North Capitol Street

» Second Floor
Washington, D.C. 20001 . .
202 - 62&—5355 _ : ‘
PANELISTS: .
- Joleen Durken, Supervisor ' . : )
. CETA Education Linkage Unit - Joycs Walker, Youth Coordinater
. Department of Education Department of Economic Security
Q ' 550 Cedar Street : 690 American Center Building
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 150 East Kellogg Boulevard
612 -~ 396-9261 - : St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

. 612 ~ 296~5358
Deborah Neff. Special Assistant for Manpower Services

Office of Governor DuPont . - N
Street Office Building .

820 French Street ' ‘ o o .
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 . )
320 - 571-3210

STARTER QUESTIONS:

(a) What standards should be used by states to determine "guidelines
\ for academic credit? -

. / .‘

\ :(b)  What mechanisms should be used for awarding' credit for occupational
"skill training? . . : .

~

(e) .'How can - states be helpful to a local CETA Prime Sponsor in‘the development
© ' of alternative education programs for high school dropouts? .

-(d)  Does CETA income tnrgeting inhibit coordination between schools and CETA? \ |
-+ What is the role of ‘the state? . : . K - '
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY ° , | ' ' : Y

'SESSION:  III: - Youth Initiatives:
Experiencé To-Date .

_SYMPOSIUM: III.10-The Role of Post-Secondary Institutions

N
M -

"« DESCRIPTION: This symposium will examine the role played hisctorically by ' S
post-secondary institutions, especially compunity colleges and Black
colleges. Knowlodge gained from the Fund for. the Improvement of Post-
Secondary Education's Youth Employment c petition will also be shared. -

MODERATOR: Joanne McDonald, Program Officer
' Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Education
400 Maryland Avenue, Southwest
Washington, D.C. 20202
202 - 245-8710

PANELISTS
* Torrey Stroud, Coordinator
Peer Influence Project
Lenoir Community College
P.0. Box 188 :
Kinston, North Carolina 28501 ' : o
919 - 527-6223 : o o

Arthur Thomas, Vice President

Academic Affairs

Central State University - : , .
Wilberforce, Ohio 45384 , o o .
513 - 376-6431 - : o .

STARTER QUESTIONS: ' . _'
(a) -Pr;sent Youth Employment and Training (YETP) regulations mandate that 23
; per cent of the funds be spent under "LEA Agreements." Should a similar

mandate exist for post-secondary institutions?

(b)  How does -the declining enrollment issue faced by most-secondary institutions
influence the potentia role of community and four year colleges?

{(c) 1Is there a role in basic educqtion for post—secondary institutions? If 80,
whom should they serve and with what‘kinds of programs?

. . .
« s " ’
h . < - R
. il { .
N . . - '
. . L . N
i 3 ' v :

1,3é;~ {I  o . 1. | _ . l' \\ v
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SESSION: III ~ Youth Initiatives: , .
Experience To-Date : : " . e

SYMPOSTUM: fiII 11 -.Community Collaborative Councils

DESCRIPTION: Thc maximum benefit from existing rcsourcea results from
collaborative planning and program operations at ‘the local level,

¥ joining schools, the employment and training system, the private
e sector, unions and others. - Many of these councils existed before
the Youth Employment Demonstration Projects Act and their numbers
have cxpnndcd using Youth Employment Demonstration Projects Act re-
sources. This symposium will share the experience to date with such
councils.

© MODERATOR: Richard Ungerer, Director _
Work Education Consortium Project
National Manpower Institute - ' -
1211 Connecticut Avenue.
Suite.301
> Washington, D.C. 20036
- 202 - 466~4430

o : / o 7
PANELISTS: . | R | o

415 ~ 697-4311

Henry Weiss, Executive Vice President Ani Ross, Diractor
" Industry Education Council of California Lexington Education Work Council
1575 014 Bayshore Highway . ' 701 East Main Street
: Suite 202 - Lexington, Keftucky 40502 °
- ‘Burlingame, California 94010 - ., - 606 - 252-1245

‘Robert Robinson, Executive Vice President
Negro Trade Union Leadership Council '
-.2825 N. Broad Strest

_ Philadelphia, Pennaylvania 19132

: 215 - 627-6953

L3

STARTER QUESTIONS:

. (a) How have local level councils develoged’ What different forms.and
- roles have they -assimed? . . 0

(b)" How can councils go beyond "planning and maximize the benefit of
local resources?

. (¢)  What role should private employers play in such councils? What are -
_— . 7 some models of private sector involvement which have proven success-
o ‘" ful? What is the relationship betweeh the council and the newly
Q formed Private Induttry Council? r . :

(d)  Vhat has been the experience in gaining real commitment from school
aystems and trade unions? :

ERIC o 13
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o STMPOSTOM SUMMARX - L
. »
' - SESSION: IV < Youth Initintivcs' Putting What We Know into Practice

SYMPOSIUM Iv. 1 - Benafit®# of Coordinatcd ‘Planning. .
DESCRIPTION: Through a panel discussion, CEIA Prime Sponsors and LEA
. representatives from two cities will ‘describe the multiple benefits .
~of coordinated planning at the local level. :

_ MODERATOR: Richard Thorpe, Dircctor -
) ' City of St. Paul Manpower Programs™
333 Sibley Street - ' »
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 -
. 612 - 298-4904 ‘
PANELISTS‘

John Gist, De uty Supcrintendent Ron Finnegan, Director
. Baltimore Public Schools | @ Center for Youth Employmcnt
. - -3 East 25th Street | - _ and Training
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 S . "St. Paul Public Schools

“ : 301 ~ 396-6800 . ' 8t. Pgul, Minnesota
. q&z -.222-1234
Robert Ivry, Director

Q' .YouthJServices -

. Mayor's Office of Manpower Resources
e Baltimore, Maryland 21202
- 301. - 396-3392

SIARIER QUESTIONS: o : Lo

(a) What local political atructures facilitate cmploymant and training.
: and school system coordinatiod? What kinds of local leadership
are ruquired? B | . -

" (b) What are the benefits of joint planning? What are thn risks and - .
. the. costs? , o . . 5

(e) Is there potential for lcngtterm cooparation and reform where

' needed? Is there an Opportunity for institutional change on.
both gides? _ .

+ . ' \

, _ s : . ' ‘ '_ _ . ‘
o _ 7“ o . E ~_
3 . . . . N
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY

SESSION: IS -  Youth Initiatives: Putting What We Know into Practice
SYMPOSTUM: IV.2 ~ Experience in Attcmptiné Educational Rnfqrm

DESCRIPTION: The purpose of the -symposium will be to review what has been

. learnad from 15 years of experience with federally initiated changes

. through education. This symposium will focus on HEW sponsoxed research, :
_ ingluding Title.I, Title III/IVC, the Experimental Schools Program, and .

)

Part D of the V%'it;onal Education Act,

MODERATOR: Robert Schwartz, Assistant Director
i Program on Law and Public Management
National Institute of Education. - Stop #19
. Washington, D.C. 20208
- 202 - 254-7095

meﬁ;\ | . ., : - |
+ Edward Meade, Program Officer William Hall, Superintendent
Ford Foundation - 3 ' New Brunswick Public School
320 East 43rd Street ' 24 Bayard Street
" New York, New York 10017 ‘ ' New Brunswick, New Jersey 08901
212 - 573-5000 . 201 - 745-5203
STARTER QUESTIONS: | - - L g ..

(a) Have the federal dollars intended to change schools reaped lasting
benefits? ' '

(b) What are the characteristics of reform efforts that have worked,
and how can success be measured? -

" (¢) What are the effects of déclining enrollments on effortk to rgform
secondary schools? : S

(d) What do we know about educational change at the local level? 1

*
. . , .
L r
B
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY ? |
SESSIONE v - !quEErInitiativas: Putting What We Know into Practice
SYMPOSIUM' IV.3 ~ The Job Corps Experience . .

DESCRIPTIGN This symposium will feature a review of 15 years of ex-
paricnce with the Job Corps; its avolution and changing goals.

MODERATOR: ‘ Barry Argeanto, Project Director
Educational Improvamant Effort
Team Associates - ' - '
. 1625 1 Street, N.W, Stuite 510 ' -
" Washington, D.C. 20006 : :
202 ~ 785-4966 - .

PANELISTS: v & | o
James Daniels, Director Al Androlewicz
- Mississippt Job Corps Center Manager, Education Program
. Post Office Box 817 L - RCA Service Company
Crystal Spring, Mississippi\\,9059 Education Service
601 - 892-3348 . Building 202-1 )

' ' Canden, New Jersey 08101
_ Charles Mallar, Deputy Dirsctor - Rasearch 609 -~ 338-5627
Q Mathematica Policy Regsearch Tncorporat:ad _
Post 0ffice Box 2393
Princeton, New Jersey 08540
609 - 799-2600

STARTER QUESTIONS:

(a) Has Job Corps been a success? What measures have been used to
evaluate it? Is it -cost affactivc? :

- (b) After fifteen years, what has Job Corps’ adaptation over time
taught us about conditiona required for successful innovations?

(c) What has been laarnad about basic edq’htion for Jomeorps enrollees?

. (d) What should be the role of residential training ltratagics in the
spectrum of program options? Should there be more? Fawer?
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SYMPOSTUM SUMMARY: //;A}
SESSION: IV - Youth Initiatives: Putting What We RKnow into Practice .
SYMPOSfUM: V.4 - Young People Doing It Ih.mnclvcs

DESCRIPTION: The purpose of this symposium 1s to learn about
. guccessful approaches for having active involvement of youth in
- planning, sdministering, and ‘evaluating their own programs. Youth *
will play a major role in this symposium. ¢

MODERATOR? ~~Mary Conway Kohler, Chairman of the Board - - ‘
: National Commission on Resources for Youth
26 West 44th Street’ ‘
New York, New York 10036
212 -~ 840-2846 -

PANELISTS:
Pdtef_Kleinbaird, ﬁxccutive Director ‘Pedro Ramos -
National Commission orn Resources for Youth Project CUAND?
36 West -44th Street _— 9 Second Avenue #30
' New York, New York 10036 : _ New York, New York 10003
. 212 - 840-2844 R , .
' Sean Hughes :
~ Janice Priest ] : :
_ RAP Room | . Westport Youth Adult Council

36 Rosemont Boulevard 22 Vani Court

Whiteplains, New York 10607 , _gggtgoggé_ggggacticnt 26880 ’
914 - 949-1082 |

-

STARTER QUESTIONS:

(a) Do you perceive the same problems that adults perceive? Can tHey offer
perspectives which contribute to policy-making?

(b) How can youth producCivc;y'ﬁarticipate in planning programs for them- -
selves? In carrying them out and evaluating them? Have we made
participation hard or easy? What should we change?
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STMBOSTUM SUMMARY

SESSTON: ° IV - Youth Initiatives: Putting What We Know into Pracrice
SYMEOSIUM: IV.S - Linking Economic Development & Youth Programs

DESCRIPTION: In ths long run, successful lchool-to~work transition will
be dependent, in part, on the economic development of local commumities.
This symposium will focus on how toordinated efforts by schools, the
employment and training system, economic policy makers and the privatc
- sector can centributc to- community revitalization. ... .. . . e nmnﬁkrm

. MODERATOR: Valerie Pope Ludlum, President
‘ San Bernadino Westside Commumity
Development Corporation
1736 West Highland Avenue
San Bernadino, California 92411
714 - 887-2546 |

PANéLISTS:
Ted Small, President o
. Private Industry Council ‘ ’
' Room 1634 '
Q . 120 Broadway )
New York, New York 10005 \ : . : y,
212 - 233-8600 . v - .

Tom Rodcnbéagh, Associate Director ,
Corporation for Youth Enterprises h -

825 K Street, N.W., Suite 215 .t
Washington, D.C., 20006 . - :

202 - 466-7890 ~ = | )

STARIER QUES TIONS:
(a) What is the relationship bétween the employmcnt of disadvantaggd

and local economic development? 1Is this different from or
L related to the general national economic well—being?

I (b) What is the particular role for the newly-formed private industry
: c°uncils? For local commumity development corporations? For other
community-based orgenizations? ~
. ( ¢ [ ]
(c) How can national policy be changed to encourage locdl economic ‘
~* development? How does inflation and the public cost-cutting mood .

_affect local attempts to link education and training to local
X _ ., economic development efforts? N .

o 14
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY . . | o

SESSION: IV » Youth Inftiatives: Putting What We Know into Practice -
SYMPOSIUM: ;IV.6 - Attempting Local Reform with Federal Money
DESCRIPTION: The City of Syracuse will be used as a case study on how

" federal funds from a variety of funding sources can be consolidated .
to achieve local reform.

MODERATOR: - - Ann ‘Michel, Consultant to Syracuse Research Corporation o
Merrill Lane ' . ' ) -
Syracuse, New York 13210 '
315 - 425-5100 T
PANELISTS:
Vince Cama, Director

Office of Federal & State Coordinatfon .
225 City Hall . .
Syracuse, New York 12302

315 ~ 473-5690

~Alice King, Director of Operations
" Office of State & Federal Aid
City Hall .
Syracuse, New York 13202
315 - 473-5690

Lionel Meno, Superintendent
Syracuse School District .-
409 West Genaesse Street -
Syracuse, New York- 13202 -

315 - 425-4164 .

STARTER QUESTIONS: ' K

~ (a) How does durrent federal policy help or hinder coordination? ™

(b) Do curéent_fnderal policies, J&lcs;lgnéuguidclincs help or hinder
orchestration of funds from the various federal sources to meet
local .priorities? s '

(¢) Local programming requires some degree of flexibility to invent and
test new progrnm-idcas. How do¢3\p01§cy and federal administrative
practice affect the ability of local organizations to axperiment?

L3

&

" (d) In many local settings existing institutions are slow to respond to
o zouth employment. problems, and an effective fesponse requires tlte
es tablishment of new institutions. - How does federal policy help or
hinder the creation of new institutigns?’ .

142
¢ L S

e, .
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SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY : | y

SESSION: =~ IV -  Youth Initiatives: Putting What we Know into Practivae

SYMPOSIUM: 1IV.7 - Future Directions for Alternative Education

X

'DESCRIPTION: This synposium will focus on future directions in the

alternative education movement that continue to bridge the gap
between the classrooms and the workplace.

- MODERATOR; - Richard Graham, Consultant to ths Field Foundatiom

3264 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
202 - 337-0717

PANELISTS:
James Lytle, Director
The *‘Parkway School
13th and Spring Garden
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19100
215 - 627-3266 )

"Tina Reyes, Executive Director

Educational Advancement. for Mexican Americans
3702% N. Main

Houston, Texas 77709

713 - 869-3379

. Adria Steinberg, Academic Coordinator
' The Group School

345 Pranklin Street :
Canmbridge, Massachusetts 02139

617 - 491-4884 :

'(a) What are the characteristics of alternatives which are working
including size, facilities, staff, political support?

. (b) How will other issues currpntly faced by public education affect
: the potential growth of alternatives?

(c) What ought to be the long-term mission of alternative education

programs? Reform of the "mainstream" public system? Permanent
service to particular populations? : :

e

4y

=13



27 g
R X =4O iyt

. ! A Partnership for the 80’s

®

{ ( ' .
SYMPOSIUM SUMMARY N RS :

SESSION: Iv </ . Youth Initiatives: Putting What We know into Practice

-

SYMPOSIUM: 1IV.8 - The Change in Policy Toward Handicapped Youth  °

DESCRIPTION: The purposa of the symposium will be to broaden awareness of/
the functions that entitle handicapped youth (brondly defined as in
P.L. 94-142) “to Qducntion lnd trnininga >

MODERATOR: Lisa Walkcr, Dir.c:or
Project for the Handicapped
Institute for Educational Leadership _
1001 Connecticut Avenue ¢
Washington, D.C. 20036 _ :
202 - 676-5910 - - ’

PANELISTS:
Dorothy Coleman, Coordinator _
Levels S and 6 ~
Division for Exceptional Children :
2300 North Charles Street - Room 409 ®
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 :
. 301 ~ 396-6127 '

Judy Heumann, Deputy Director _ : o~
Center for Independent Living ¢ '
- 2539 Telegyaph Avenue . -

Berkeley, California 94704

415 - 841—3900

STARTER QU'ESTIONS :

(g) What are the new laws entitling "handicapped" youth to training
and how are thez being implemented?

(b) How can the work disincentives in current benefit programs be *
overcome? §.

(¢) What are the'pre—requisités to job training needed by handicapped
youth? .

(d) How can the programs operated by rehabilitatiom, education, and the
CETA systems be coordinated at the local level? .

N
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SYMPOSTUM SUMMARY -

SESSION: IV - Youth Initiatives: Putting What We Know into Practice
SYMPOSIUM: 1IV.9 ~ Facilitating Change Under YEDPA

DESCK%PTION: Using the CETA/LEA experience as the example, this symposium:
. will focus on factors that facilitate and impede institutional change. '

MODERATOR: Gregory Wurzburg, Executive Director
National Council on Employment Policy - '
\ i 2000 K Strest, N.W. - : Co e —

Washington, D.C. 20006
202 - 833-2532

PANELIST: . ' A
Bonnie Snedeker, Research Consultant ' - -
9801 N,E. Murden Cove Dr.
Bainbridge Island, Washington 98110
206 - 842-7523

STARTER QUESTIONS:

(a) Under what conditions do CETA prime sponsors and LEA need
. to work together (in serving which youth and providing which
services)?
N . )
' (b) What factors encourage cooperation between CETA prime sponsors
and LEA's, and what factors discourage it?

\\_,_V/\

(¢) 1If CETA/LEA cooperation is desirable, how should the Federal
Govermment foster it in areas where there is littlc history
of prior cooperation?

.\Q-

‘;




! 5 : ’

S 4
¢ = O gyt

N . A Partnership for the 80’s

SYMPOSTIUM SUMMARY

SESSTION: IV - Youth Initiatives: Putting What We Know into Practice

{4

SYMPOSIUM: IV.10 -Comprehensive Youth Planning under CETA

DESCRIPTION: Ten prime sponsors are planning for a comprshensive approach
..to CETA youth programs. The objective of this workshop will be to
learn of the reascning which went into the development of this approach,
| and progress to date.
MODERATOR: ‘Evelyn Ganzglass, Education Specialist
Office of Youth Programs
Department of Labor.
601 D Street, N.W.
Washingten, D.C. 20213 : _
202 - 377-6277 /f‘””

PANELISTS: |
Gerri Fiala, Senior Manager
‘Technical Assistance and Training Corporation
1055 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20007
202 - 2239175 . ~
Kristine Tomesch, Senior Planner
Morris County Employment & Training Administration
3 Schuyler Place
Morristown, New Jersey 07960 _
201 - 285-2762 !

STARTER QUESTIONS:

(a) How can current youth cmplo&mént programs be :structured to'permit
more flexibility in local planning for youth employment and training
programs on a consolidated year-round multi-year basis?

(b) How can the employability development of youth be tracked and how can
. services be more effectively structured to meet the needs of individual
youth? . .
(c) How can program quality be enhanced through the use of more appropriate
" . gtandards for the measurement of program performance in your programs?
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MASTER SCHEDULE OF PROGRAM SITE TOURS

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 27th

10:30 to 12 noon

Guide: Bruce Ginn

1 2 3 4

Baltimore PREP EDCE.CLUSTER " LAWRENCE | ~Maerganthaler e
’ : - (classroom) PAQUIN SCH. Vocational-Technical

' ' B High School
PLATO/LEARNING EBCE WORKSITE CHILD CARE
CENTER ‘ - TRAINING |

Guide: Avon Bellamy  Guide Hamy Bosk Guide: Meg Klute Guide: Robert ). Phelon
3:30t0 5:00pm

5 6 7 S 8 . _
Entitement School #33 Francis Woods PLATO/LEARNING
Orientation ' School and CENTER :
Self-Directed = ~ Worksite COIL PREP _ >
Placement ' _ )

Guide: Wayne Stokes Guide: Tim Derts -Gulde: Yveite Guide: RobinGraves

B - Larkin-Johnson -

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 28th

10:30 to 12 noon .

1 ' 2 3 _ 4

Parent Infant Center  EBCE CLASSROOM Middle College ~ Merganthaler _
Harbor City Cluster EDCE WORKSITE David Edwards - Yocational-Technical

| _ | High School

Guide: Tim Detts Guide: Harry Bosk Gulde: Frank Deluca Guide: Robert ). Phelan
3:30 o 5:00 pm )

YACC Waverly

YCCIP
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@ site Tour Descriptions - | |

Each of the tours described below is limited to ten persons, on a first-come, first-served basis. A tour gylde
will accompany sach group to provide information and answer questions. Mini-buses will depart fr&%hhe ;oL
Sharp Street_entrance of the Baitimore Convention Center and return to the same location. Please make ‘
allowances for slight variations in the exact time of return.

Tour T | Thursday, September27 10:30amto 12 noon

This.tour package showcases two different abp__roaches to basic literacy training for drop-outs who read °
below a Sth grade level. . _

Baltimore PREP is designed to provide aged 16-19 ysar old drop-outs with individual and small group in-
strugtion combined with work experience. The academic program is geared toward raising a youth's reading
abilitias to tha functional literacy level. Student involvement in all aspects of the program is particularly
unique, as is the group meeting approach to self-discipline and problem-solving. -

Adult Learning Centar, a joint venture of the Baltimore CETA prime sponsor and the Commercial Crédit .

Company, upgrades basic math, reading and language skills through computer-based, individualized learn-

ing (known as PLATQ). Over 70 Youth Incentive Entitlement Program (CETA) youth, all former drop-outs

reading bélow the 5th grade level have been assigned to the center as an alternative to returning to a
. traditional classroom. . .

Tour T. Il Thursday. Septen"\b'er27. 10:30 am to 12 noon

¢ P

This tour 'package highlights a unique approach to education, in which the workplace becomes the class-
room. ’ '

Experience Based Career Education (EBCE). This project is one of § clusters established under the Harbor
City Learning program. EBCE permits 16-20 year old YETP eligible youth who demonstrate a strong interest
in independent study to explore occupations in any public or private sector vocational area which interests
them. Learning coordinators help the student design individual study plans which enable him to earn
academic credit for both classroom and job site experiences. This tdur will include a visit to an EBCE works-

site and classroom. . .
<

Tour T Il Thursday. Septemiber 27  10:30'am to 12 noon

Teenage pregnancy and parenthbod can severely limit educafional and en"loyme{lt opportunities for youth. This
tour focuses oh 2 programs that address these special needs. - )

-

jLawrence Pacquin School This public school facility is geared exclusively to teonégo mothers, and stresses
‘ parenting education and child development along with the standard academic subjects. The school also operates
" its own Parent-Infant Center to provide daycare for the children of its students. _ _

]’ Family Daycare Training—As part of a recent enrichment grant to the Youth Entitlement Prograng the local CETA
| prime sponsor is now training people to become in-home, daycare providers. These providers in turn be con-
/" tracted by the local Social Services agency to provide daycare services to the children of Entitlement enrollees.

Tour T IV Thursday. September 27 10:30 amto 12 noon ' "

This tour showcases one of Baltimore's largest, comprehensive vocational high schools.

Visitors to Me}gbn‘thaler Vocational-Technical High School will have an opportunity to observe and talk with youth
working in a variety of vocational areas, including commercial baking, electrical construction and repair, welding,
and package line mechanics. Also included is a visit to a survival skills class, a unique feature of Merganthaler's
curriculum. '

-

{
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Tour TV Thursdoy. Septemucr 27 3:30pmto 5:00 pm

This tour peckége gives the visitor a glimpse ot 2 very essential program activities—orientation and trans#jon.

"Youth Incentive Entitlement Orientation—Betore beginning their work assignments, Entitlement enrollees first

attend a speécial orientation session designed to motivate youth to succeed. and to aoquamt them wrth per-
formance expectations (both academic and empioyment).

Self Directed Placement—This concept, initiated in San Diego, was developed to teach jobseekers how to find
employment on their own. The emphasis is on both job-finding techniques.and confidence building. Videotaped
interviews and telephone solicitation are also important mgredients in this intensive, 4 week workshop

Tour T Vi Thursday. September 27 3:30 pmto 5: 00 pm -

This tour is for aficionados of the visual and performmg arts,

| -
School 33—7This formerly abandoned elementary school has been reclaimed asa community arts center, housing
studio space for local artists. In addition, School 33 serves as a gallery for local artists, and a site for art classes,
exhibits, and demonstrations. The building was renovated with the aid of CETA-funded Public Service Employees

" and contmu?s to utilize PSE staff. Participants in the Arts Expansion program will also be on hand to demonstrate

their talents, ( These young people are studying drawmg graphics, music, dance, and drama.

Tour T Vi Thursday, September 27 3:30to 5:00 pm

This tour features a vocational school for high schoot students who have experrenced academic difficulties.

Frances M. Wood School offers vocational and academic training for 200 former drop-outs and 150 in-school
youth who read below a 5th grade level. All 200 former drop-outs returned to this school as part of their enroliment
in the Youth Incentive Entitiement Program.

A

Tour T VII Thursday, Septe%\ber-ﬂ 3:30 to 5:00 pm

—_— N . —

Repeatﬂef Tour T | visit, focusing an basic literacy training programs for drop-outs reading below 5th'grade level.-

COIL PREP
Adult Leaming Center

Tour F | Friday. September 28 iO:GO amto 12noon - | .

This tour concentrates on the Harbor City L.earning alternative education concept, which aids former drop-outs by
giving them the opportunity to exp|ore a variety of vocatnona! options while comp!etmg therr high school
education.

Harbor C/ty Learning Operated jointly by Baltimore City Schools and CETA prime sponsor, Harbor City Learning
has ‘been nationally recognized for establishing an educational curriculum that has ‘holding power for *“hqemer
drop-outs. Students, ages 14 to 19, can enroll in one of 6 clusters to receive paid work experience while"

7

ploring a potential career option. Two weeks of work are alternated with 2 weeks in the alternative educatroﬁ&‘

8

classroom. where the academic studies are directly related to their jab experiences. : ST
Parent-Infant Center—Initiated in response to the high incidence of parenthood among former drop-outs en-

rolled in Harbor City Learning, the Parent-Infant Center goes beyond just providing daycare services to HCL
students. Parenting education classes are also included so that students can learn effective child-rearing

. techniques.

Tour F Il Friday, September 28  10:30 am to 12 hoon

Repeat of Tour T i, hrghhghtmg the Experience Based Career Educatuon cluster of Harbor City Learning. where
students pursue mdependent study on the job. - A

<
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Tour F Il Friday, September 28  10:30 am to 12 Aoon

The CETA-funded Youth incentive Entitiement Pfogram in Baltimore is one of 7 such projects in the country..lt is
an experimental ressarch concept iv which jobs are guarantesd to 16-19 year old disadvantaged youth it they
remain in school ar return to school. This tour focuses on an Entitlement (known locally as YouthWorks) educa-

tional program and a private sector worksite. '

Middle College Provides over 400 YouthWorks participants with the opportunity to combine part-time employment
with college level course work and an intensive academic program geared toward earning a high school equiva-
lency. Upon earning their equivalency. students can matriculate into a 1 yr. certificate of 2 yr. A.A. degree program,
while continuing to work part-time In jobs related to their area of academic interest.

David Edward Ltd. This furniture manufacturer is one of 360 private sector companies providing jobs for over 1000
YouthWorks enrolless. The youth here are learning a variety of upholstering and furniture construction trades for

g v

an employer who finds it increasingly difficuit to find skilled workers. As a result, many of the youth participating .
- at this site have the potential to earn a psrmanent entry level opportunity with the company.

‘Toyr F [V Frday, Seprember28 10:30 amto 12 noon

. This tour showcases one of Baltimore's largest, comprehensive vocational high schools.

Visitors to Mergenthaler Vocational-Technical High School will have an opportunity to observe and talk with youth
working in a variety of vocational areas, including commercial baking, electrical construction and repair, welding,
and package line mechanics. Also included is a visit to a survival skills class. a unique feature of Merganthaler's

.curriculum. , »

1

Tour F Y Frday, September28 3:30 pmto 5:00 pm

This tour package includes visits o youth programs that build on uniquely local work experience opportunities.

Harqshib'l-?ome Maintenance is one of eight Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects in the
Baltimore (ﬂetropolitan area. Operated by a local community-based organization, this project employees youth to
mak%s needed repairs to the*homes of low-income and elderly residents who otherwise could not afford such
repalfs. : . T e

The Young Aduit Conservation Corps provides conservation-related work experiences for unemployed youth

ages 16 to 23 who are still in school. This tour will highligt® one of the tew urban YACC projects in the country,
where the emphasis is on bringing nature back into the city. ‘

~
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YOUTH POPULATION AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION
Age 16-24, 19584 to 1976 Actual and 1977 to 1988 Projections

[ §
1

1964 56 58 60 62 64 ‘68 88 70 72 74 76 78 80 8

Calendar Years

" SOURCE: Bureku of te Consus . . o :

The proportion of youths in the total working-age population faged 16.to 24)
has reached a peak and will be falling between now and 1985. The decline in
the proportion of teenagers has already begun, while the decline for 20-to-24
- year-olds will not occur until after 1980. Based on, past relationships, the
decline in the share of teenagdrs in the population may reduce the teenage

erhaps another 1 to 2 percentage points between 1980 and 1985. The decline
in the share of youths aged 20-to-24 between 1980 and 1985 will reduce the
unemp]gyment rate for this groups only slightly {less than 0.5 percentage
points). _ ‘

'q!lénemployment rate by something4less than 1 percentage point by 1980, and by

At lea®t two caveats must be added; both tend.to mute the favorable affect
of declining numbers of youths on youth unemployment. Ejrst, the trend in
the youth labor force participation rate has been clear?}\unggrd and some -
further, though more moderate, increase seems a reasonable expectation.
Second, the number of nonwhite youths, whose unemployment rates are substan-
tially higher than those of white youths, will ¢continue increasing relative

to the number of white youths.

B S by

15»
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GROWTH OF YOUTH POPULATION BY RACE

A Partnership for the 80’s

Age 168-24, 1954 to 1976 Actual anl 1977 to 1986 Projections

2!6 N »
Index, 196410 —_—
24 .
Actusl "7 Projections
2.2 —— .
d ~
20 - -
| \ t '
18 - e
' : : ' No_llmnihlt"y( pranmens=>t \
' 1. “TWhites
14
1.2 -
1.0 e i -
a .
1964 88 88 80 62 84 68 88 70 72 78 ° 80 82 84

" The supply of unsk11iéd workers seeking entry-level and parthfme jobs has

.

SOURCE: Bursau of the Census

Calendar Years

been increased by the demographic bulge. in the number of both nonwhite and

white youths and by rising labor force participation rates for adult women
and white teenagers. To a significant degree, these
. pete for the same types of jobs. Because of discrimination and a relative
lack of training, nonwhite teenagers have fared worst in this competition.
The projections indicate, however, that while the number of whites 16-to-

24 years of age will peak in 1980 and decrease thereafter, the number of

el .

b];gk youth will continue to increase.

groups of workers com-



Unemployment Rate by Age & Sex,
1956-1977

3

Peroent of aivilian
labor foroe
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g 20-24 years old, : '

"';Vso . both sexes o
R 5 < . . o 5
. : ~, 1 S
- \ . | . \ P N //\
f B Men 25 plus
1988 1960 1964 > 1968 1972 1977*

'Avonqo of the first nine months of 1977
" Source: Department of Labor, Employn‘nn_t and Training Repart of the President {1977)
and Empioyment and Savings Earnings (various issues).

For some groups, unemployment in the last twenty years has consistently been
much higher than that for others -- in good times as well as bad. Thus, the
unemployment rate for white teenagers has remained three to four times as high
as te rate for male adults, while the unemployment rate for black teenagers
has been approximately double the rate for white teenagers. Currently, un-
employment. rate for black teenagerS is approaching three times the rate for
white teenagers. In addition, rates for ayl groups but nonwhite teenagers

show a dpwnward trend. x

sy

A0% ' . : ‘ J 40%

AN' - i% 30 .
30 Nonwhite ’
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TEENAGE UNEMPLOYMENT

by race and ethnicity
. " (1st Quarter 1978)

® T White .Hlspanuc Black -

. CUBANS and others -
of Hispanic decent., . _

There are substantial differences in unemployment within the groups of Spanish-
origin youths.. The data suggests that the unemployment rate for Puerto Rican

- youths tends to be quite ¢lose to that for black youths. WhiTe,still higher

" than the average for all youyths, the unemployment rate for Mexican-American
youths seems to be much closer to the average for all youths. Finally,

. Spanish-origin youths of neither Puerto Rican nor Mexican descent, such as
Cubans and-various Latin Americans, had an unemployment rate lower than the
average for all youths.

Some of the reasons for the ve~average unemployment among most groups of
Spanish-origin youths include educational disadvantages, language barriers,
discrimination and location. 1In addition, a significant number of Mexican-
American youths are employed as migratory farmworkers--a sector of the economy
that has high frictional and high seasonal unemployment.

® . ' | R
jsdurce "Quarterly Economic Report on the Black Worker," National Urban .
JLeague, Report No 11, First Quarter, June, 1978. ’

15 A .
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‘The Chances of Bemg Unemployed for
| Varlous Youth Groups in 1976

[ vou were YOUR OHANGES OF BEING UNEMPLOYED WERE: | .

AGE 16-:34 AND A

. saiooLonoraur | A, | -
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{NO COLLEGE)
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NON-WH!TE :
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CIVILIAN LABOR-FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES OF TEENAGERS
. Age 16~19, by Race, 1984 to 1977

Percent

’

. 1964 19688 1968"'1960 1962 1964 1968 1988 1970 1872 1974 .1976
7 J o . ’\\\\_. - /.‘-«- Calendar Years . .

. ‘ounce: Buresu of Labor Statistics

A comparison of’ ur;,employmen't rites only understates racial differences in the
labor force status of ybuths. Labor force participation rates of nonwhite
teenagers have shown a long-term downward trend, and they are substantially
below those of white teenagers. In addition, the gap between the two ‘groups
has increased dramatically since }964. At that time the nonwhite labor force

participation rate was approximately 40% and the.white rate was-approximately
47%. By 1977 the white labor.force participation rate had increased to almost.
60% while the nonwhite rate had drgpped below 40%. ' '

.
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Disaggregated Labor Force Participation
 Rates by Age, Rac & Sex (1970-1977)

Ago 10—17 Avo 18-19 Aoo 20-24 Aoo 25-34

o na\‘

90 Male

.0000‘.“.“\. os
Maiese

‘70 . 77 '70 7T '70 )} '77 '70
PR B LACKS WHITES 000000000000000000000000000

!

Much of the reason for the black failure to gain ground economically is
~ revealed by "disaggregated" labor force participation rates, which show how
many .of the potential workers in a given group actually have  jobs. In no age
category for either sex has the trend of this rate favored blacks over whites.
In a few categories, the rates have run essentially parallel; in most, whites
have gained more or lost less than blacks; and in some, including those for - L
males under 25, the trend has been down for blacks, up for whites. (Based on
Labor Dept. data which lump all nonwhite race$, Blacks account for about
92% of this category) ) ‘

Source: Black Enterprise, June 1979,
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Who's Losing Ground?
~ Employment/Population Ratios Over 25 Years

(1954-1978)
. k ; .
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PERCENTAGE OF . .

Unemployed Youths

FROM FAMILIES BELOW POVERTY LINE (1977)

o0 Vi -—
——
w .:.:..................... .
. -
2% \
40 i;:;:
’ o 20 ZAN e < ‘E;E; .
- @ 7 : i
20 * fi
\ o
oty
White - "Non-white -

.Y .

v p The'percentage of unemployed youths from families bélow the poverty line was
" three times higher-for nonwhites than for whites in 1977. & -

S

Source: Rockefeller Foundation, Conference on Youth Unemployment

Contrary to the popular opinion that teenagers work primarily to have "pocket"
money, in 1969-70 14% of black teenagers working below the minimum wage level
were primary wage earners for their families. As another indicator of 1inks
between family poverty and youth unemployment, black familyypoverty was 90%
7 higher in families with unemployed youths than in those families with employed

! | youths. )

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Focuéing on the Heart of the Problem

The Location of Youth Unemployment
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VERSUS

= | WHITE'HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES Y

Unempléyment by Education, -LRace' & ;\gehe-u) |

NON-WHITE with 1-3 YEARS of COLLEGE

I

LY

~ ¥
; RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF

BLACKS WITH 1-3 YEARS OF COLLEG

WHITE & ATTENDED
o'o.o.o: LESS THAN
12 YEARS

GRADUATES
WITH NO COLLEGE

~

] WHITE HIGH ScHOOL faii:

-----
L)

w

WHIT
WITH 1-3 YEARS

OF COL

-'o (3N
M .'.'l
.

p o

.

p ¢ o

P.-.-.- .
[

).l L]

QE

Nonwhites with one-to-three years of college have higher unemployment rates
than whites for all categdries. The effects of discrimination are especially
apparent considering that nonwhites with this level of educational attainment .
have higher rates of unemployment than white high-school drop-outs. \
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Unemployment by Education _a_n'd Race

AGES 16 to 24 (October 1976)

= white. ‘NON-wHITE g
'(’;;9""' NOT ENROLLED IN SCHOOL  ENROLLED IN-SCHOOL |
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0 Unemployment rates are highest for h1gh school drop-outs, espec1a11y for

" nonwhites.

0 Nonwhite youth unemployment rates are higher than those of whites for all
comparable education categories except the college graduates group.

o In some cases, increasing levels of educational attainment result in lower

rates of unemployment This is true for whites, but for nonwhites the unem-

‘ployment rate is actually stightly higher for those with 1-3 years of col]ege

than for those who are high school graduates

1= 1863,



ENROLLMENT IN GRADES K-8 AND 9-12, 196484, ESTIMATED AND PROJECTED BY HEW -
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" ENROGLULHMENT TRENDS FQR ELEHENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN THE UNiTED STATES,
1960-1974, AND PROJECTED FROM 1375 1O 1990' ~

- »

mmm—-“mm

Historical enrollment data Is for tota) public and non-public regular day s’chboh.'-_

SGURCES:  See Table 2.1. Also: Natlona) Centar for Education Statlstics, Projeotions of Educational Statistios to 1983-8¢ (Mashington, 0.C.:
nt Printing Office, 1975), Table 3; and National Center for Education Statistich, Projeotions of Eduoatiomal Stat
- Table 3. . . . ’ ‘ . ) . -

U.S. Governme

~

o

3

)

@

1

{atice to 1980-81,

.. 1 *
” * . - Educational Level :
Enroll ' ' Elementary e o : - _Secondary . - ;
n.rro ':;"-l Taltial Final Absolute - “Inltial Flnal ‘Absolute
ren Enrollment? | Enro)iment? _Change Percént | - | Enroliment® | Enrollment? Change Percent
Years (in 000's) (1n 000's) | (in 000's) Change |. - Years | (in 000's) {in 000's) (in 000's) Change
. ' 1960- 1969 . 32,892 + 36,791 . 4,305 > 3.2 1960-197% | . 9.6.39 ’ 15,367 >,679 58.8
Rising . . ' ~ T o . o _ _ o
Y 1983-1990 29,521 33,80 . 4,350 /. l'l,T_' ) C o
Falling 1970-1982 36,077 B 29,475 . ~7,202 ~19.6 1976-1990 15,339 ||;376_ -3.463 ~22.6
) ’ : A . ~ -
K ‘Projeclefoﬂg_&nres are based on Series 11 of the U.S. Bureau aof, the Census.
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Services provided to reduce the :
problem of high school dropouts Chart 3.14

include counsaling, academi ' i .
Includa coun L g shdemlc Federally Funded Services to Dropouts

See Table 3.14 , ) . .
and mlwd‘tsuh O I R \.—I %
R ’ 7 "wC '\‘
- : - - — R . Jr i

Reading (English) |5+ 70 7T i) sem

Attendancs and |- 5 T SR, N
school social work | "I © gt i B t] IR

R I NI
Food service P deI0el LA 0] asm

Natural science BOh S 2y7 o SRCE G 2y
and mathematics k}:g*? 5 t'vd-:l'\«k\“.‘-‘mﬂ %

GuMQ[CW“”" o . ' SN _:* 7y
celcounseling [ DO HEH e

Guidance/counseling [-.©, . = .7
o(h«ﬂun.voulioml BRI S e ) B

Testing service ‘ 7 179%

Pupil L5 ] s
transportation '

- : Health service 1:'-'.-;"“" 8%

Total patticipation
81,242

. Student
v . subsidies r 5%

Clothing service ] 3%

Ql o . . _ : T Y ~1
' ‘ . 0 20 4 ' 60 ;

Percent of all participants receiving
each service. 1972-73 regular term

.m'-].s- | 1‘37
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‘The Impact of Federal Employiment,
Training, and Education Efforts

FY 1976 1977 1978 1979

* Ingreased education
funding (000 000) ; $8,222 $8,988 $10,584 $12,138
increased smpioyment

and trainin 0(% -

funding ( 000) $6,288 S$6, 8

Increasad enroliments

in CETA programs ’ , :
Service years (000) ¢« . 981 1,467 1,544
New participants (000) ' 2,716 3,358 3,142
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Increased employment

' $10,784 $11,729
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1976 1977 1978

" among minority teenagers | ER
Black (000) : L ) 586°* 495 887 S
Hispanic (000) _ an 412
‘Lower tesnage . - - '
unemployment T . . 16.9% 15.4 ;/To 16.3%
Lower minority teenage . -
unemployment . | »
Black . . 371% 383% 36.2%
" "Hispanic _ 23.8% . 22.9%  20.6%.
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Equalizing Opportunities:
Closing the Job Gap for Poor YoutH
1978 -

Whites 16-24 \.
in non-poverty areas

B ! .
\iNhites 16-24 ‘ Job Gap .
n povqrty areas : ‘ N
. R R R R R R RRARARE %
s it 669 314,800
-'-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-.-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-.;:;.;:;.;:%:;:;:;:;.;: V//{//A
Job Gap )
'18,60 -
Blacks 16-24 Job Gap o
in poverty areas P - |
R R HRSOEERR 7 . AN
i i (392 44’ 500 // J
a9 00 : : : :_ ...... OO :] .....
0 20 . .30 .40 .50 .60
Employment/Population Ratio
e 3 Employment/Population Ratios
Jobs necessary for parity with white youth in
non-poverty areas | £ ’

b
Q

Sourca: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1978 Anrual Averages
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Equalizing Opportunities

X # O PRy

Closing the Job Gap for Youth
1978 "

" 618 14,368,000
Total Job Gap
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000¢ 318,000
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Total Job Gap

682,000
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893,000

Employment/Population Ratio

R Employmen}/ Population Ratios

54

B Jobs necessary for parity with white youth

Jobs necessary for parity with total 25

Unpublished estimates .from the Bureau of the Census,

consistent with

, ! Source:

E

independent controls for current population surveys

"Employment and Unemployment During 1978,"

Bureau of Labor Statistics
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