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Preface v )

During the period covering Nﬁwmber 1977, through May 1978 OE'

Ofﬂa of Career Education sponsored; through a contract with Inter-America

Research Associates a serles of mini-conferences devoted to| the general topic of

' 'Ifhe Concept of Collaboration in Caree; Fducation. This monograph is one in a

'

series of OEE 2 monographs : aimed at oviding a narrative summary of ideas and

series of mim-conferehces - ‘

Parucipants in each mini-conference assoc“iated with a particular segment of

the broader community were selected for OCE and Inter-America Research

Associates by the organization itself. Lists of alt particrpants whose. thoughts

are. sufamarized in this monograph are presented as Appendix A of this

monograph. It is important to recognize that, while. partielpants are properly

thought of as representatives from the_ partrcular community. gment involved; -

they are, in no way, to be thought of as repfesentmgthat community segment.

That is, each participant was encouraged to speak only for herself/himself. No

formal organizational or institutional commitment was sought nor should be

inferred from the contents of this monograph:

In general each mmi-canference mvolved from '10- 15 pa '1c1pants Each

lasted two. days With the discussion sessions chaired by the Director, Office of
Career Education, USOE. Partlcrpants in each mini-conference developed their

own agenda through a process that asked them to list topics pr-issues they

thought pertinent to discuss. Once such a list was developed, pa ticrpants then

“picked those that appealed most to a majority of the participantd for extended

discussion. The list- of issues and questions, themselves, provide a series of

mterestmg insrghts into .conterns of participants regardipg their - rgamzatrons
and career education. A comiplete listing of the.issues and concerns raised by
participants in the mini-conferences reported in thls monograp appears as

Appendix B. Readers are urged to study this list carefuliy

- Off' ice of Career)Education ‘Based on such Tnotes, the series of monographs of

- . which this is one has been prepared The.complete notes for each mini-confer-

ence have been compﬂed t)y inter-America Research Associates and ‘published

-as a separate document. Limited copie$ of this document aré available, so long

as the supply lasts, to those requesting them from OE’s Office of Career .
Education) -

} e
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par,trcrpants mvolved This monograph properly viewed as an nttempt to
report, as fully as possible ‘the dlscussrons that took place By and large; the

contents_of this_monograph are lumted to ideas and thoughts of . the

participants: At times;_some. of my own ‘personal thoughts and apinions are

interwoven ‘into the discussion; but the natural temptation to do so has been

resisted insofar as ﬁossiBié

Prrmary expressxons of thanks for this monograph must go to he

partlelﬁants themselves who donated. two fult days of their time; wrthou an
with you. ln addmon special thanks and recogmtlon must be expressed to Dr
Wllllam Mermls Professor, Southern Illmols Umverslty Edwardsvﬂle, who

expert loglstu.al asslstance . /

Kenneth B Hoyt Director
: Office of Career Education
- ‘ . U.S. Office of Education

E
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ltptrodu_ctmn o h

The Youth Emiployinient and Demmonstration Projects Act of 1977 (YEDPA)
was signed into law by President Carter in August 1977. Administered through
the Secretary of Labor, the YEDPA legislation ropresents a major new

Administration thrust aimed at problems associated with youth employment,

unemployment, and underemployment with special emphasis on needs of

econoinically disadvantaged youth: addition, and pertinent to_the contents .
of this monograph, the -¥ A legistation also mandated close working

relationships between sza}iﬁ?ni of Labor (DOL) prime sponsors and the .
educational community: ; o

. Using_an- initial Gongressional approprition of $1 billion, the YEDPA

legislation moved into operation before the end of 1977. Both the. newness and
the magnitude of the undertaking associated with this legislation made it
difficult to mount local efforts that represented a clear understanding of either
the congressional intent or the conceptual basis of YEDPA. In spite of these

- handicaps; a great number of communities found themselves able to move
_ quickly into some kinds of YEDPA operations. _They were, tq be sure; .

B . 'embryonic in nature, but they did represent a beginming: : o

Some of the persons most deeply involved in these beginning attempts to
implement the YEDPA legislation were nominated by YEDPA officials in the
U.S. Department of Labor to serve as participants in the two miniconferences  *
whose discussions are summarized in this monograph. Some of the participants
‘were employed by CETA prime sponsors and others by local K-12 school

systems. While, of course, the YEDPA legislation was necessarily fiew to theii,

fionie were without considerable experience in dealing with problems of youth
employment/unemployment: Becausé of the newness of the YEDPA effort, it

seems reasonable to expect that the thoughts of some participants reflected in
this monograph will probably change considerably .as they pain more
experience in YEDPA activities.

Antecedents of. YEDPA: An Historical Perspective )

Those who wish to Gnderstand the nature and implications of the YEDPA

fegislation will gain miich from spending Some time studying Department of

Labor (DOL) efforts that preceded this legislation. An excellent historical —_ .
overview has been prepared for OCE by Dr: Garth L. Mangum; distinguished
Professor of Economics, University of Utah, and published; as an OCE




monograph; under the title Career Educatron zmd the Comprehenswe Empioy- .

ment and Training Act. This monograph appropnately ‘begins by summarizing

sogne observations gamed from studymg the Mangum monograph

1

The Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 (MPTA); the Job

,Corps
Work

program of the. Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (EOA), and the
Incentive Program {WIN) created by amendments to the Social Security

_Act of 1967 are viewed by Mangum as prior-elements of manpower legnslatron
“having some implications for career education. Of these, the program most

’ drrectly related to the current YEDPA glslatron was the MDTA program In

graduates It ‘was a “forced 'mamage" between educatnon and DOL but one

where

L]

DoL possessed most of the money. *

The Comprehenswe Employment Trarmng Act (CETA) became law i 1n l973

and was, first implemented in FY 1975: For purposes of this discussioi, the

most

“forced marriage’ between education and labor (a-lthough it provided'n

oppor

notable changes from MDTA to CETA were: (a) CETA removed the

ultnple
tunities for voluntary interaction between the two); and (b) it established

a system of CETA primf sponsors located in m maJor metropolrtan areas around

the USA (approximately 450 CETA pnme sponsors now exist) who are

responsible, through such local agencies as the Office of the Mayor, for

admmrstenng CETA programs intheir locality.

Ma
legrsla

A
ngum. pomts out that there _is notlung called for under the YEDPA
tion that was not permissible under CETA. The prime differences

YEDPA has made are that it has: (a) made: avaelable much -greater sums of

moriey targeted specifically at youth and-(b) i has mandated LEA/DOL prime
- sponsot. relationships. While concentrated. on oth ‘economically disadvantaged

youth and adults; Mangatn reports, nearly 60 percent of CETA Title I 1976 *

prograth part1c1pants were 21_or. under: Sofme of the mioie iniiovative CETA

youth |

programs are described extenswely in CETA and Yourh published by the

National League of Cities and United' States Conference of Majors in 1977.

Mangum provides brief déscnptrons of severai of these ﬂ‘fcludlng

'po:_\x l_mm W lN —

. Harbor City Learning Program Baltrmore Maryland S }

Community Based Career Exploration Program—Bremen, Georgia Vi

. Work Experience Program—Albuquerque; New Mexico
. CETA Youth Program—0Qakland; California
. Student Work Experience- Program—St. Louis; Missouri

Youth Career Exploration and Employment Pro;ect St. Paul; M nesota
Project Cooperatxon—Salt Lake Cnty, Utah. .' :3 7
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Bich of these programs. ix aimed at halping economically disadvantaged

youth to 'better prepare t themselves to function_effectively in the occupatichal

society. Some programs consist of special added efforts provided for i m -school -

econiomically disadvantaged youth: Others operate; at least in ‘part, as

altemnative school programs . .established in oonjunctnon with a local schiool,

system: Still others operate as true alternative programs, Somipletely inde-

pendent_of the school system; for out-of-school youth. Work experience is a-

common component of all of these programs. CETA youfh prograits can be

generally characterized 1t seems to meL as‘ efforts almed at provndmg specfral».

regarded as speclal needs of economically dlsadvantaged youth : a

In {dditjon to these kinds of localized CETA- ﬁnanced youth progr

CETA funds have also been used to support several broader efforts with ch

many readers of this document will be familiar: For example; the . National ;

Alliance of Business (NAB)—includmg its Vocational Exploration in- the Private -
Sector (VEPS) Program—is funded through CETA. The VEPS program has

been a highly successful effort that provides vocational exploratory opportu-

nities during the school year (and with more intensive efforts during the

summer months) to' economicatly disadvantaged youth who are prospective

dropouts So, too, isihenetworlc of 21 commumty education/work _councils—
oryuuzed by Willard Wirtz ‘and his associates at the Nat?Z-al Manpower

: Institute—a €ETA-funded effort. -

- ln terms of ptograms for economically disadvantaged in-schiool hlgh school
youth, CETA efforts, prior to YEDPA, were largely concentrated across the ’

nation in two areas: (a) providing paid work experience, under a cooperative

work experlence-type arrangement; to youth enrolled in secondary school
vocational education programs; and (b) providing summer employmentrfor‘
- youth. Often; various forms of instensive counseling and career exploration '
 have also been included. ’ '

continuing through that conducted under the Economic Opportunity Act, the

WIN program, and the wide array of CETA Operat.ions ‘Mangum reviews a

nugnber of documents aimed at providlng evidence of what works and. what

doesni’t seem to work well in solving 8ducation/work problems faced by

economically disadvantaged youth: Readers will want to stud?y both " the

Mangum. fnonograph and the ongmal research documents he cites to gain the

full importance and significance_of what has been; in effect; a highly active

research effort lasting more than 15 years Here, only the; generalizations

Mangum draws will be quoted.

Beginning with research accumulated under the origmal MDTA program and

f —
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.ﬁmong the relntively ineffecrive program strstegles on_ whxch research .

evidence has been accumulated, Mangum hrghlights the .following kmds of

,

. Programs of intensive counseling—i.e:; counseling by irsélf;

activities: v "
- o .
et Attempts to retufn dropouts to tradmonal schools i.e., the safiie ones or

ones similar to those they ongmally dropped.out from;

Restricting enrollments Zch)y to the most severely drsadvantaged .
Programs of complete remedratlon and cowrehenslve services (such as
the ongmal Job Corps programs);

Programs consisting only of in-school and summer work expérience;i.e.;
work exgiegience by itself, ¢ ) 3 . )

i ~

. The Work Incentive Program (WIN); L

Programs seekmg 20 refme sbhool-to work transition mechamsms (oper- .

ating independent from efforts to improve the educatron system);

Rural _'prag;aﬁ; consisting of work experience and visitation to urban
areas. B /

One the other hand Mangums ;éﬁew of the research also ldentlﬁed a
numiber ‘of program strategies that do_appear to suggest evidence of

1P

demonstrated effectiveness. Among sich efggrts the followmg are highlighted
by Mangum - _

Programs armed at mcreasmg levels of educatlonal attainment (especlally

those aifned at encouragmg high school graduétion)

Work experience di:ectly related to vocanonal objecuves (expenence

that promotes -career. exploration; career decisionmaking; and is associ-

. ted with probnbrhtles of empIOYment)

S

understan&iné; g

special recogmuon to Expenenced Based Career Educatron),

: V&iéﬁtjiﬁ] education ébilﬂé&i with §5'Ste'rriﬁt1'c career counseling;

3 o
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— 6. Program streteyes to improve individuals’ coping skllls (e g deveiopmg

-

\Xpenence for youth who-have recently -dropped out of high schoql 'will-

and executing plans, working with others controlling lmpulses, commu- .

nicating, problem solving, working within an authority structure); .
. \/
7. iigtpe;iencmg rewnrds for.accompiishments (ie: ‘rewardmg work when it
occurs): ~ . , %

Those readers experienced in the “how-to-do-its” of career education will

s recognize mege than a slight resemblence between those strategies research has

demonstrated to -be. most effective and the strategies suggested for imple-
. menting career education. It is-with this perspective that we now tum to a.
simjlarly brief ovegview of the YEDPA legislatlon itself. .
An%vuvnew of' YEDPA

PJ, 95-93 is known as the Youth Employment and Demonstratnon Proiects

Act of 1977, (ot YEDPA for short). With an initial appropriation. of $1.0
billi n, it is certamly one of the most ambitious programs ever launched that

problem. As these words are being written, the YEDPA legislation is currently
yeing rewntten It appears that it. may, wind up- being called Part A, Youth
mployment Démogstratlon Programs \of 4 revised Title. IV _of CETA:

Assuming this happens; Part A is expected t6%e divided into thredn ajor parts:

SﬁBﬁi?t 1 will 5& i&ioifﬁ és the Yoiitﬁ Ihcentive Entltlement Projects and is
expected to receivé apprommately 15% of the total appropnations for Title IV,

Part A. The YIEP is hest ught of as a masswe expenment aimed at

second emphasis of YIEP Is' to investigate ‘whether providing pand work

motivate them to-return to high school and remain to graduate. In addition to
provision of paid work experience, the 'YIEP effort also providEs pa;rtlcnpants'
with -information- and cginseling to help them see careerﬂrelat\e%[rexsons fo
remaining in high school.- Aimed primarily at economically “disadvantage

youth, ages 1619, the YIEP effort may operate under the direction oi@ CETA -

prime sponsor or under the direction of a school district, Primie spon§6§ iay
_-apply to the U.s. De’p”art’rnent of Labor to conduct a YIEP progeany;
" funded, either conduct it themselves or subcontract YIEP to a schooi.‘ s
Like: all YEDPA prograrms, a major part of YIEP is desxgned to assure at
credit for YIEP partlcipants in their Work experience programs 4_;‘-

el e __

YIEP funds are concenirated in the hands of relatively feiav CE #\pnme-

~

.

S . R =+
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sponsors,rather thamspread over all 450+ pnme sponsors Tﬁe YIEP cost per

.experimental design. The entire YIEP experrment is berng condiicted under the

>

- vocational skitl training beyond those offered by the public school sy%)em and

general drrectron of an independent non- proﬁt agency, Measurement Research

PrOjects (YCC[P) Armed at economrcally drsadvantageﬂ youthag&s 16-19; the

'YCCIP effort is perhaps best thouglit of as a special kind of; cooperatrve ‘work

experience program for. whrch both ifi-schoot and out-of-school youth are

eligible. It seeks to provide participants with opportunity to obtain paid work

experience while. acquiring specific vocational skills; to expand the options for

d work
habrts understandlng and apprecratron of the drscrphne of the wdrk place

to provide participants with general employability skills (such as g

communlty rehablhtatron projects of varrous krnds pnmanly in the urban areas

_where they hve YCCIP funds go to CETA pnme sponsors from DOL through

orgamzatrons, are- consxdered ehgrble applrcants to a prunc sponsor who can

" coinipete for the privilege of subcontracting a- YGCIP effort: It is not known; at . *

this tirme, what proportion of YCCIP partlcrpants ‘will be ir-school; as opposed

to out- of-school youth: A substangal emphasis 1 1s7§ln10st certain to be put; at
ifly rate, on out-of-school youth. Acaddic credit is to be sought for

participants. As with YIEP, this program was targeted for $115 million during

- FY *78 and this.is expected to increase in FY *79. Approxrmately 15 percent of

all YEDPA funds will be earmarked for YCCIP
- LI
Subpart 3; the Youth Employment Training Program (YETP) is by { far the

largest\ part of the bropOsed new YDPA wrth appro‘Sumately 70 percent of all

funds received by a prlme sponsor from the U S. Department of Labor must be
spent for in-school youthsunder provisions of an agreement between the prime
sponsor; and;a local K712 school district. Three important features of this -
provision must be clearly “understood: (a) the 22 perdent is a minimum, not a

maximiim, and school districts are free to négotrate with their prime sponsors

for an-even greater portion of YETP funds; (b) the 22 percent (or whatever

percent is eventually agreed to) may be used for in-school youth under either a

fmancral or. a non-financial agreement with the school district—i.e., it is not

automa ic that the school district will actually receive cash dollars; and ©if

the p e sponsor'Ymds it unpossrble to sxgn an agreement with: a school



' drstrict ‘under this subpart the prime sponsor. must return. 22 percent of the ‘
YETP funds allocated to the prime sponsor back to the: US Dcpartment of -
Labor. N

-~ .
- Two maJor krnds of youth particrpatron are posslble under the in-school
portion of YETP. The first is called the *caicer employment experigrice
program” and is lrmrted to economrcally disadvantaged youth ages 16- 271 Thls g

,cm'eer expioranon. with speelﬁc vocational skills; and, with all’of the support .

services to be descnbed below ' under the general headmg of “Transition

- Services:”
The second kind of in- school youth partrcrpatron possrble under YETP is
known' as “Transition Ser\nceR yd is available to all in- -school youth ages
16-21; - not just to econvmicdlly_ dlsadvantaged youth.'; Transition services

. rnclude (a) counsehng (mcludmg career counseling) (b)-occupatronal educa :

placemcnt assxstance (f)‘assrstance in combattmg race and sex. stereotyplng as¥. o
detetrents to full freedom of educational and occupational choice; and ..
. (&) several other kinds of .support services including, for example “child care
~ services if needed .

L lt lel be noted that youth ages 16 21 are ehgrhie partrcrpantsun’der ?ETP P
' l:l'hrs obviously could include youth enrolled in postsecondary education
settings as welH as hxgh school youth The LEA/pnme sponsor agreement called

.
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~and a'K-12 school dlstnct Thie K-12 school d1stnct can, in tum; then make a
‘subcontract- with a postsecondary education lnstltutlon for. part of the in-
school YETP effort .

to have overlooked the fact that up to 78 percent of

_ Many educators app
YETP funds can be .expended by CETA prime sponsors, under arrangements
w1th vanous kmds of commuruty based organlzatrons for out-of-school youth

e)gpenence,s, as are afforded economrcally disadvantaged in-school youth,

. Whether one is taqung about a YETP effort for in-school or for,outfof-_schoob
youth, it is apparent that the variety of services offered participating youth
cover almost the entire range of those activities that the Mangum summary of

. tesearch presented edilier indicates to be imost effective as a toral package. The
YETP effort, unlike some other parts of YEDPA, is a.longer range
prevenhve/developmental approach to the youth educatron/work relationship
dilemma. - , . S e

E o — 7 . e, % .
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Several additlonal key points must be emphasized with respect to the very
complicated provisions of YETP. First the minimum of 22 percent of YETP "

funds for in-schicol youths is clearly restncted to. Workﬂeuperrence which;

according to the law, “will improve their ability to make career ¢ decisions. .
Thus, if. the 'LEA/pnme sponsor agreemient .is to contain provisions for"

“‘transxtron services,” these must be over and beyond the minimal 22 percent.

‘Second, under. YETP, youth councils must be established at the community

level, The membership and functions of these councils are vary similar to those

erms:oned in the general commumty educatron/work council concept.. Third,

' educatron agency; not the DOL pnme sponsor

Fourth 5 percent of YETP funds miust be made avaikable to the Governor ;
of each State for establishing and operating 4 specraj statewide youth services .

- plan to (1) provide labor market and-occupational Jnformatron (2) provxde :

.- establishment of cooperative efforts between State and local institutions—in- -

cluding occupational and career guidance counsehng, and placemcnt for both

i school and out- of-school youth—as well as for three other purposes.

)

Frfth up to 10 percent of YE’I’P funds can be used for comprehenswe

YETP efforts mvolvrng youth ‘rom aft socioeconomic backgrounds; rather than

berng only limited to economrcaﬂy disadvantaged youth

. Sixth; under specra'l provrsrons, a portion of t.he YETP funds may- be’ used .

for 14- 15Ayear=old youth: M

ln addrtrorr to thesg three. major subparts YEDPA (or YDPA as it may be
known if the Congress makes into law certain proposals) coritains. provisions
_-for sizeable'amounts of discretionary. research and d development moneys for use™
by the Secretary of Labor. A sizeable portion of such funds has recently been
used to establish a nonprofit corpotation known'as Youth Work, Inc.. Under
the direction of Dr. Corinne Rieder (formerly of NIE) Youth Work, inc can-

be expected to fund a wide variety of projects aimed at increasing know!edge

' and understandrng of youth educatron/work relatronshrp problems and effec’

;; ln March 1978 a 1andmark memqmdum of understaﬂdrng was s;gned by

.the Secretary. ﬁf theDepartment of Eabbr and the Secretary of the Department

- of Health; Education, and Weifare This memorandum commits personnel from .

_ both DOL and HEW to work-coope 'trvely toward efi"ectrvely unplcmentmg e

the ¥EDPA leglslatron . . T , :

N PR . .
~Téu ‘very brief overview of the Y DPA legxslatron suggests to-all thosc

© engaged in career edycation’ efforts; at: both the K-12 and postsecondary levels,

that great 1mplieatrons exist fo& ifiteraction between the YEDPA effort and the: )
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career. educatlon effort It was primarily because of the obvious potentral for

interaction that two ‘of the 1977-78 mini-conferences were devoted 10 &
discussion of “YEDPA and Career Education.” We turn now to a drscussron of
~ these two mrm-cohferences L‘; - s @

- LN
- B

_ CETA YEDPA and LEA/ane Sponsor Interactrons ThoughtSsbf ane
Sponsors DR

v
- .o

If educators are to mteract and work effectrvely wrth CETA pnme spon80rs'

. thoughts and -concerns of persons representmg "CETA prime sponsors. The - ;

purpose: of thrs sectiop is to idenfify and discuss seyeral.such, concemsihat

emerged ﬁom the two YEDPA nuni-conferences No rmphcatron is mtended . B

that these thoughts and concems are  either: (a) typical of CET& prime

- sponsors- nationwide;. or (b}mdu:ative of general: attitbdes exrst;ng*wr'thm

' DOL.. Rather theyslmply represent thoughts expressed by one;or mose of the .

partrcrpants in _these mini-conferences. Because DOL selectad’ the minij-con-

ference _participants, . it Is assumed the partrcrpants represent thoughtful

E.professuonai persons in the CETAfmanpower ﬁeld o

z lt is extremely unhkely that school ofﬁclals, in therr own mteractrons w1th

CETA, pnme sponsor representatwes ill hear expressed all or even:a majority’
. of the concerns reported here ,That d n tmean they don t ex1st If educators

better equrppedtto hsten to and interact effe ctrvely wrth CETA pnme sponsors e

'm their own' communities. TN

< - . \\Z - -
Frrst rt is unportant ﬁ)r educators to understand the polmchl[commumty

councils, composed of influential commumty leaders from both local govern-
miefit and from community-based orgamzatrons with primary concerns for the-
economically - disadvantaged, largely control the operations_and _ establish

priorities - for local CETA prime sponsors: Accountabrhty demands placed on

CETA prime sponsors force thern o operate under a basic assuniptiOn that the '

adults as wdf as for youth the GETA prime sponsor is; by necesslty forced to

order priorities in the foﬂowmg manner:
tst 7 prrortty . remedial ﬁragfaiﬁ's' for adults
2nd priority - remedial programs for youth
3rd prority - preventrve programs for youth

3 -

The CETA prime sponsor isin a srtuatron where maximum credrt w111 be

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

5\ 5 . J/
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matter hoW much 1he pnme sponsor *may care about youth; it is adults; ndt

4 you‘th Who must recelye first priority. In addition to unemployed adults, the.

CETA pmnegsponsor is faced daily with demands that some systematic help be

given: to. redncmg unemployment among the out-of-fchool;, out-of- work,

out-of-skill; and’ out-of luck youth currently found in every large urban area of

' : the mation: Many of these )(Otlth -afg not' ofﬁcrally counted in the statistics on

. CETA% rime sponsor must live with on a darly basis.. . .

. unemploymert because they have rndrcated no desire to find a job. Yet, they
"dQ exist ;and . they of major’concern to-a wide variety of those who -
. 'influence the actions ind the ténure—of” the CETA prime sponsor. There is no
B good way the CETA prime ‘sponsor -can, operationally, express as great- a

concern for in- school as must be expressed foriout-of-school youtli

~

"preventrve efforts a1med at ifi- school youth in that 1n addltron to the criterion

of numbers of § persons put back to work, the prime sponsor is also evaluated_on
the . pasis of a per unit cost criterion. Because preventive, as opposed to

‘remedial programs, ‘have an -obvrously lower pet umt cost; they—do have some

appeal The number . one- criterion, ,however, remains jobs: This has forced

< CETA prrme sponsors to adopt a. genetalstrategy that calls for concentrating.

- efforts ofi relatrvely few persons in-need of remedial help rather than spreading’

therr lumted resources acorss ﬂre board in broad. preventrve, efforts To pornt'

- out to the CETA prime sponsor. that the per unit cost of a given activity is

) lugh will not.cause the prime spohsor to change priorities provided the present

effort produces results i in terms of jobs for those berng served.

ff edncators in a given communlty feel their CETA prime sponsor is not

) devotmg enough time to the priorities of the school system; it is imiportant that

such educators .be aware of and reflect on these kinds of pressures that the

L Co ,_'

Seco
sponsors may _ be resentful about the YETP requrrement that.a. muumum of

22 percent of YETP funds be earmarked for use as provided for in an

LEA/prime sponsor agreement. There are several basis on which such
resentment. may -be expressed: One_lies in the fact that CETA manpower

courcils are; to a large degree; control]ed by commumty-basqdforganrzatrons

LEA/pnme sponsor agreement. .
\
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. For several years now, school systems have been regarded by CETA pnme
sponsors_as simply one aniong many CBOs through which CETA funds could
legally flow. Now they find themselves faced w1th t.he YEDPA law that
requires a minimum of 22 percent of their YETP money. be included in the
LEA/prime sponsor agreement. This has obwously taken away. some of the
flexibility that CETA prime sponsors previously emoyed While; in the past,

they could enter into- agreements with local school districts; they now find

themselves in a position where they must do so. it is easy to understand why

this may cause some resentment among CETA pnme sponsors.

ﬁaiﬁé; ;éagaa ‘why some CETA prime sponsors may weu resist usihg more

sponsor agreement; is that, through the vanety of CBOs m the commumty,
many career awareness, exploration, and preparation opportumtles are already

being made available to in-school youth1 ‘One participant; in a commumty

where only. 22 percent. of YETP funds go into the LEA/pnme sponsor

agreement, reported that if activities of CBOs partrcrpatmg in YETP are
counted, a total of 55 percent of YETP funds are being used for in-school

. youth

lt is 1mportant for. educators to understand that the CETA pnme sppnsor

must, of necessity,- regard _the school system as only one of a nunber of

community resources.available for use .in carrymg out the CETA mission.’

Further; in some communities; the school system may well not be the most .

effectlve organization for use by the CETA prime sponsor.

Third; some CETA prime sponsors are finding it difficult to differentiate
iiv'iiiit Y]’ED’PA iiské t}iéiﬁ to d6 zis 6p’p’""d to what they vvere doing 'e'arlie'r

relatlonshlps to know and apprecrate prevxous CETA efforts on behalf of
youth. In the past, the primary CETA involvement with K- 12 school districts

was through Title I of the original CETA leglslatron that was used 7and Wzsfor
the purpose of providing paid work experernice for "CETA _eligible (econom-

ically disadvantaged, ages 16- 21) yoluth to. complement vocational education

“ coutses takein by such youth in the schools:. This was, of course a form of -

cooperative work:experience and the arrangements Were made with vocational

education personnel in the schools. Sometimes such efforts operated as an

mtegral part of cooperatme work experience programs for academic credit and

at other ttma they operated without academic credit. In the latter case; such

efforts ‘were more jirected toward provxdmg basic income maintenance for
youth who needed money to continue in school; it was basically a continuation
of what was formerly the Nelghborhood Youth Corps program operating under
EOA. °
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Nouﬂl of CETA prime spornisor past relauonslups with school districts were
drrectl,yg related to vocational education: For. example, in school districts

bperatigg. magnet schools, CETA officials, using Title I funds, could and dig. -

assign sdme youth. enrolled in such.schools_to. work. part time in the general

. health field independent of any specific vocational skill preparation courses

.they might be taking in such a school. A second exampIe could be found in a

CETA contract with a CBO who provided part -time work eXperrence programs
for CETA eligible in-school youth to work in the community. 7
CETA Iunds have; for some time; been used to -provide various kinds of .
summer 'W'o"rk éx'péﬁéh”cé programs for in school Econorriically disadvantagiid
Program,for Economrcally Drsadvantaged Youth (SPEDY) fundedfunder Trtle
III of CETA which concentrates primary emphasis on supplying‘participants
with }bbS (as opposed to career éX?loration éxpéﬁéhbés) 'du"rin'g thé su”m'me'r
Program (VEP) conducted using CETA Trtle III funds Jomtly by NAB and the
Human Resources Development Instrtute (HRDI) of the AFL/CIO The VEP

work" experience programs havmg career exploration in the private sector as
therr prrmary goal:

Orther T:tle I CETA youth efforts have included: (a) the OlC Career Intern’
Program (b) youth work experience programs conducted through the Natronal”

Urban bcague and (c) 70001—3 program tailored to meet training ‘and work

experrence requirements fpr out-of- schpol _economically disadvantaged youth

in the felds of marketrng and merchandxsrng

The new YEDPA legislation; with rts complrcated subparts, must be’ clearly
understeod both by educators and by CETA prime sponsors in relatronshrp to
such earllerfCETiA efforts as descnbed above One way of domg so would be to
work experrence programs camed on wrth vocatronal educators dunng the
school year urider the original Title I provrsrons of CETA. If this is done, then
the summer portron of YCCIP can be seen as most analogous to the SPEDY

counfbrpart to the YETP effort during thé academic year, but the VEP
program, wrth ts emphasrs on career exploratron is a reasonable analogy to
summcr expenences for YETP—ehglble youth .

Part of the. problem is. that too many educators are unacquamted with-the

- entire CETA law and with prewous effdrts’ of CETA prime SPONSOIS. Part of

the problem is that CETA prime sponsors have had difficuity relating YEBPA
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provnsnons wnh previous operatlons conducted under other parts of the CETA
legislation. ~ _' ) '

A fourth concemn of CET-A pnme sponsor pezsonnel is the LEA/pnme :
sponsor agreement called for under the YETP portion of YEDPA. There are

se've”r'ail subparts of "this general concefn each of which deserves btief mention.

One of these has to do thh clartfymg exactly what schools are bemg asked
to.do _under _the . i:EA/pr’me spoﬁsor agreement. It seemed clear to some
participants that; basically; the agreement calls for schools to: (a) identify the
CETA-eligible youth for YETE; (b) create some YETP: part-time jobs within

" the school system for such yotth (c) provide work site supervisors for YETP
. part-time work experience efforts; (d) provide academic credit for the YETP
experiences; and (¢) make petiodic reports to the CETA prime sponsor. There
was considerable doubt expressed about the extent to which school personnel
understand and are prepared to':iccép't obligations such as these.
. hY
) A second sub-concern was expressed regardmg the awardmg of credit for
YEDPA efforts in general and for YETP activities in particular. Partxczpa;nts

pointed out that, in the past, where CETA Title I funds were. used through

" arrangements with vocatiorial educators; to. .provide the work_experience

component of a cooperative Vwork expenence progtam in vocational educatidn;

Jio serious problems arose with respect to awarding academic credit. Similarly;
when CETA Title 1 funds were used to provide work experience for CETA
ehEble youth not associated with vocational education programs; it has not
been typical to-even ask for academic credit. No®; under YETP, the awarding
of academic credit for YETP experiences is considered to be an essential part
of the LEA/prime sponsor agreement.

The probiem is further complicated by the fact that work experience, under
YETP,; can be awarded for: (a) career exploration; (b) cdreer awareness; and for
© 's'up'p'iéiﬁeﬁtiﬁg vocational education classroom instruction. .Hrqdditi

experience; only that theh 'réla'téé ‘directly, in a cooperative work experieice
fashion, with vocational education has clearly been eligible for academic credit
in the past. There is, indeed, a real questiof if one requests academxc credit for
such YEDPA actmtles as those asso‘a'ated w:th acqumng good work habxts

toward the work place Whiile. of: unquesuoned educatlonal retevance as

preparatxon for woik; the questnon of whether or not such activities are

deserving of academic credit is a legitimate one: Some would say that providing

academic credit for such’ activities would be analogous to providing academlc

credit for career counselmg—and few would ’thmk of domg that'

~ .13 ’\
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A thn'd senous sub-concem o gressed by CETA pnme sponsor personnel
had to do wf' h the relatjve on “transition services” for all students as
opposed. to “career empjoyment - ;penenoes > fqr CETA-=ligible, economiically
drsadvantaged ‘yout 1 Th r sé'; Tieg %6 be a strong feeling, among participants
from CETA pnmg'sponsof orgdh trons that the primary emphasis must be.
on “‘career emp10¥iﬁ£n £%pé! e for _economically disadvantaged youth.
Several expressed oﬁmons thaty rf school djsidcts attempt to place any kind of

- major emphasis- ohztransjtion service > : -school youth ages 16-21 1t

- will be mgruy>res|£d by CET prifhe shi

: allowable under

: ‘sition s’e'rvices_; & "hgsrs on the part of CETA prime
sponsor persons, tentered around two thi gs" First, they feel strongly that the
primary empha §*of the entire CETA operation must _be on econormcaliy

disadvantaged perséns, not on all in-schogl youth. Second, they feel equally

strongly about thedack of clear accountabtﬁty measures available, for evaiuatrng

the_effectiveness and the effect of what, in the YETP rules and regulations, are

referred to_as_ *transition. services.” It is vitally rmportant that education

personnel rcsponsrble for negotratmg\ LEA/prrme sponsor agreéments under
YETP understand these prime sponsor concerns.

school drstncts to understand the potentral contnbutrons YEDPA holds f’or
affecting positive educational ‘change. They are fearful that educators may be

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

same time, failing to look realistically at what' YEDPA could do in a positive
fashion. ) \\. t

\

new approaches for meetrng the educatronal and career preparatron needs of
economically disadvantaged youth By concentratrng large sums of money.on

Py

devising new ways of meeting the previously unmet. needs of economrcaily

drsadvantaged youth they feel strongly they may be uncovering sorme new

~ methods and- procedures that, in future years, may well be adopted by the

education_ system. for  all _youth. _Their. numerous experrences with school

dropouts have convinced them that educatjonal change is needed if such youth
are to_remain in high school until graduation. The CETA effort in general and
the YEDPA effort in particular allow such new models to be developed either
as extensions of the Eégﬁiéi school offerings or; often; as some form of
alternative educatxonal programs. =

R

A second contnhum that YEDPA is seen as making to educatron can be
pictured as supplementrng currently existing efforts of school systems; i e not .

P



necessarﬂy doing things diffe 7

poir;t is seen. in YEDPA offo 8 to|cut the counselor/puprl ratlo from , 3y,

t.hrough CETA of a computenzed career information System available to all
high school students and pald for from YE’I'P funds. ’

A tlurd possrble contnbutron to unprovrng the educatron system can. be

made‘by CETA pnme sponsor personnel by semng as consultants to educators

commumty resources and of reaching the “hard to reach” economrcaﬂy

disadvanitaged youth who, in many school systems, are. currently not being well

served.- Several _expressed this possibility by pointing out that, while the

A YEDPA legislation mandates that CETA prime sponsors must consult with

educators, it does not mandate that educators should consult with CETA prime

Sponsors. CETA prime sponsorsmove in_different circles of influence than do

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

influential groups as: (a) National Association of Counties; (b) U.S”Conference.

of Mayors, (c) National League of Cities; ;and (d) National Governor’s

5 Conferepce. Their contacts with such groups, and with the many community-
based o ganizations associated with them; could represent a valuable resource
for\educ tors interested in community collaborative efforts in career educa-

tion:

.

J=- }n short CETA 4)' € sponsor - represeritatives were (expressmg concerns
that:. (a) too many educhtors are complaining about the alternative education
s&stems being champioged by CETA rather than Tookinig to such systems as
ideas for positive eduédtiondl change; (b) too many educators age resisting
CETA efforts to supplement the resouces of educators and, Stead are
isolating themselves too much from the broader community; and (c) too many

educators are failing to take advantage of the expertise of CETA prime sponsor

personnel in serving as resource consultants for school systems concemed with

finding new and. better ways of meeting. the needs of economically disadvan-

taged persons. Certainly, it*would seem.that educators should listen; and

resporid appropriately, to these kinds of concerns:

It has not been the purpose of tlns section to, in effect ask educators to

“gi give in” to. the kinds_of CETA prime sponsor concerns outlined here. Rather;

. the assumptron “has been. that the art of compromise; so essential to making

good 'LEA/prime spansor agreements, demands that both parties begin-by

developing a mutqnl basic understanding of and respect for the thoughts of the
other. We have attempted here to present such cohcerns from the standpoint of
the CETA pnme sponsor. Near the end of this monograph, an attempt will be

made to present some of the basic concerns ediicators face with respect to the
YEDPA legislation. .
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With this baékground we tum now to descnpt’ ons of current YIEP and
YETP efforts as reported by participants m‘these mini-conferences.

Descnptlons of Youth lneennve Entltlements PrOJects (YIEP)

l}wﬂl be xecalled from our earller dlscusswn of YEDPA, tﬂat YIEP is best :

ineweﬂ as a massive experiment aimed at determining the effect of providing

part-time work experience to high risk potential dropouts that will encourage

them to remam in high school until graduation. A second purpose. of this
“experiment” is to test the efﬁcacy of providing ' similar rewards to

v

economncally dnsadvantaged youth ages. 16 19 who have already dropped out'-

expenmental project; YIEPc has -operated by investing a ;elatwely large

number of dollars in a relatively few sites. The majority of YIEP funds has -

been invested in what DOL has ‘termeg “Tier I’’ sites with smaller amounts
designiated for “Tier II" sites. When DOL was asked. to send representatives to
the 1977-78 mini-conferences, it elected, for one of the mini-conferences, to
hmlt attendance to persons achely engaged in Tner I YIEP operatnoﬁs As a

is the purpose of this sect;on to summanze YIEP efforts 1n those s:tes»

rep}esented at the mini-conference in wh1ch they were. mvolved
S 9.
ng Snnhpmxsh Mﬁﬁ&WéE Consorﬁum—gatﬂe Washmgton €omposed of

nine_local governments; this consortium has beew in existence for a number of

years: Its_ primary purpose has been to. play a planmng/control/momtormg

_function for manpower efforts_in the_Greater Seattle area—efforts that have

included EanfaoWer studies. When the YEDPA legxslatxol;/wa;enacted into law,

the consortium decided to apply for. a2 YIEP entitlement program. _grant
pnmarily because the YIEP effort seemed similar; in many. ways, to what the

consortium had bken attempting to do all along Because of the nine focal

governments involved; this consortium effort covers’a full two county area -
involving rural-and suburban areas as well as Seattle itself. In all; it includes 32 :

pubhc school districts and five commumty college districts.

B Wlthm this area, the consomum 1dent1fied a: total of 10, 000 youth ages
16 19, who met the legal requirements for participation in YEIP Of these
eligible youth, the breakdown was as follows:

(a) 1,400 are being served by YETP
§E6§rém)
(c) 1,500 youth were identified who did not want to participate
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i’d) 5,100 (aijprbinrﬁai%iyj oie to b’é served in this YIEP effort (wigh about

_ The YIEP entrtlement grant recerved by the consortlum was $ll 8- mrlhon
for 1ts ﬁrst full year of operatlon The‘ newness of t}us effort provided an

nature of such problems at thxs t1me 1e o it seeims certam t.hat before long,
each will be solved and the kmd of description provided here would be
xmpossxble to provide. ‘

One practlca.l problem was assoclated With the obvious need to move mto

action quicklydWith 32 school districts involved, it was necessary to work out

. agreements with: all 32 srmuitaneously—a far different problem than xsfaced in:

a. YETP LEA/prime sponsor agreemeiit involving only one prime sponsor and

one_.school district: This . situation has “limited imtial efforts largely to
(a) attempts to improve and expand school-based ‘guidance efforts; and
(b) development of the required part-time work experience slots; through
sub-contracts with CBOs; in the private sector {about 10 percent of such slots)
while devoting much effort to the development of similar-slots in_the pubhc
sector. The need to develop a comprehensive set of ;upport services is obvious,
but is not somethmg that can be accomplished mstantly

) A second p 'cal problem was encounteted when attempts were made to
encourage out-of school youth to participate. Two things happened here:
(a) many out-of-school youth were apparently not motivated by the offer of
only $43 per week payment for thexr part ume Jobs (1 €. ‘they had made better

ﬁgurmg out what to do wrth a school dropout who, say, elected to return to
the 11th grade in. February Where does that dropout fit? How.can. shelhe be

expected to.catch -up with the rest of the class? ’Hﬁ school systems were

unprepared to offer a full scale_alternative education program. to school .

dropouts and the community cdlieges were full: Some help on this problem

was rec:ewed from mobile GED teachers employed by cotymunity colleges; but

this cannot be a long-run’solution:

___A third practical problem; was encountered when the question of monthly

reports to_be submitted by each of the 32 school districts was considered. In
_the first place, gnly $25,000 was available for use in obtaining such reports._In
the second place, school districts found it difficult to meet the YIEP
requirement that they certify Whether the YIEP participant was meeting the .

“minlmal academic and attenddnce requirements of the school district.” Not

17
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From the school system s srde ‘it hds been dlfﬁcult for them to see exactlye
where the YIEP effort ﬁts into the career educatrorr/vocational educatron/work

questlons regardmg possxble vrolatrons of pnvacy laws. . . "

YIEP asks demands that the ‘role and functrons of school coqnselor be v
changed, thus raising questions regardmg the educanona} )usuf ication for domg '
50: Fmally, school systems.must be concerned ,about how the. YIEP emphasrs

on. public service job slots fits in. with_the school system s already establrshed 2.

pattemsof Workmg with the prlvate: sector. B,
.

ln splte of these problems the consortmm YIEP effort is. operatmg

effectively. and appears ‘to hold high potential for meeting its goals estaﬁlrs

for this, its first year of operatron The long years af professronal manp
~ex§erience represented in the consortium itself; coupled with good educationdl
cooperatron and sincere community commjtment to YIEP-eligible youth make .
it appear likely ; “that theé kinds of practical problems outtined here will be
resolved. It is the nature of the general problems—not the fact that they

occurred in this projbct-—that is important to emphasize here. . ;

Uetrort Mrclugan The YIEP entltlement grant in Detrort was obtamed by .
the Manpower Department, City of Detroit who, in turh; subcontracted the
entrre YIEP operation 'to the Detroit publrc school system. I:.rke THOSt other
major urban areas, Petroit_public schools currently enrolla large number of

youth who are eligible for participation in YIEP: Thus; the initial effort of this

YIEP project has been hmrted to 15 006 in-school; YIEP-eligible youth

The avmlabrlrty of an initial YIEP grant of $9 millien (covermg only part of
a full year’s operation) has enabled the Detroit publi¢ schoals to retain many
teachers who, otherwise; would have been dropped [from the teaching ranks -
because of lack of funds. Such teachers areyactively engaged in providing
iftensive edu'cétio"ﬁél services to p’i’rti'ci'pétiﬁg YIEP ygluth'.

1

\

The YIEP effort ﬁts very well into the master plzhn for educatlonal refonn-
adOJ;ted about a year ago by the Detroit pubhc schools. In a very real sense,
" YIEP is viewed in Detroit as a way of. unplementmg what- the Detroit school
- system_had already- decided it warited to do in terms of meeting needs-of
YIEP=ligible youth. Thiis, the Detrort public schools have been able to handle. .
almost the entlre YIEP effort by themiselves. The only srgmﬁcant function that
prigie. sponsor performs is processing the payroll for 9art1crpatmg
col fiection with-the part-time jOb?S provrded under YIEP.

‘-.r | "_ '22 -




”

,,,Because of the very powerful "H nge of orgamzed labor m the’ Detroxt

_ area; Yt was necessary for the YI ]

. pnmanly in the public service,

_ ‘economy. As an operation run by the schools themselves therqghave been no

+ problems encountered in terms of the acaderiic cigdit question nor in terms of

repqrting mechanisms. YlEP to_date, has’ effectwely functioned simiply by.

being absorbed as an integral part of the tota:l offermgs of the Detrort publicg
school system. -

-

- Boston, Massachusetts. lmplemented by a CETA | prime sponsor; this YIEP

effort is already Dperanonal with §23 million available for use-through FY '79, |

'the program. is expected to serve 5 1450 YlEP—ellg;ble youth durifig the school

year and; supplemented by SPEDY funds; about 6,100 durmg the suiimer

- months: Of these; approximately 75 percent will be in- school youth from fout

of the eight Boston school districts and 25 percent w1ll be YIEP—ellgrble

estrmates, about 8 000 4 P?ellglble youth in the area served at any given ti

with about 10,000-12, 000 during the entlre 18- month penod of tlus YIE
prOject

9?:","!9?,‘3?’,’,? ocsupational information, and others The system works
something like this: i : '
a. Youth leam about YIEP through the Boston YES program; .
b. Youth can go to any of 75 places for mltlal appllcatlon, o
c. After applymg, ehglble youth spend four to six weeks Wlth zm mtake

completlon,

. d. Youth proﬁles are. then matched w1th jObS under subcontract 1

Boston Employment Servrce and a youth;’]ob match is made,

© e An Employment Education Development: | Plan (EEDP) is developed for
each YIEP partrcrpant that provides condmons for both the youth and
for the work site-supervisor ta follow -

] Of the total YIEP partrcrpants in this effort Boston expec}s about 20
percent to be placed in the private sector; 40 percent in the non,proﬁt sector; «
and 40 percent in government settings, Usmg Title 6B CETA fund?ﬁis part of -

. the prime sponsor “match” for this, YYEP effort 220 counselors have been

19 o
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work expenence slots to be developed _

counselor who assists the youth with performance ‘and skills in form -

s



emplnyed to serve YIEP’ youth OIL at 25 ratxo Whﬂe these connselors are

——mmlmaﬂy <qualified, eachi msupemse -on a 1:10.ratio;_ by .a “case manager’ —a

, professiorml counselor_ paﬁrdi by _funds:. Each. counselor -is. exps ﬂ%t:d to
low

;. spend “about one hour per- week -with_eagh. YIEP youth: It 1§ i
-‘counselorierrrollee ratio that has really sold YIEP in Boston R

,,,W}nle the Boston school system has no ﬁnancxal partlcrpatxon in’ the YIEP ’

program they do have. active involyement in_ terms of helping to publicize the

program; assisting with the. “intake ﬁiééé&ﬁ}é, monitoring YIEP participints;. .

. and working with others on job development In 11 of the partlcxpatmg Boston
schools, Boston “YES” workers; paid by the Employment Service, are th the -
& Schools. In a very real way; this represents a kind of subsidy {o the schools.
Nine Catholic high schools in Bostdn are also involved in this very ambitious
‘effort. All operations are closely monitored by the CETA | pnme sponsor who is
in charge of the whole YIEP Boston effort. _ T
R ST
Cmcmnatl Ohro lee Detr01t the Cmcmnatr YIEP effort 1s operated under

out~of~sehool youth through a separate subcontract between the school systern;

and the Cmcmnau Gitizens Committee on Youth (€EEY): o

- ;he YlEP apphcauog effort was undertaken by an_ 5&’6;6& board of

_,dxrectors put together by the €ity Manager and the § }Wntendent of Schools.

Tt includes representatives from such orgamzaif&h‘s as :the CCY; the United

Way, Chamber of Commerce; and AFL/CIO. The Adynsoty Board is headed by

the Director of Guidance for the Cincinnati publrc s%hool qstem
P R\”' -

Under thrs YIEP plan there 1s one YIEP coordmator 'for each 60

maintaining close contact with youth their teachers, and their prmcrpals In

* additjon; using the YIEP funds, they have a counsélor/YIEP participant ratio

" 1:50 in.\addition to.the regular counsehng services already provxded by the
school system.

The entrre YIEP effort in Cmc1nnat1 is best charactenzed as an mdiv1d-
ualizefy program ‘with all student services available to each participant.
. Rela 1vely greater attentron 1s bemg pald to dEVeloping favorable work

more unportant than his/her work expenEnce ]§t represents a school
system-wide effort to provide the kmds of added services, attention, and help
: needed to ptovide true equrry in education for needy youth enrolled in the
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hlgh schools of Gincinnan Wrthout YIEP, many oT

persons. who. would have. been forced to leave Yhe ¥chool system pnor to

g‘aduaUOnmmnogoo&pfeparauOn forwork - “; '\ SR S

Ty

Baltxmore, Maryland Ltke Boston the, Baltrmore YlE;P effort is headed by a

CETA prime sponsor. In addition to the $23 million of YIEP funds received,
approxxmately $7 million from CETA Title VI and. SPEDY .are-used in the:

 Baltimo
of 10,600 youth-with 8,843 slots. available at any ‘given time. Of these,

. high\schiool whilé the ren;atnder are in-school youth: ‘Also similar to Bostori-is

the f: "t_t.hat the Baitimore YIEP pr 1]

area covers ive counues as well as' all of Balnmore rtself

: 70f7 dfleiapproxgmately 9,000 ij slots developed about 50 percent are in. the
~pubhc sector,: about 20 percent in the private sector, ‘and the remamder in

nonpsofit’ agenaes Unlike some,other YIEP sites, Baltimor€ is countmg heaizﬂy :

on peysons at the ]Ob sifes to screen yoiith for YIEP eligibrhty—a fanétion tHat:. -

saves undue reliance-on schqol. colingelofs. S’chool counselors enter in only *
. when this is not possible -As a result, many. YIEP pamcxpants find 3obs close to’ .
‘for private sector Jobs is'd ugh jOb fair with -
tatives al.lowed to “cre!‘n" youth for the private sector -

-
-

A very unique feature of the Baltlmore YlEP effort is their procedure for

screening and meetmg needs of 'out of-school youth The system w0rks hke
thxs

s .

A: For youth readlng below Sth grade level , ) .
1. 0pt10n “A" They can enrole a specral new Nbllc school for youth

~ with severe reading disabilities. At this new school, 200 of .the 300

“~\

b -.given : :

- 2. Optflon”‘LB:' - gp fo 50 YIEP youth can parnapatgm a $150; 000

:. LEAA-funded prbgram -pperated’ by CBOs in Baltunore No academic

credit is recelved for this program.

B. For yout.h reading at the St.h 8th grade level® -

e -YIEP- effort _Over an ‘18-month period, this project will serve a total.
”'roxxmately 1,900 slots are. reserved. for out-of-school youth returnmg to ‘f

t found it nécessary .to limit ltself to.
"only ‘a partion of ‘Baltimore’ City nspite of the fact the CET&pnme sponSOr\, L

- L :

7

slots have been reserved for YIEP 'partrcrpants Acadermc ciedit is

1. eptmn “A™ They can a‘{bnd ohe of four area vocatlonai hxgh

schools which are being kept open, with YIEP funds; from 3:30-7:30

p.m. to serve 600 YIEP youth. With both academic and vocational

* teachers involved, this program can lead to a hlgh school diploma

o
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. ‘altern-mvc schooi program Jomtiy staffed by pnme spof s t per
and educators £rom the © school*system Usmg ,s1x occup i@'al

R clusters; this. program. alterngges classfoom instruction with on-the-jgb.. -
To7 7 .0 activittes in twoﬁ_week cycles. ‘This hrghly mdrviduallzed ,cumcuitm :
) ‘ can produce. high_ school graduatei in two years “even for those who

SR never attended high school !

. C For youth readmg. at'-the Sth gradeflevel or hrgher

A" A GED progrin (funded by, YIEP) is run bg the pubiu?
p School system for 240 YIEP youth < - _3, T B .

; T '.v_.provr,des bot a GEDand in KA dégree in two years in oceanography
-l i or, marine scierice’’ @400 available slots, 200 are rg.served for, pEP
ey youth audt?ﬁo for‘YETP youth _ :

.

w ,rkmg Very closei? together On t’hIS YiEP prOIect No major
fproblems are seen. v_!; R ‘,&' oo '

_ ln summary,hthe ﬁve Trer h! YIEP programs descnbed ,here can;be seen to )
g mc]ude appr xrmately 30,000 in- -school and’ 3,600 out-of- schooi youﬁr at:a .
-.,,total cost, exdlusive of other, CETA ﬁmds used in Bost and Baltimore of - s
"about $81.8 million. Four of the five are concentrated ukurban areas and one

covers suburban and rural ‘areas’ as we]l as a major crty Of the :five three are

",ztssocmted Wlth a CETA prime sponsor whrLe twd are: bemg conduoted by ;-

: public school syster

~and. Baltimére) have.

1e°ones run drrectly by' CETA pnme sponsots (Boston

y far the largest amount of furgsper YIEP enrollee and,
in addition, have found ways of supplementing YIEP Tunds with other kinds of
€ETA dollars.: The two run by public school_systems seem to be concentrating

relatively’ more on unprovmg-educatmnal offerlngs for YIEP youth whereas

those operated by prime sponsors pay relativgly more attention to the kinds of

jOb slots created under YIEP. The contr ~in. approach, philOSophJcal

'commrtment ‘and contern;” and resources avaﬂabie for ‘these various YIEP

efforts is considerable. Cer}amly, as a research effort; it shou!d vproduce some
very valuable data. The one thing’ that these five YIEP, -projects appear to “have
-in common is therr desrre and actxons aimed at lrnprovmg,the .quality of

A4
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educational experiences for YIEP youth related to-attaining the goal of

~ education as preparation for work

. No attempt was: made to collect case examples of YETP efforts for purposes
of contrast Qwith' thé YIEP efforts described above. Participants in the YETP
mini-conference: appeared more interested in sharinig experieénces regarding

common problems they were encountering than in giving detailed descriptions

of their individual YETP efforts. Thus, it is a summary of such problems with
which this section is concemed.

Probleml Eneouraging educators to emphasrze and value the goal of

‘education a3 preparation for - work:. Several YETP participants perceived
educators resistance; with respect to YETP implementauon in school settings,

coming from two perspectives: (airesistance to a positive approach toward

helping youth solveeducation/work relationship problems; and (b) resistance

to paying special attention to the needs of YETP youth. Both problems were

illustrated in reports of YETP youth whose part-time jobs were as teacher aides
in_the school system. While the specific teachers to whom such youth. were

- assigned appeared to be working positively with t.herp, otheér_ teachers were

reported to be downplaying the nnportance of contnbutrons being made by.

an attitude that the work t.hese students were domg was secondary”m
irnportance to their acadéniic stu'dlésithu's d'enyin'g some studerits t.he positive

that; if enpugh teacher aldes are employed perhaps the schiool system won't

need as many regufar teachers. The overriding concern, however, was that some
teachers; by not valuing the work YETP youth are doing as teacher aides, 3“’;.'

- ‘making negative, rather than positive, contributrons to helprng such youth
valiie work and theimiselves as workers: ;

The same problem was Seen. asexmtmg arnong some. school counselors In-

part, participarits- identlﬁed the problem as an apparent lack of interest or

. concern.on the. ;mrtof some counselors for YETP-eligibleapouth. Reportedly; it

was, in effect, almost a disbelief that YETP efforts could possibly succeed with

such youth when educators had demonstratedconvincingly that not- Qt;h
ve

could be done. When special efforts were made; through YETP, to impro

quality of counseling services (for example, through introducing such added:

features; as 2 computerized occupatronal information system and expanded
career exploration opportumtres) some counselors appeared to feel t.hreatened

L
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- 'fhe generai probiem rdentxﬁed was. clcarly an. ntlitudinal one that saw some ¢

educators being perceived by CETA personnel as: (a) resistant to emphasizing

the goal of education as preparation for work (b) less interested in YETP-
eligible youth than in other youth with whom they worked; and (c) threatened
Bji atierniits to sijijiilerneiit What i.hey liid p"rmausiy done With neW and
suddenly dlsappear rf directions come to euucators from top administrative
leaders in-the school system that they are to cooperate in.a YETP effort.
Community ‘pressures may often have to be put on top administrative lcaders
in education to get them to act. Changing teachers and counselors, however, is
going to take time as well as creative, new strategies. Attitude change doesn’t
occur qurckly .

Pi’iiblfeiii 27: Piﬁﬁdiiig academic credit for YETP experiences. The experi-
ences of seminar participants differed widely with respect to gaining academic
credit sfor YETP participation. Some were having no problems of any kind
while others have not yet sought academlc credit. Still others were finding it
possrble ta gain academic credit .for some YETP experiences, but not for
_ 'dllfers The most obvrous ‘problems wrll be summarized here.

) One problem is that most school drstncts now being asked to partrcrpate in:
YETP have not had prior experience -in grantmg academic credit.for work
expenence Some school districts, in the -past, had establlshed procedures for
gtantmg academic credit for work experience; carried out as a regular part of

mcanonal education. These districts seemed to be ‘having Rttle trouble

arrangmg academic credit for YETP participants. To those schools who had no
prior expenence in grantmg academic credit for work experience; the challenge
to change in this directfon was somenmes difficult to meet

A second prachcal sub"p'r'o'b'lem here is thal‘liﬁ i.h'e past, CETA Title 1
programs often operated in secondary school se ttings under arrangements
where no academic credit was offered for partrcrpa g youth. Questions were
raised regarding the probable negative reactions of CETA Tr? 1 yout.h if
academic credit for work experierce is offered to YETP yout.h Apparently, at
the school district and local CETA office levels, there still is miuch to be done
in making clear distinctions between: (a) academic credrt offered as part of a
cooperative work experience program in vocational education; (b) academic
credit offered for CETA Title I youth whose part-time Jobs,are unrelated to
their academic programs; and (c) acaderic credrt offered for career. exploranon
work experierice -under- YETP: To many, “work experignce’ ,,Sf,"?m,s to be a

generic term. There is an obvious need to differentiate the various kmds of

work experience involved here. .
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-A-third subproblem was seen in those school districts wheze distinctions are
being drawn between giving elective academic credit for work experience but
not -academic credit that counts toward minimal high school graduation
requirements. The distinction 15 clear to _professional_ educators, but not
apparenhy well understood by some CETA personnel involved ln“YETP
actlvitles The criteria used by local school boards to determme whether credrt
should mstead, count as “elective credit, are often unclear Differences :

- between local school boards are great. The above problems are bound to create

some confusion in negotmtrng LEA/prime sponsor agreements on matters

. related to academic credit:

Problem 3: lnvolving the private sector in YETP. The YETP effort; unlike
other giaits of the YEDPA legislation places high priority on hélping youth
346(10)(cX D), “will improve their. abilrty to ,make,career decrsions and which
will provide them -with basic work skills needed for regular employment not
pubsidized under this in-school program.” Since many youth will eventually
work in the private; rather than the public sector, it is imperative that YETP.
efforts involve career exploration for YETP youth in the private sector. Several
subproblems were ralsed by participants.

) One subproblem is the ﬁct that under CETA the ST[P (Skﬂl Tralmng
Improvement Program) 1s already in exrstence Tlus CETA program allows

employers see YETP efforts to mvolve them in what is obvrously a long-ten'n
developmental effort that may or may not ever produce persons for their -
particular mdustry, it is easy -to understand why the YETP option appears. less

-attractive than the STIP option to many employers: The task is to convince

industry that the developmental YETP effort will result in a better potential -

pool of employees for industry:

A séea{@ @Bﬁraﬁéa raised By participants had to do with perceived

problems YETP career exploration efforts in the private sector may have in
gining the cooperation and support of organized labor. If organized labor
dews YETP as either (a) threatening to displace some adult employed workers;
of (b) exploiting youth, it is sire to resist. Some participants reported this to
be no problem in their communities, but others emphasized it as a factor which
may well prevent the kinds of varied involvement of the private sector that
YETP seeks The solutlon suggested by partrcrpants was to seek the active

. contrnuing basis in YETP operanons It is understandable that orgamzed labor
' may object to activities in which their advice and operational assrstance isn L/

sought.




A third subproblem rdentiﬁed Was one. thaL mvolves workmg wrth only a

munity:  Realistically, some
of the education system; are
s the feeling of participants

ort described earlier; will be
hetpful in gaining support and understanding from the private sector. From a

pomon of the private sector ‘in a given ¢

elements of the private. sector, like some eleme

sare to resrst and resent YETP. operatmns It

that_prior gﬁ:ffg programs, such as the VEP e

practical standpoint, particrpan\s‘irged others rpvolved in YETP to concentrate

their efforts on those industries most susceptrble to worldng positively with

sohogl systeﬁrrrs and CETA prime sponsors on YETP programs rather than

attemptmg to cover the entire private sector. The advice was “go with the
winners!”

In the long run; participants saw the success of YETP programs directly
related to the successful implementation of comprehensive career education
éfforts in the participating school districts and in the communities where they
are located. At the same time, it was recognized that the full implementation
of career education efforts is still to be attained in many, many comimunities.
It will niot be quick nor will it be easy.

Examples of Ways in Which YETP Programs are Supplementing Educational ,
' Opportunities

.One _of- the underlymg prermses of the YETP portron of the YEDPA

legrslanon is that YETP funds are to be used to supplement; but not supplant;

efforts already being made by school drstncts m prepanng yout.h for work

converted into operational realrty were provided by seminar participants.

In Cmcmnatr, Ohio, because of the extensrve YIEP effort at the semor hxgh

exploratory programs for 14- and 15-year olds. The YEDPA law that makes
this kind of use of YETP funds possible for use with 14- and 15-year olds has
not yet been applied in many other communities. The Cincinnati example is
well worth examining. ' :

ln ermmgton, Delaware YETP funds are bemg used to wpplement regular
offenngs in a county vocational school through providing 120 in-schiool and 80
outof-school YETP=eligible youth with: (a) business/labor/industry resource
petsons for classroom discussion of careers; (b) special career exploratxon
opportiifiitiés in six occupational clusters; and (c) special efforts to show YETP
youth the necessity of academic skills as- preparation for work. All of this is in

addition to everythmg the vocational school was previously doing: q
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Career Education Center” for 200 YETP youth participants as an alternative
school. The extent to which the YETP funds resulted in adding to educational
resources that would otherwise be available to. YETP youth can be seen in

comparison figures such as these: o
Category " Regular HISD Students  YETP Career EdCeme,t
1. Teachet/pupil ratio 1:30 l 17 .
2. Counselor/pupil ratio . 1:500 : 1:35 Qgigohool
: ' youth)
1:10 (out-of-school
S oLl L _L youth)
3. Per pupil cost $1,100 $3,000

) ln addition, the school dxstnct has asslgned three full tlme Consultants to

In Humboldt County, Cahfdmia, YETP partlcxpants are provlded with both ,

special career counselors and with a wide variety of quality work experience at

sites that are not available to. regulxr students in the school systems. Regular

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

. but plans are being made to expand YETP efforts to include staff development

for regular academic teachers of YETP youth.

cons1derably to the effectiveriess of the career gmdance and Counsehng services
afforded youth. :

In Kenosha, Wlsconmn, YETP £unds have heen used to expand work

experience. programs. having aprimary goal of career exploration for YETP

youth_while, at the same time, paying youth for participating in such

experiences. In addition, Kenosha is actively involved in finding ways of

combining various kinds of Federal funds, from a wide vanety of sources, with

those of the educatlon system, by prov:dmg a comprehens:ve career education

\’,.7
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With these examples, the\question was raised whether or not ‘“‘régular”
students tended to resist these ‘spegial efforts to provide, for YETP youth, the
kinds of help all high school studehts feel is needed. In general, participants
teported no such feelings of resentntent existing in the early stages of YETP
unplementatron At the saitie trme th y were cogmzant of the possrbrlrty and

whrch the effectiveness of the englre YEDPA effort—wrth partrcular reference
to relatxorrslupsbetween LEAS CETA prime sponsors—coulg be lmproved
" Some. of these suggestions s were made by educators in.the semiflars and others

Partrcrpants in both the YEDP  semninars suggested 4 number of ways in
nd

by CETA_prime. sponsor representatives In makmg suggestlons, partlcfpants

were_urged to think_ creatlveiy and not to hamper._theniselves with “practical”

restraints that now exist in the commupities 1 where they work: While nearly.zll

of _ these suggestions §re~ones that _other comm ities.. could not. _easily

implement; the entire set is reproduced here in the hopejthat one of more will
at least be tried.

1. Get some national agreement; among educators and DOL personmel; on
the goals of education; the goals of CETA, and the proper relationships
among both sets of goals. Without this agreement; misunderstandings at
the local level are certain to contmue

2. Help educators learn about the entire_ CETA leglslatlon so that they can
better view YEDPA in general and YETP in particular, and gain proper
perspective as- these new efforts relate to past CETA efforts and
currently existing CETA opportumtxes for effective LEA/prlme sponsor
interaction: .

3. Help CETA pnme sponsors leam more about career educatron, rts goals
for educational change, and its’ potentral for use in helping to implement
better LEA/prime sponsor workmg\agreements

4. Embark on a major efl‘ort to help counselmg and gurdance personnel
from education and from DOL settings join forces in helping youth solve
their career guidance problems The separateness now existing is hurting
youth : : ’- B

s. Collect on a natron-mde basrs ‘success examples" bf good LEA/pnme
sponsor agreements. Use this collecuon of “‘success examples” in a series
of conferences involving teams of persons from local communities. Such
“teams should include supenntendents CETA prime Sponsors,. school
board members, and community leaders.

R
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to which local Dptions exrst An. essentral step wrﬂ be to. provide sog;_
al

assurance - 7uf cpntinuity of funds_and amore. lead time to lo
communities. Without these things; dont ‘expect !ocxd communitles to

ehange very much:

7. Help regional personnel in HEW and CETA regional offices leamn more
,ab'b'iit "YEDPA in  general and LEA/prirrie sp'oﬁsb"r agreements. in

sponsQrs Depend less on Washmgton DC bureaucrats and State
goveriiment ofﬁcrals :

8. Obtam some basic agreements with respect to evaluatron measures to. be
used- by school systems to demonstrate their accouhtabihty for receivmg

YEDPA fun’ds' Performarnice standards are badly needed that can 'be

applied by CETﬁ prime sponsors. to. school districts: These must go

beyond the_area “of - “‘general . employabrhty skills” as this term is-too

fuzzy. for QSEJE‘I troe_accPuntability. Egnsider a plan whereby a school
system meeting perfo ce standards receive a “bonus” of CETA

funds: : . i

districts are matched with funds from the school dlstnct itself.

.

9. Devise and implement a plan where YEDBA funds going to school

t

As a set of suggested acuon steps for consxderatlon by decmonmakers t the

‘suggestions for,,xmprovement would seem to ,d,eserve some serroys considera-

tion. These suggestions have come from jractitioners charged with implement-
ing-the YEDPA legislation and they represent the professional experiences of
such persons Who can know better what kmds of help educators and CET A

; Philosophrcal lssues to be Reeolved in LEA/ane Sponsor Agreements

It would be both unfair and untrue to plctute alleducators as. belongmgm

one plulosoplucal “camp” ‘and all CETA prime sponsors. as. ‘belonging in an

opposmg “camp:” M:my from_ both sides would; in fact; be placed in the

“opposition_camp” if their ihdividual philosophical positions were to be
carefully examined. Further, to try todifferentiate “‘camps™ is to run: the
danger of setting up a series of “straw men” which; in many local communities;
simply do not exist. In spite of these obvious and very great dangers, it seems
necé:sz‘y at this point; to posit aseries of basic philosophical differences that
ap'p'é" to be currently iiﬁpéding tlie develdprﬁem and iiriplernentatibn 6f



youth I present these issues here' not to further dmde but rather to establish
a basis for écmprbmlse Both will have to “‘give” some. : '

- ,lne #l Should our efforts be nimed nt improving our cnrrent educatmn

system or at_creating a system of alternative schools? Typical CETA prime

sponsors appear firmly_ cmmncei that the Amal:ican eduoation -system has

failed to meet the needs of many. persons in our saciety in terms 0£prepant1g

such persons_to_be. producti\te, satisfied; contributing workers: They see the

results of such failure on a daily basis in_the large numbers of unemployed,

underemployable persons. with. whom _they ‘must deal. Research sponsored

largely by the U.S. Department of Labor over the last 15-year period has

. provided clear i dlcatrons that some alternative approaches to education may
produce more posuhve results. Why; say such prime sponsors; should we put
more money into an educational system that has consistently failed to provide

- for the needs-of so many of our citizens? Would it not be better to devise and.

furid alternative' educational programs that hold promise of succeeding where

the public educatl n system has failed? Results are what count—not the “‘cost

per studgnt.” - -, .

iplcal professmnal educators would be among the ﬁrst to recogmze and
: ackuowledge that theh}mc:m system of education has failed to meet the

needs_of all those. it seeks to serve. At the same. time, - they Wpuld stmngly

holds. the American system of education as the best

defend a contention t

yet devised for meeting the needs of ali of the children of all of the people. If

this system has failed to fully accomphsh its objectives for all; the baslc-'_'"'

problem is that sufficient resources have not been made available for use by

/educators. They would further contend that, if new funds beconje available in
American society for educational uses; the most efficient and effective use to
which they could be put would be to improve the existing system of education,
not to create a dual system that competes with it. Man¥ examples exist in
other countries of the dangers that a dual system of education holds for
protecting and enhancing freedom of choice for the individual. Why repeat that
mistake in America? Finally, miny typical educators, when th,ey, see- the large
per pupil expenditures required for operating some kinds‘of “alternative
schools,” are quick to contend that, if our public schools were given this
amount of money per. pupil, it could produce results as good or better t.han
those being produced by the alternative school.

7 Both “sides” have -strong -arguments in- thelr favor, Perhaps some move
-toward compromise will becorie possible if the notion of *“alternative schools”
' for those with special needs were to be incorpgrated within the concept of the
total system. of American public eduéation. A more hker compromise position

would be one tha?recogmzes and. accepts the premise that; if and when new

" funds become available for educatlon in America; part of those funds should be
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earmarked for creating alternative schools and part for improving the current
system of public education. To use. such large sums of new education dollars as
the YEDPA legisfation provides for only one of these ways does not seem
" wise—no matter which way is chesen.” :

. lssué #2 Shoiild the primary focus be on meetmg developmentnl needs of
persofis of on meeting reitiedial needs? Typical CETA prime sponsors. ‘would

appear to favor remedial over preventive approaches to solvmgeducation/w ork

problems. They base their position on two very. oonvmcing arguments: First;

they -would- contend most members of American - society . are._receiving

sufficient help in meeting their career development needs; i:e:; they go. through

the: education system and take their place in the occupanonai society with

reasonable ‘assurances of success: At the same time; there are others—many

others—whose career development eds have clearly not been met: Unless

efforts are concentrated on providin, such 'persons with the kinds of intensive

remedial help they need, they will continue to be a burden on socxety rather

than contributing members Second, they_ contend  that the concept of

“developmental needs” is fuzzy, to_say the least; and not susceptible to clear

accountability for its results: How do you really know what you get for your

money if you _spend iton: “deyclopmentai efforts?” On the other hand; mongy

spent for remedial purposes can be held to strict accountabrllty standards. We

know the kinds of help such persons nieed and we can tell whether our efforts

—_——— - v

produce it:

TYplcal educators would appear to favor the developmental over the
remedial; approach.. They would favor the old saying *“‘an ounce of prevention
is better than a pound of cure.” In looking-at the large and increasing pool of -
out-of-school, out-of- skill, out-of work, out-of Hope youth and adults i our -
society, they would raise two questions. First, they would question. whether

‘any amount of iew money, no matter how massive, would ever be sufficient to

‘“*drain” this large pool of unfortunate person&Eersons are. cntermg the pool

faster than those who are in it.can be helped. It s a losing cause to devote all of

our energies to a “draining the pool” emphasis: At least part of our efforts

must be aimed ari:!“!‘&off,quﬁof'E'E‘Lt,hat pool—and that; in a very real
way,. means dp}o”gi our resources. to r.mproviiig the education system from

_ which such. persons come: If we can_cut off_the flow into that pool by some

substantial amount, it may be possible to “drain” it eventually. If we do not;

“ the “pool” can only become larger ;_;‘5

Both “sides" lire right agam Certamly, nb tlunkmg person would conclude
~th bécause remedlal efforts are unlikely, by therllselves, to produce complete

education]work relatlonshlp problems At thie same tlme to concentrate total
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Aﬁ’gmion on hélping such person/ wnthout ‘ever askmg the questlon of “why are
they- “here—and What can be done to prevent mofe from enterlng"" is both
stwrtsighted and unwise. Our pohcles must be devised in such a ‘way that they

result in both kinds of efforts. simultaneously—remedial and developmental:

Only by doing so can we meet our responsibilities to those who are thh us

now and tb those who will follow: "~

PR

- l§§iie #3 Should our efforts reach out to all youth under YEDPA or should

‘economlcally dmadvantéged yout}} o provide eqtiaiit)i for all is simply to
widen the existing gap between the “haves” and the “have nots.” Finally, the: *
CETA’s would defend concentrating lattention on the economically disadvan-
taged by pointing out that it is equ}t;v, not equality, that-is most needed in
-American society today. Economxcal]y disadvantaged youth- tend to be both
educationally disadvantaged and :culturally dlsadvan\aged If America is. to
maximize opportunities for all of its citizens, then very special and-intensive
efforts must be mounted to provide equity for economically disadvantaged
youth. Armed- with such éi'giiﬁiéii'ts,fthé.i;é Spifhébis can be expected to press .
strongly for YETP funds to be used for “career employimeiit experiefices” for
the .economically disadvantaged tather than for “transmon services” to be
made available toall youth :

Typxcal educators have_ been msulled thh a plnlosoplucal behef that each.

student with whom they deal is equaily important! They. can be expected; in

large numbers to be philosophically opposed to doing more for one student
- than we are willing to do for another. Further; when the help being offered is
in education/work relationships and career development; educators are quick
to point out that the problems are, ix no way, limited to economically
di;e,édiiaiiitégéd ydiitli Rzithét théy iéjiiéséﬁt iﬁéjbi éiid giéWiiig pibbléhis t}iét
;t §hquld the_y would say, be made ava.llabJe to all. Thus; i m negotnatmg a YETP
LEA/prime Spbhﬁbi' agreement, they can be expected to argue strongly for an
emphasis on *“‘transition semces * for all secondary school students rather than
an exclusive emphasis on “career employment experiences” for economically
disadvantaged youth. : ' ' o

" The Congress, in its wisdom; recognized the validity of both sides of this
philosophical issue. This is undoubtedly what caused the Congress to include
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- ~emp]oyment experiences for the economically drsadvamaged in the YETP

_ pbrtion of the YEDPA legrslation It is probably also what caused the Congress

Ly

to write m requirements for LEA/pnme sponsor agreements to be negotiated

between local school systems and CETA _prime _sponisors. at _the Jocz}i

' where both “sides” can, ap,d should be willing to g grve in a little bit. To insist

 on all YETP funds being used for only one of these two major purposes when

-the_Congress wrote both into the legislation is not defensible. With the way the

" YEDPA law was originally written, this will demand that the matter of the ‘22

percent minimum"’ be considered for what it really is—i.e., a minpimum, not a
jpraximum. - S o ;

Issue #4: Should academic credit be awarded - for: all ?Eﬁiﬁ' youth :
ii:’iiﬁiﬁi 6r fdr 6iily §él€ctéd é’ctﬁrtieﬁ? ] "'p’i'cal CETA 'p'rime s’p"o'ris'o'rs' cari'be

. activitres for which educational instltutr' ns award academic credit. They are -

charged by- the YEDPA legislation, with doing so. They can be_ expectedto

argue that the grantinig of academic credit for work experience has, for years,

been a standard educational practice in many-parts.. of the nation: Further, they
can be expected to contend that many of the coping skills included in YEDPA

youth -experiences will be valuable marketable skills later in life and are fully

_ deserving-of credit toward graduation: In addition; it will not seem unreason-

~ able to CETA prime sponsors to feel that, if a particular activity costs money

and involves-effort, it is likely to be one for which academic credit could well

be awarded. Finally, they can be expected to point out that; in such current

educdtional _activities whose primary purpose is- career exploration, _for

- example, the Executive High School Intern Program, academic credit has been

awarded. partrcrpgr}tai ,GE’?’) this_ precedent they may ask; why should not
acaderm{: credit be awarded for career exploratron expenences performed as
part of the YETP program?

: ,,,'Iyprcal educators may be expected to be very cautrous about awardmg

***** i

academic credit for any activities not under the direct control and/or

~ supervision of professional -educators themselves. In the absence of such
- safeguards; they may ask How can the educational institution be sure that

credit is earned? So far as work expetierice i8 concerfied, educators will argue
that some forms -of work experienice are deserving of academic credit -while
others: are not. As a generic category, there. is nothmg inherent. in “work
expenence" that makes it automatically worthy of academic credit. Further,

while many educators may be willing to grant academic. credit of an elective

natiire, they may not be willmg to allow that credit to ‘be given in a form that

counts toward hrgh school graduatron After all; they will say, we have strict

guidelmes regardmg the kinds of learning activities for which academic credrt'
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counting toward gradyation jrnay,bje awarded. Such guidelines are imposed by
both; State de’p’artrne’nti of educ’atibn!and by accrediting associations:

{-lnalfy, cducators may be ,expectcd to contcpd that t.hc pcrsonal value of i
given experience to the future of a particular youth is.not a proper criterion for
use in determimng Whether of not that actmty rs deservmg of academrc credrt

. kmds of “credit” accrue to students reachmg such goals, of which acadcmrc

credit is but one:
)

The academu: credlt" questron in_ [:EA/prxme sponsor relatlonshlps wﬂl, ,

. include all of these _arguments—and more: There will be no easy answers nor

-ones that_can be uniformly applied in_every. community. After all, the local
school board possesses a great deal of latitude with respect to the awarding of
academic credit and no national or State edict can force them to grant credit
for YEDPA activitiesif they choose not-to do so. Agam we arc faced with an
issue whose resolytion will involve compromise on both “sides.” Neither set of
conténtions is completely right nor completely wrong\Good falth bargaining in
completing LEA/prime sponsor_agreertients, whether Rmited-to YETP alone or
covering wider parts of YEDPA or even total CETA leglslatron will be

essential.

Other basxc 1ssues CYd\ be rarsed such A8 the advrsabrlrty of anate vsoo
publrc sectoy work experience slots; questron.? regarding the importance of
fYEDPA fyzids for instructional use as opposed to support services, and, issues
involving postsecondxiry education youth in YEDPA Future_discussions that

ificlude such topics will, be heipful In the meannme, we_can help’ both educa-

tion"al &cbmonmakers and CETA prime sponsors com:entrate on finding ways

of resolmg, at the local tevel, the four basic issues; identified in this section.

Reasonable -women and men_on both *sides,” who are ¢qually concerned about-

providing maximum benefits to youth; will surely find reasonable solutions to

each one of these issues:

Concludmg Remarks

The contents of thrs monograph should be regarded by readers as both
temporal and as tentative. They are certainly temiporal in view of the fact that,

. by the time t.he monograph is in print,.revisions in the YEDPA leglslatlonwﬂl -

have been enacted into law, It is obvious, even as these words are being written,
that some changes will occur in the law that will cause inaccuracies in what has

. ‘been said here: The thoughts contained here were. derived primarily from the

input of eight. representatives of CETA prime sponsors and nine educators; all

of, whom are involved in implementing: YEDPA during its first year of
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operation. These persons obvidusly repressnt only a very small sample. of -

YEDPA practitioners and none of the national YEDPA ‘leadership. Another-.

sample.of practitioners might well have provided a cqmplq@é!y fiﬁferent séi .

of examples and suggestions for use‘in this monograph: Thus; a warning of
tentativeness must siirely be given to readers. - ‘ :
__In_spite of these obvious weaknesses, it seemed to me the knowledge I
. gained from-Hstening to the participants at the two.1978 YEDPA mini-confer-
~ ‘ences was so important and so new it would be worthwhile attempting to share
it with others. It is to that end that this monograph is directed: If yous the

0

reader. can use it to discover a ore realistic “truth’ about YEDPA and about -

LEA/prime sponsor interactions in your community, it will have sérved a
iiseful purpose. Hopefully, both some of the problems and some of the-promise
of the YEDPA legislation have beer clarified here.
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